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 Please provide your views on the long-term use of this area, particularly whether wetland habitats should be retained or a transition to wet
woodland supported.

It will negatively impact the AONB and cause damage to existing wildlife habitats.

Question 9: Surface water

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views.

Question 10: Other main site changes

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know
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 Please provide comments on any or all of the potential changes. Please specify the change to which your comments refer.

All options will negatively impact the AONB and cause untold damage to wildlife habitats.

Question 11: Sizewell B relocated facilities

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views. Please specify the option to which your comments refer.

The area should not be disturbed, and Coronation Wood should be preserved.

Question 12: Associated development changes

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please provide comments on any or all of these proposed changes. Please specify the change to which your comments refer.

It will negatively impact the AONB, effect residents negatively and cause untold damage to wildlife habitats and quality of life in the area. We will
no longer be a place visitors want to visit, or somewhere people want to live.

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Don't know Inappropriate X
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 a) Running four trains per day rather than three. Do you think this potential change is:

 b) Running trains six days a week (Monday to Saturday). Do you think this potential change is:

 c) The possibility of operating a fifth train for a short period at the peak of construction. This would require changes to the current passenger
timetable on the East Suffolk Line. Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views.

Detrimental impact on residents, extra pollution including noise, and lots of disruption.

Sea freight

Question 3: Enhancing the permanent beach landing facility

 Do you think enhancing the permanent BLF is:

 Please explain your views.

We will lose a large portion of our beautiful heritage coast. Tourists will no longer want to visit either.

Question 4: A new, temporary beach landing facility

 Do you think providing a new, temporary additional BLF is:

 Please explain your views.

We will lose a large portion of our beautiful heritage coast. It will be destroyed needlessly.

Question 5: New, temporary beach landing facility options

 Do you think this option is:

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know
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 Do you think this option is:

 Do you think this option is:

 Do you think this option is:

 Please provide comments on any or all of the potential design options. Please specify the option to which your comments refer.

All options will result in loss of a large portion of our shoreline, impacting residents, visitors and wildlife negatively.

Question 6: SSSI crossing

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views.

We will lose large amounts of AONB. Tourists will no longer want to visit. Wildlife habitats will be destroyed.

Question 7: Fen meadow replacement

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views.

It is not acceptable to lose such valuable, well established wildlife habitats in exchange for a poor imitation. Needless destruction and loss of wildlife
and greenery.

Question 8: Water Resource Storage Area

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know



23/12/2020 Magpie

https://magpieportal.traverse.org.uk/#/print/reports/printable-response/058f8ed5-ce49-4ba0-a828-e08f66287832 4/6

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please provide your views on the long-term use of this area, particularly whether wetland habitats should be retained or a transition to wet
woodland supported.

Question 9: Surface water

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views.

It would be disruptive, out of place and potentially dangerous, not to mention more than likely insufficient for the needs of funnelling away surface
water.

Question 10: Other main site changes

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know



23/12/2020 Magpie

https://magpieportal.traverse.org.uk/#/print/reports/printable-response/058f8ed5-ce49-4ba0-a828-e08f66287832 5/6

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please provide comments on any or all of the potential changes. Please specify the change to which your comments refer.

It is not acceptable to lose valuable, well established wildlife habitats. Needless destruction and loss of wildlife and greenery is not a very eco
friendly option. Coronation Wood should be preserved, as with all the AONB. We must retain our historical coastline and the beauty of it.

Question 11: Sizewell B relocated facilities

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views. Please specify the option to which your comments refer.

Coronation Wood should be preserved.

Question 12: Associated development changes

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please provide comments on any or all of these proposed changes. Please specify the change to which your comments refer.

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Don't know Inappropriate X
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Too much land is being devoured and destroyed by this project. Quality of life for residents who have lived here their entire lives will be ruined.
Habitats will be wiped out and our precious wildlife lost.
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 a) Running four trains per day rather than three. Do you think this potential change is:

 b) Running trains six days a week (Monday to Saturday). Do you think this potential change is:

 c) The possibility of operating a fifth train for a short period at the peak of construction. This would require changes to the current passenger
timetable on the East Suffolk Line. Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views.

Thorough rethink required before submitting proposal

Sea freight

Question 3: Enhancing the permanent beach landing facility

 Do you think enhancing the permanent BLF is:

 Please explain your views.

Deliveries may be safer, but I worry that there is inadequate information available about the potential consequences to the movement of the sea in
this area. Coastal erosion seems to be a real possible consequence, and the resulting ingress of the the sea could then compromise both the facility
itself and the longterm security of site-stored materials, including spent nuclear materials. More research needed. More consultation needed.

Question 4: A new, temporary beach landing facility

 Do you think providing a new, temporary additional BLF is:

 Please explain your views.

See Q 3

Question 5: New, temporary beach landing facility options

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X
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 Do you think this option is:

 Do you think this option is:

 Do you think this option is:

 Do you think this option is:

 Please provide comments on any or all of the potential design options. Please specify the option to which your comments refer.

More research and further consultation required please to ensure long-term security of the site and the vulnerable facilities and materials on it.

Question 6: SSSI crossing

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views.

If the ground surrounding the proposed change would be barren - what is the net gain?

Question 7: Fen meadow replacement

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views.

I do not believe this will mitigate the loss of habitat on the existing SSSI.

Question 8: Water Resource Storage Area

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know
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 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please provide your views on the long-term use of this area, particularly whether wetland habitats should be retained or a transition to wet
woodland supported.

Question 9: Surface water

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views.

Question 10: Other main site changes

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate X Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know X

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know
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 Please provide comments on any or all of the potential changes. Please specify the change to which your comments refer.

a) These proposals seem inadequate, and you do not provide any design details. There is no long-term certainty that the proposed changes would
be adequate against coastal erosion and the ingress of the sea beyond ten years, with potentially catastrophic consequences to the site, which by
its very nature is both using and storing highly radioactive materials. In the light of these uncertainties, I deeply object to the use of this coastal site,
defended or not, as a site for this proposed facility. b) any building which disrupts the essential nature of this landscape is unacceptable. The
building of spoil heaps to a similar height as those which at Hinkley have been dubbed "Alps" is careless and a travesty of the essential nature of this
heritage coastline, which will be rendered a mere industrial wasteland.

Question 11: Sizewell B relocated facilities

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Please explain your views. Please specify the option to which your comments refer.

This cannot be discussed until agreement is reached with Sizewell A, surely?

Question 12: Associated development changes

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

 Do you think this potential change is:

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Inappropriate Don't know

Appropriate Don't know Inappropriate
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 Please provide comments on any or all of these proposed changes. Please specify the change to which your comments refer.

, I refer to the submission made this week by the MTL Association, with whose views I am broadly in agreement - that is to
say, I seriously doubt the justification for the movement of large numbers of HGVs on the road network of E Suffolk in general, and the proposed relief
road in particular. Access would be much less disruptive via rail and sea, and I do not believe EDF has done a thorough enough appraisal of these
alternative conduits. I therefore find the "tweaking" of the development in the above proposals a, b, and c, woefully inadequate and inappropriate.
Furthermore, how does any of this contribute to the government's Net Zero C02 gaol before 2040? I stand by my objections to the proposed EDF
development at Sizewell C made in earlier consultations, and insist that EDF consults with the public further, and on a more fundamental level, than
it is doing in this fifth consultation document.
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From: Sizewell C <info@sizewellc.co.uk>

Sent: 18 November 2020 14:07

To: Traverse at Adetiq; sizewellchangeconsultation@traverse.ltd

Subject: FW: Only build one EGR at the SIzewell site

--------------------------------
Sizewell C Community Team
EDF Energy - Nuclear New Build
Freephone:0800 197 6102*
Email:info@sizewellc.co.uk
Post:FREEPOST SZC CONSULTATION
*Calls to 0800 numbers are free from UK landlines. Call costs from mobiles and international numbers may vary.

The linked
image cannot
be d isplayed.
The file may
have been
mov ed,
renamed, or
deleted.

Verify that
the link
points to the
correct file
and location.

From:
Sent:18/11/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:Only build one EGR at the SIzewell site
Hello
You may have already received another email from me, so apologies if so. To reiterate , I think one EGR reactor at
Sizewell would be a good compromise on protecting habitats and reducing traffic for the residents. Jobs and
contracts should still be fulfilled, and the design plans shouldn’t be too difficult to change.
Build two reactors at Bradwell instead.
Cheers
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From: Sizewell C <info@sizewellc.co.uk>

Sent: 18 November 2020 16:42

To: sizewellchangeconsultation@traverse.ltd; Traverse at Adetiq

Subject: FW: A response

--------------------------------
Sizewell C Community Team
EDF Energy - Nuclear New Build
Freephone:0800 197 6102*
Email:info@sizewellc.co.uk
Post:FREEPOST SZC CONSULTATION
*Calls to 0800 numbers are free from UK landlines. Call costs from mobiles and international numbers may vary.

The linked
image cannot
be d isplayed.
The file may
have been
mov ed,
renamed, or
deleted.

Verify that
the link
points to the
correct file
and location.

From:
Sent: 18/11/2020 16:39:42
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject: A response
Body:

I am writing to you to object to the construction of Sizewell C, as an EDF customer. We have increasingly diminishing
environment that supports the survival of birds - and other animals - and the diminishing numbers of birds testify to
that. I care about the environment and urge EDF to abandon the plans: I can change my energy provider but I cannot
bring back the lost environment that sustains animals and ultimately us humans. Your sincerely, Sent
from my iPad
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From: Sizewell C <info@sizewellc.co.uk>

Sent: 19 November 2020 15:24

To: sizewellchangeconsultation@traverse.ltd; Traverse at Adetiq

Subject: FW: Sizewell C

--------------------------------
Sizewell C Community Team
EDF Energy - Nuclear New Build
Freephone:0800 197 6102*
Email:info@sizewellc.co.uk
Post:FREEPOST SZC CONSULTATION
*Calls to 0800 numbers are free from UK landlines. Call costs from mobiles and international numbers may vary.

The linked
image cannot
be d isplayed.
The file may
have been
mov ed,
renamed, or
deleted.

Verify that
the link
points to the
correct file
and location.

From:
Sent: 19/11/2020 15:21:57
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:
Subject: Sizewell C
Body:

Dear Sir
With such large opposition to this project. Why are you still pushing forward with Sizewell C
We live in Snape and are Fearful of this project ruining our lives. We moved her yrs ago for a quite life in retirement
but if this happens all life will change
Please consider the opposition to this project and Stop now. Allowing local residents to live the life they dreamed of
Regards

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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From: Sizewell C <info@sizewellc.co.uk>

Sent: 19 November 2020 16:53

To: Traverse at Adetiq

Cc: sizewellchangeconsultation@traverse.ltd

Subject: FW: Sizewell C

From:
Sent: 19/11/2020 16:46:24
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject: Sizewell C
Body:

Dear Sizewell C
Thank you for the copy of the Sizewell C Community Newsletter.
Regarding the widely-acknowledged looming environmental crisis, it is absolutely crucial to make the future as
"green" as possible. Wind, solar and tidal power are all "green and clean," unlike nuclear power with all its many
environmental problems and risks, not to mention its prohibitive financial costs and risks (ironically, even the
nuclear industry acknowledges that renewables are quicker and cheaper.)
The Sizewell C project has no place in a "green future." Not only would it disastrously affect this whole area in so
many ways, but it is also said that Sizewell C could well be obsolete by the time it is built.
In addition, and as already mentioned, "nuclear power" is fabulously expensive and dangerous, with radioactive
waste storage being another really costly and dangerous long-term problem.
As can plainly be seen, "green" is the colour of the future, and the future is right here, right now.
Yours sincerely.



1

From: Sizewell C <info@sizewellc.co.uk>

Sent: 19 November 2020 17:08

To: Traverse at Adetiq

Cc: sizewellchangeconsultation@traverse.ltd

Subject: FW: RSPB MINSMERE

Many thanks for your email. This has been recorded as a formal response to the consultation.
Best regards

From:
Sent: 19/11/2020 12:23:12
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject: RSPB MINSMERE
Body:

Dear Sir/Madam,
To read the recent planning notice regarding Sizewell C has left me bewildered.
The notice totally fails to mention the adjacent RSPB reserve at Minsmere !
This reserve has PROVED to be an ARK for the successful natural re-colonisation of the United Kingdom of the
BITTERN , AVOCET and the MARSH HARRIER.
The reserve and the surrounding AONB will undoubtedly be virtually decimated by this highly debatable and
ridiculously costly project.
In line with current government proposals on a green future, surely this should be stopped NOW !!
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From: Sizewell C <info@sizewellc.co.uk>

Sent: 20 November 2020 15:53

To: Traverse at Adetiq

Cc: sizewellchangeconsultation@traverse.ltd

Subject: FW: Re: Environmental issues

From:
Sent: 19/11/2020 12:58:05
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject: Re: Environmental issues
Body:

I am appalled that EDF intends to destroy Coronation Wood. Permission for Sizewell C has not been granted, so this
is premature at best. Just an act of wanton destruction: so much for EDF’s environmental concern.
Yours sincerely

Sent from my iPhone

On 18 Nov 2020, at 15:51, Sizewell C <info@sizewellc.co.uk> wrote:

Dear
Thank you for your request. However, we record our communications in order to ensure consistency in our
responses.
Could you please forward your comments or enquiries through to this email address and we will ensure the
correct person responds to any issues you raise.
Best Wishes
The Sizewell C Project Team

From:
Sent: 18/11/2020 15:02:50
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject: Environmental issues
Body:

Hi,
Please provide me with the email address of so that I can communicate
with her directly.





From:
Sent: 25/11/2020 18:15:04
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject: Consultation on proposed changes to Sizewell C plans
Body:

Dear Sirs,

I am responding to your request for responses to your Sizewell C
consulation document, which I have now read. I have also read the
November 2020 Community Newsletter, which lists the 11 'pledges' made
when the planning application was submitted in May this year.

I am a local resident (living in Yoxford) and keen bird watcher. My wife and
I moved to this area to be close to RSPB Minsmere and surrounding area,
with its diverse habitat and rich wildlife. I am an , so understand
some of the complexities of large construction sites. However, the more I
read about the scale of construction work involved in building Sizewell C,
and the the decade of local distruption it will bring, I have come to the view
that this is an inappropriate project in an inappropriate location.

Turning to the details in the consultation document and recent newsletter. I
continue to be concerned about the lack of detail in terms of protecting
wildlife, particularly birds, during construction. The noise, artificial lights and
visual intrusion caused will inevitably have a detrimental effect on certain
bird species, particularly during their nesting seasons. Poorer air quality will
also cause adverse effects.

Having studied the numerous diagrams and figures provided in the
consultation document, showing modifications aimed at reducing
environmental instrusion, it is clear that a construction project of this scale
in this location will still have a devastating impact on the environment. This
being the case, Pledge 5 seems a meaningless promise ('Respect the
Suffolk heritage coast and minimise the impact on RSPB Minsmere,
National Trust Dunwich Heath and Leiston Abbey'). What do 'respect' and
'minimise impact' really mean? Similar criticisms could be aimed at other
pledges, especially Pledges 1 and 6.

There must be a better way of generating the energy shortfall, Sizewell C
hopes to fill, without building a single nuclear power station on a coastal
location subject to rapid erosion, next to an internationally important nature
reserve, and adjacent to an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Site of
Special Scientific Interest. What other developed country would make such
a catastrophic error of judgement?



Yours faithfully,



From:TheCoalAuthority-Planning@coal.gov.uk
Sent:23/11/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:ENO10012: Proposed Changes to the Application for a Development
Consent Order - Sizewell C Project

Dear Sir / Madam

Thank you for your notification of the 16 November 2020.

I can confirm that further to our letter to the ,
dated 23 July 2020 for the above

project (Sizewell C), as the project site is outside the defined coalfield, the
Coal Authority has no further comments / observations to make.

Kind regards

 

E : planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk
W: gov.uk/government/organisations/the-coal-authority

Resolving the impacts of mining. Like us on Facebook or follow us on Twitter
and LinkedIn.

______________________________________________________________
________
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com
______________________________________________________________
________
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Sizewell C Consultation on Proposed Changes (November -
December 2020)

Highways England comments

Introduction

1.1 Highways England (HE) is appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as a strategic

highway company under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway

authority, traffic authority and street authority for the Strategic Road Network (SRN).

1.2

impact of the proposal on the A14 and A12 trunk roads and their connections with the

local road network, ensuring that the SRN can continue to operate safely and efficiently

during construction and operation.

1.3

Suffolk County Council, East Suffolk Council and the Suffolk Constabulary regarding

transport related matters.

1.4 Highways England has provided Relevant Representation in addition to more detailed

technical comments in response to the DCO. Comments provided in this note are in

response to the Consultation on Proposed Changes (November December 2020).

Freight Management

1.5 A key proposed change is the potential reduction in construction materials being

transported by road and an increase in the use of rail and marine modes. Highways

England in principle supports the use of more sustainable transport modes during the

construction of Sizewell C.

1.6 Table 2.2 indicates that on a Typical day , Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) movements could

reduce from 650 two-way movements to 500 two-way movements, and on the Busiest

day the reduction could be from 1,000 to 700 two-way movements. This is reported to

represent a mode share reduction from 60% as assumed in the DCO submission to 40%.

1.7 It is noted that whilst the scope for increased rail and marine mode share is still subject to

more detailed investigations, Paragraph 3.1.14 indicates that the HGV mode share is

unlikely to be reduced below 40% as this proportion of materials is best suited to road

transportation .

1.8 Table 3.1 however suggests rail and marine could carry up to 80% of construction

materials. Whilst it is recognised that there are likely to be optimum levels of efficiency for

all modes, as indicated under Paragraph 3.1.15, further explanation is recommended to

justify why the HGV proportion could not therefore be reduced further to 20%.
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1.9 Confirmation is required on whether there is any change (increase or decrease) in the

Early Years as a result of all proposed changes including increasing the size of the

stockpile zone (Paragraph 4.3.10), which are assumed to be 600 two-way movements.

1.10 Clarification is required on whether there could potentially be an impact on the scale and

configuration of the Freight Management Facility (FMF). There is no indication as such in

the consultation documents, however a reduction in HGV movements would presumably

release capacity or increase resilience at the FMF.

Increased frequency of train movements

1.11 Figure 3.1 provides a schematic representation of the existing and proposed/upgraded

train lines, sidings and crossover junctions between Ipswich and Sizewell. Clarification is

required of the significance of the highlighted blue line which appears to feed into sidings

alongside the Great Eastern Main Line, broadly adjacent to the B1075 Ranelagh Road in

West Ipswich. Is the blue line intended to show an intended route to and use of the sidings

in this location?

1.12 Clarification is required of where the additional rail movements may originate from. Will

they originate from the local area, or is rail envisaged to be a longer distance mode by

transporting construction materials from other regions? Is there expected to be any

additional HGV movements at the origin location(s) of freight trains, and whether there is

any potential for these to occur within the study area?







From:
Sent:26/11/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:The decaying residues
I would like to draw your attention to the following points in protest against
the continuation of work on Sizewell C. There does not appear to be proper
provision for extreme weather conditions. This project will cause a massive
increase in demand on the already overloaded local transport system. The
2 reactors proposed have no track record of being up and running. Much
more importantly we –who won’t have to pay for it - are leaving the young
with an unquantified financial burden of debt. Are you, EDF or China
committed to help? -- This email has been checked for viruses by Avast
antivirus software. https://www.avast.com/antivirus







From:
Sent:26/11/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:Feedback
Hello, My feed back is that I think Sizewell C is a great opportunity for new
jobs and money coming into the local area. I think it could have been built
elsewhere, preventing disruption to Minsmere but as a local(ish) resident in
Holton I think overall it is a positive thing. Kind regards,
Sent from my iPhone





















FAO
ONR has examined the proposed changes to the DCO set out in the Consultation Document,
and we are satisfied that there are no matters involved that raise concerns regarding the
safety or security of either the intended construction site or the operation of the proposed
nuclear installation. I confirm therefore that ONR has no comments to make on the
proposals



Dear ,

Thank you for consulting the Forestry Commission with regard to the Sizewell C consultation on
proposed changes. I was pleased to see that the loss of conifer plantation in Dunwich Forest will be
placed by an equivalent area of native broad-leaved trees in the locality, and the creation of an area
of new wet woodland. We therefore have no further comment.

Yours sincerely,

East and East Midlands
Mobile number







From:  
Sent: 02/12/2020 14:53:46 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: FW: Sizewell C 
Body: 
 
 
  
  
My objections to Sizewell C remain the same as in my email of 
14th September.  I recognise the changes that have been proposed but wish to emphasise 
that to “ increase the frequency of freight train movements by rail” and” enhancement of 
the beach landing facility for new temporary beach landing facility to facilitate imports by 
sea” is in sufficient. 
  
I re-iterate my objections of road use by lorries and state that all material imports be by rail 
or sea. 
  
Yours faithfully,  
  

 
 

  

The information contained in this email or any of its attachments may be 
privileged or confidential and is intended for the exclusive use of the 
addressee. Any unauthorised use may be unlawful. If you receive this email 
by mistake, please let me know immediately by using the reply facility in your 
email software. 
 
 

This privacy notice https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/about/privacy-
notice/councillors-privacy-notice/ tells you how I collect and use personal 
data. 
 



From:  
Sent: 02/12/2020 15:15:12 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Look at the picture. 
Body: 
 
Sir, 
  
We are hearing a great deal about the threat to an area of outstanding natural 
beauty and concerns from the RSPB on the damage caused to birds and habitat by 
the construction of these huge nuclear fission reactors on Sizewell Beach. 
No one seems to be concerned about the damage to life within our seas and oceans.  
Threatened sea life, including fish species, eels, lobsters and crabs are being 
decimated by the extraction of huge volumes of sea water to cool the Sizewell 
reactors. 
This decimation may be invisible but it is happening now and will increase. 
  
Moreover, and of even greater consequence, none of our politicians and planners 
seem to have any any concern for the catastrophic destruction of all life within the 
North Sea when these reactors and stores of uranium isotopes sink into the sea.  
A moment standing on the shore at Dunwich or on Orfordness will confirm that 
these huge crucibles of devastating pollution WILL subside into the North Sea. 
  
The decimation of the life within Russian seas and lakes caused by the dumping of 
nuclear isotopes is also of no apparent concern to our planners and our politicians. 
These isotopes were encased in reinforced concrete and were considered to be safe. 
The concrete encasement has eroded in less than sixty years. 
A similar erosion of the reinforced concrete has occurred around the waste storage 
ponds at Sellafield. The consequence is an unmanageable threat to the 
environment.  
  
The uranium isotopes used in the Sizewell reactors, and to be stored in the waste 
dump on the same beach, have a half life that remains ferociously hazardous for 
over one thousand years. 
These reactors and the waste stored on this eroding and subsiding beach in the face 
of rising sea levels, will sink into the Sea.  
Life within the Southern North sea will be wiped out.  
  
Hinkley Point is on a coastline that is rising. 
The eroding and subsiding Sizewell beach is the wrong place for these massive and 
entirely out dated nuclear fission reactors. 
  
Please – for that sake of future generations and the life within our seas – we must 
stop the building of Sizewell C and D. 
  
  

 
 

  



 



From  
Sent: 24/11/2020 09:27:06 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Sizewell C 
Body: 
 
 
Hi, 
  
I have received your latest glossy PR materials in relation to Sizewell C. 
What is missing is any reference to Sizewell A. The perception is a desire to leave the old 
power station and just move on to the latest new toy ( Sizewell C) leaving the mess of 
Sizewell A behind to rot. 
  
There needs to be a fast tracked plan to decommission Sizewell A and demolish the buildings 
returning the land to its predevelopment state. This was what was promised, yet 
conveniently forgotten it seems.  The reality is the cost of removal is not one anyone wants 
to pay. Plenty of cash for a new plant though. 
  
There would be more community goodwill for Sizewell C,  if the old site was removed. 
  
Regards, 
  
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



 
Sizewell C  
 
3/12/2020 

Dear Sir or Madam 

Re: The Sizewell C Project : Proposed changes to the application 
  
As part of the consultation on the above, I would like to offer a few comments, as an 
individual Interested Party, to the new changes proposed by the applicant, which aim to 
increase the amount of materials being delivered to, and removed from, Sizewell C power 
station by rail and sea. These changes seem to have emerged following local concerns 
around perceived potential disruption and overload to local road transport networks from 
scenarios based on initial proposals. Looking at the new proposals, I believe they clearly 
raise more problems than it is suggested they will solve.  My response is: 

1. The proposals perpetuate conflict with the statutory protective mechanisms of 
AONBs, the national importance of which has recently been reinforced by government 
: The government, recognising the threats to the natural world which exist today, has just 
announced its enhanced support for Areas Of Outstanding Natural Beauty – or AONBs. To 
permit all of these additional new potentially environmentally damaging proposals in an 
AONB is to be in direct conflict with the new centrally supported direction of travel on 
intended future further strengthening of our AONBs, as part of the delivery of the National 
Nature Recovery Network. “The statutory purpose of the (AONB) designation is to conserve 
and enhance the natural beauty of the area” www.gov.uk 

2. Construction and operations from the beach landing facility will cause increased 
disturbance and/or harm to marine systems and wildlife, and further restrict public 
access: SZC claims that, by using sea and rail transport more, they can reduce the number 
of HGVs on local roads by 150 a day (at peak times). To achieve this they say they plan to 
add a temporary beach landing facility to facilitate the delivery of large loads by sea, but my 
understanding to date is that SZC have so far not disclosed relevant offshore survey results 
behind these plans, to show the public the projected effects on the local coast and sea 
defences, which would allow more informed scrutiny of this by experts.  

In addition, the increased disturbance by construction operations, dredging and shipping will 
directly physically impact on and potentially harm many species which use the frontage and 
deeper areas, like the gulls and seals, terns, divers, Red-listed Kittiwakes and Common and 
Velvet Scoters, amongst many others. There are also an increasing number, due to climate 
change, of cetaceans using this area of the North Sea, including harbour porpoise, several 
dolphin species, and fin, minke and humpback whales. https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-
england-norfolk-24812668 Several of these have been observed to bear scars on their 
bodies from collisions with ships or their gear or propellers. These new shipping and noise 
hazards will also compromise their navigational abilities. These proposals just significantly 
widen the range of wildlife affected by SZC proposals and increase further harm to them. 

EDF say “Sizewell C would be constructed next to Sizewell B which has a long and proud 
track record as the owner of approximately 600 hectares of land in the Suffolk Coast and 
Heaths AONB. As the stewards of this land we have made it accessible to the public and 
won awards for our biodiversity management.” https://www.edfenergy.com/energy/nuclear-
new-build-projects/sizewell-c/news-views/creating-net-gain-biodiversity But the biodiversity 
loss in a marine environment cannot be so easily assessed or addressed as in terrestrial 
habitats. Where are the replacement habitats for the whales? Where are the mitigation sites 
for the Red-listed Roseate Terns? And public beach access will have to be reduced by the 
extra beach landing, and close off a wider area well used by local and visiting members of 





From:  
Sent:02/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:   
Subject:FW: Sizewell C&D ?? 
 
See below response to consultation via PINS. 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  
From: SizewellC <sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>  Sent: 02 
December 2020 08:52 To: Cc: info@sizewell.co.uk;  

 
 

<sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk> Subject: RE: Sizewell C&D ?? 
  
Dear Sir 
  
Thank you for your email. As this relates to the public consultation being 
carried out by NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited (the Applicant) your 
correspondence has been forwarded to the Applicant who will respond in due 
course.   
  
Please refer to the Examining Authority’s Procedural Decision of 24 
November 2020 which explains that:    
“As indicated in the ExA’s letter of 23 October 2020 [PD-006], the Applicant’s 
Consultation Report to be submitted as part of any formal change request 
should, amongst other things, append as an Annex the consultation 
responses  
received. The ExA therefore advises that any response to the proposed 
change request should be sent directly to the Applicant so that it can be 
included in the Consultation Report and subsequently considered by the 
ExA.”  
  
Kind Regards 

 
 
Sizewell C Case Team National Infrastructure Planning 
Helpline: 0303 444 5000 Email: SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 Web: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ (National 
Infrastructure Planning)  Web: 
www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate (The Planning 



Inspectorate)  
Twitter: @PINSgov 
This communication does not constitute legal advice. Please view our 
Privacy Notice before sending information to the Planning Inspectorate. 
  
  
 

From:   Sent: 22 November 2020 13:21 To: SizewellC 
<sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk> Subject: Fwd: Fwd: Fwd: 
Sizewell C&D ?? 
 
-------- Forwarded Message -------- 
Subje

ct: Fwd: Fwd: Sizewell C&D ?? 

Date: Sun, 22 Nov 2020 13:17:41 +0000 
From:   

To: sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
  
Dears Sirs, I understand we are permitted to send our email views not only to 
the press but also to yourselves. This is inorder that you will be aware of our 
feelings of opposition, against this rediculus proposal for EDF to build their yet 
still unproven European RWR type design nuclear Power station planned for 
the beach site at Sizewell Suffolk. Best Regards  

 
 
 
-------- Forwarded Message -------- 
Subje

ct: Fwd: Sizewell C&D ?? 

Date: Thu, 19 Nov 2020 10:52:33 +0000 
From:   

To: eadtletters@eadt.co.uk <eadtletters@eadt.co.uk> 
  
    
    
    
    
Dear Editor,              
 
I was very interested to read the double page article written by journalist 

, EADT 18th November, who covered the revisions EDF are 
having to add to what we were given to understand was their 'Oven Ready' 
proposals submitted to the Planning Inspectorate last May. It now appears 
they were not so 'fit for purpose' as we were led to believe. In addition and at 
great expense seventeen changes were found necessary. One in particular 
caught my eye and that was reference to ,  

. He claimed this followed feed back from East 
Suffolk (ESC) and Suffolk County Council and their responses from the EDF 
submission to the Planning Inspectorate. EDF have been working and 
preparing for SZC&D for the last eight years or more and I was always led to 



believe our councils have been working closely with EDF as their posters can 
be seen on entering the offices of ESC in Melton. 
 

 emphasised in his EDF/ SZC&D full page EADT article on 21st 
Sept.2020 that coastal experts have shown that delivering by sea would have 
too much impact and cause marine damage. Since then it has nevertheless 
been decided heavy deliveries will still come ashore by sea despite, in doing 
so he said, this would reduce 50 HGV deliveries each day by road. In addition 
and not forgetting, there will also have be three new seven meter diameter 
cooling water tunnels driven 5Km out to sea for SZC&D if it were ever to 
happen, also adding to the killing of millions of fish stocks as is already 
happening at SZB. 
 

 has said that since 2014 EDF have been talking to Network Rail 
hoping to adapt the track for five very heavy long freight trains a day to travel 
to site. The length of the development, the requirements of legislation, 
changing the status of level crossings was not achievable by Network rail for 
EDF. As things stand therefore and as I understand it, at this late hour, three 
heavy long trains a day is now the EDF target but not yet resolved with 
Network Rail. Still all supposition. It must be remembered these proposals will 
still mean work to the level crossings and strenghtened track improvements 
necessary.  
 
Therefore, in conclusion , the road deliveries would still be the main 
route into the SZC&D Site. Even though you were hoping for a 40% reduction. 
I conclude most deliveries will therefore still arrive by road and it seems more 
than one thousand HGV deliveries each day still remains the unbearable 
reality. 
   

 
 
 

 
Please note that the contents of this email and any attachments are privileged 
and/or confidential and intended solely for the use of the intended recipient. If 
you are not the intended recipient of this email and its attachments, you must 
take no action based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. 
Please contact the sender if you believe you have received this email in error 
and then delete this email from your system. 
Recipients should note that e-mail traffic on Planning Inspectorate systems is 
subject to monitoring, recording and auditing to secure the effective operation 
of the system and for other lawful purposes. The Planning Inspectorate has 
taken steps to keep this e-mail and any attachments free from viruses. It 
accepts no liability for any loss or damage caused as a result of any virus 
being passed on. It is the responsibility of the recipient to perform all 



necessary checks. 
The statements expressed in this e-mail are personal and do not necessarily 
reflect the opinions or policies of the Inspectorate. 
DPC:76616c646f72 

 
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may be 
protected by legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify 
the sender and delete the e-mail from your system. This e-mail has been 
scanned for virus and malicious content however NNB Generation (SZC) 
Company Limited cannot accept any liability for any loss or damage sustained 
as a result of integrity of this message or its attachments and the recipient 
must ensure themselves that the email (and attachments) are virus free. 
No employee or agent of the Companies or any related company is 
authorised to conclude any binding agreement on behalf of the Companies or 
any related company by e-mail. All e-mails sent and received by the 
Companies are monitored to ensure compliance with the Companies 
information security policies. Executable and script files are not permitted 
through the Companies’ mail gateway. 
NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited 
Registered in England and Wales No. 9284825  
Registered Office: 90 Whitfield Street, London, W1T 4EZ 
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The Sizewell C Project 

Planning Inspectorate Reference: EN010012 – 

Additional Consultation on proposed changes 

 

Dear Sirs 

This representation is composed by on behalf of the Suffolk and North East Essex CCG's Governing 

bodies and on behalf of Health system partners.  It is important to note that the CCG continue to  

work alongside system partners and Public Sector leaders to ascertain the impact of the 

development on the wider health economy.   

The proposed changes are summarised below and have been considered in relation to the impact 

upon the wider health economy’s ability to provide effective and safe healthcare services during 

construction of Sizewell C; 

• Increase the frequency of freight train movements to facilitate bulk material imports 
by rail – this will be overnight and at weekends 

• Enhancement of the permanent beach landing facility and options for a new 
temporary beach landing facility to facilitate material imports by sea. – potential 
environmental impact  

• Change to the SSSI crossing design to a single span bridge with embankments 

• Surface water removed early in the construction process to be discharged to the 
foreshore via a temporary outfall. 

• Change to the sea defence to make the scheme more efficient and resilient to 
climate change 

• Greater flexibility as to where certain Sizewell B facilities are relocated to potentially 
avoid the need for car parking on Pillbox field 

• Change to certain parameter heights and activities on the main development site to 
facilitate the construction process. 

• Change to the location of the water resource storage area and the addition of flood 
mitigation measures to lower flood risk. 

• Revisions to tree retention on the main development site 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Email   
Web: www.ipswichandeastsuffolkccg.nhs.uk  

 





December 5th 2020 
 
Response to 5th Consultation regarding changes to DCO Sizewell C (SZC) 
 
1. It is not appropriate for EDF to consult on proposals it is not certain to be able to deliver. 
e.g. the train and sea transport proposals are far from guaranteed. 
 
2. The proposed changes do nothing to address the detrimental impact of increased road 
traffic, particularly with regard to traffic reaching the proposed southern park and ride 
(SP&R) and HGV numbers during construction.  
 
Even if the proposed changes to reduce road freight prove feasible, it would still equate to 
more than 1 HGV per minute1 through small residential villages and along the A12. This 
volume of HGVs (along with other road traffic associated with SZC) will cause 
unprecedented and unsustainable pressure on an already congested road network and be 
to the detriment of all settlements along the route.  
 
Proposed changes to the SP&R do not address the substantial adverse impact that ‘feeder’ 
traffic will have on Wickham Market and surrounding settlements and road network. 
It is far from clear how ‘through-traffic’ will be prevented from going through historic and 
residential areas of Wickham Market except via an inappropriate diversion proposed to run 
along single - track rural roads which often flood and at one point cross a single track weight 
limited historic bridge. Neither route has capacity for any more traffic. Any increase will 
make greener alternatives to the car like walking and cycling ever more dangerous if not 
impossible. As it stands, the proposals for the SP&R are likely to exacerbate traffic problems 
rather than reduce them. 
 
3. In addition to the all the above, the changes to the DCO do not address, resolve, or 
remove many of the underpinning reasons to object to SZC such as: 

• Permanent detrimental impact on the tourist economy and resultant job losses 

• Permanent loss and damage to important and protected landscapes, habitat, and 
biodiversity – including land that is currently a valuable carbon sink. 

• the generation of large amounts of carbon during construction that would adversely 
impact on our climate with immediate effect. SZC is not predicted to begin offsetting 
the carbon generated by construction until 2040 at the earliest - too slow and too 
late to deliver urgent CO2 savings needed now.  

• How sufficient potable water is going to be found for construction in one of the 
driest and most drought prone areas of the country without compromising existing 
water needs that are essential for farming, domestic supply and natural wetland and 
river systems. 

• Added expense and inadvisability of building on a rapidly eroding coastline 

• The unknown cost, both monetary and environmental of generating highly toxic and 
persistent radioactive waste. 
 

 

 
1 Based on 8hr day 



For this reason, I maintain the concerns and objections that I have made to all previous 
consultations regarding SZC – considering that any benefits that the development may bring 
will be greatly outweighed by the damage and disadvantages. 
 

 
 

 





From:  
Sent:03/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:RE: Sizewell C 
 
Having read the document relating to Sizewell A,  there is no specific date 
mentioned for decommissioning works to be completed.  Left to rot is an 
understatement and one that locals perhaps are unaware off.   
  
Sizewell C should be build on the land from Sizewell A, instead of the lazy 
option of  taking more land in an area of outstanding natural beauty. 
  
The end result will be three nuclear power plains blighting the environment. 
                                                                            
 Let’s all hope that funding is pulled for this folly. 
  

 
 



 
Sent: 08/12/2020 12:30:32 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info,sizewellc@eastsuffolk.gov.uk 
Subject: Wickham Market 
Body: 
 
 
I do not want the car park at Wickham market. 
Suggest Martlesham to make drivers use A14. 

 
 



From:  
Sent: 08/12/2020 12:21:05 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
CC

,SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
Subject: Consultations on potential changes by EDF to its Sizewell C planning 
application 
Body: 
 
 
EDF now says it may be able to reduce lorry movements from 1,000 to 700 on a 
busy day and 650 to 500 on a typical day. "May be able" is not good enough. We 
need expert information. Even if they can reduce the number to an average of 600 a 
day that is virtually one movement every 2 minutes 24 hours a day. 
I am similarly concerned that EDF is not providing the expert information needed to 
make a decision on the sea defences Sizewell C will need and the effect those 
defences may have on eroding the coastline, particularly on the community of 
Thorpeness. 
 

 
 

. 
 

 
I have previously submitted a  representation on the application for development 
consent by NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited for The Sizewell C Project.   
 



From:  
Sent:08/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 

  
Subject:Sizewell C 5th Consultation. 

Dear Sirs 

 

Your latest consultation is still incomplete containing, as it does, proposals which you may not 
be in a position to deliver, parrticularly in respect of train and sea transport. 

 

I have not changed my opinion, which I have expressed in detail previously, that this is an 
unsuitable development in this very sensitive location. 

 

Yours faithfully 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 



From:  
Sent:08/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Sizewell C 
Dear Sir 
 
To date it's been 8yrs and counting. When will you stop this ongoing multi change policy. It's 
a tearable project brining untold misery to every village within 20 miles of Sizewell 
 
PLEASE STOP THIS VERY BAD PROJECT 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

     
 



From:  
Sent:08/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:EDF Sizewell C proposals 
I wish to register my concerns regarding the impact and integrity of 
your lates 9th hour proposals for Sizewell C. 
My Concerns are 
1. At this late stage EDF should only have consulted on proposals it is certain it can deliver, 
e.g. the train and sea transport proposals are far from guaranteed, and relocation of Sizewell 
B facilities is subject to agreement with Sizewell A. If these indeed are serious options, why 
has it taken more than 8 years to propose them? 
2. Expressing your opinion (assuming you agree), that these proposals do not change your 
overall objection to, or concerns about, Sizewell C 
In truth I have no faith in the integrity of your proposals or that the environmental impact will 
be as low as you have stated.  
I do not support the development of Sizewell C . 
 
Yours Sincerely 

 
  

 
 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info


From:  
Sent:08/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Sizewell C 
 
WRONG DECISION 
SIZEWELL C 
This is part of my original message. 
Recent consultation proposals have not changed my view. 
Issues to do with trains and transport are not guaranteed; Coronation Wood should not 
have been felled at this stage. 
The government should not be supporting Sizewell C. 
The situation has changed dramatically in view of recent events.  It is now obvious that the 
Chinese input through Huawei and our power stations must be curtailed. Failure to contain 
the Chinese threat will have very serious consequences for the future of this country in ways 
that have not yet been recognised or acknowledged. It now looks as if Chinese finance may 
not be part of the scheme. 
Objections already made remain. 
The whole plan is too big, far too expensive and now outdated. 
The track record of SZC reactors is poor. 
The whole site, which is too small for what is planned, is vulnerable to unpredictable 
changes in sea-level. 
The work for such a very extended period would damage tourism, local businesses and 
create massive and unacceptable traffic. 
Wildlife habitat would be seriously affected in an area of outstanding natural beauty. 
The nuclear industry, with its long-term problems of storing waste, is in decline. 
  

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 





From:  
Sent:08/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:info@stopsizewellc.org SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 

  
Subject:5th Consultation on Sizewell C 
Good Afternoon, 
I am writing to respond to the 5th stage of EDF's consultation for the proposed 
Sizewell C development. 
I am disappointed that after eight years of consultation EDF is still unclear as 
to how they will deliver this project and are consulting on proposals they have 
no guarantee of delivering. 
The most recent proposals continue to fail to address concerns I have raised 
at every stage of the consultation process and do not change my 
overall objections to the development of Sizewell C. 

 
 

 
 

 
 



From:  
Sent: 09/12/2020 20:16:38 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
CC:  
Subject: COMMENTS ON SIZEWELL C PROJECT - PROPOSED CHANGES 
Body: 
 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                    

                                                                                                                                 

 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

 

                                                                                                                         

                                                                                                                                    

 

 

As a registered interested party, we welcome the opportunity to comment further on transport aspects of the 

current Sizewell C proposals, while stressing again that it is not in our remit as a public transport users' 

association to take a position for or against nuclear power. 

 

It is encouraging that the Applicant has responded to comments made in the previous consultation by 

investigating how more of the construction traffic can be moved by rail. In principle we support this. 

 

However, we are concerned that the current infrastructure  must be improved to enable the freight trains to 

be accommodated without harming the passenger service. There is an obvious need to find a path for one or 

more extra trains; but if in addition to this the freight trains are to proceed more slowly, this will have a 

negative effect on line capacity.  We would oppose any reduction in the passenger service as the current 

hourly service provision represents the minimum level required to serve existing needs and encourage future 

custom. 

 

For night freight trains, lower speeds and/or continuous welded rail would be welcome in reducing noise, but 

redoubling of track would give more scope for more of the freight to travel in daytime. 

 

We therefore reiterate our call for extra capacity between Woodbridge and Saxmundham, which should at 

the very least include a dynamic loop in the Wickham Market area, but ideally redoubling between 

Woodbridge and Saxmundham or at least between Melton and Saxmundham. 

 

It would be reasonable to expect the Applicant to contribute towards the cost of such work. However, they 

should not be the only contributor, for the legacy of such infrastructure improvement will also be to make it 

easier to increase the frequency of passenger trains and to continue some of these along the branch to the 

town of Leiston, which will benefit from a direct link to Ipswich. This must continue to be a serious option 

and so the track through the town as far as Sizewell Siding should be retained. 

 

We are pleased to note that the northern Park & Ride at Darsham will still be included in the scheme, even 

with minor reductions to the Order Limits. The retention of a small part of the site for a permanent station car 

park should also be one of the legacy benefits of the project. 

 

As with our previous submissions, we are happy to enlarge on any of these comments. 

 

Yours faithfully, 

 

 

 

   



 



Personal responses to EDF’s latest consultation on their Sizewell C proposal. 

From . 

 

 

The Sizewell C project has been dragged forward now over nearly ten years, and yet EDF still 

has so very many questions to answer and far too many ‘loose ends’.  This latest consultation 

should be dealing with proposals and options that EDF knows that it can deliver, but this is 

still not the case.   For example, the train and sea transport proposals are far from being 

finalised. In spite of 4 rounds of consultation the substance of the information being 

presented has been consistently inadequate for the vast scale of the impacts of the project. 

I should make it clear that none of the comments that I make should be interpreted as any 

form of support for the Sizewell C project.  I am strongly against its outdated, unproven 

technology (by other EDF sites to date) and especially against its proposed siting on the fragile 

Suffolk coast. 

There is an increasing element of desperation in the EDF approach that causes me concern.  

Why does Coronation Wood have to be felled before planning consent for the project is 

agreed.  This is not an act of an ecologically concerned organisation but one of an intense 

drive arising from EDF’s own financial pressures.  If the relocation of Sizewell B facilities is an 

important aspect of the project, why has it taken so many years before it is proposed?  This 

project is enormous, far too big for two nuclear reactors (C and D) to be ‘squeezed‘ into 32 

hectares, which is almost half the ideal land area considered as necessary by our government. 

EDF have ignored the opposition of our MP, the County Council and the myriad of local people 

to the proposed 2,400 bed multi-storey campus for construction workers, to be built at 

Eastbridge.  So much for consultation!  EDF should not ignore that it has not yet persuaded 

both District and County Councils that the benefits of the Sizewell C project will outweigh its 

damaging impacts.  This is both in environmental concerns and by seriously disadvantaging 

commercial activities in this burgeoning tourist county; - the latter to which EDF makes no 

reference.  EDF seems to ignore that development projects need to provide ecological and 

diversity gain, based on the 25 Year Environment Plan. 

I have heard the case made that the proposed rock armour defence of the Sizewell C &D 

platform is inadequate, stopping between the high and low tide water line when it should be 

permanently well below the low water mark, to prevent its erosion.  These very complexities 

underline the question ‘Why build it on this eroding coastline?’  I have never heard a 

satisfactory response to that question. 

 





From:l  
Sent:09/12/2020 
To:     

     
   
Subject:SizewellC 
 
From  

 
 

 
  
Dear Sirs, 
with the climate and ecological emergency bill in the offing and the review of the National Policy 
Statement on site selection for new nuclear reactors I am writing to urge you to PLEASE refuse the 
proposed plans the EDF have put forward regarding Sizewell C. 
  
At a time when we all have to tighten our belt, to allow such an expensive form of energy to happen 
will be nothing short of irresponsible when there are so many better methods in the form of 
renewables which have less impact on both the pocket and the environment. 
  
It is essential to reduce the impact of traffic if we are to reduce our carbon footprint, not to mention 
the disturbance to local communities and the heavy toll it will have on the very valuable tourist 
industry in the area. 
  
More than anything it is the effect on the coastal region which will be nothing short of devastating, 
both for the area and the whole of East Anglia: This area is invaluable in its rarity, the acid grassland 
and heath-land sits on a bed of peat which has built up over millennia. Disturb that and tonnes of CO2 
will be released into the atmosphere, tonnes more will be released during the construction as well, 
The demise of Coronation wood is only the beginning, permitting that to happen was a bad move, but 
to permit further destruction would be vandalism. 
  
We are experiencing extreme weather conditions, these won't go away, in fact will be exacerbated by 
any more disturbance on this vulnerable coast. The two existing power plants are there but to add a 
third and one of such a scale would be sheer madness. 
  
No nuclear plant should be build anywhere until a solution for the radioactive waste is found. 
EDF are shelving that responsibility and passing it to the Government. 
  
You are in a prime position to put the brakes on this folly; I urge you to refuse permission and 
demand that all activity ceases before any more damage is done. 
  
Yours sincerely 

 
 



Sizewell C 5th Consultation 
 
EDF is consulting on a number of potential changes to its DCO application to 
construct two EPR reactors from 2022 to 2034 - assuming no delays - at a cost of 
£20 billion. My views on these changes are as follows: 

• At this late stage EDF should only consult on proposals it is certain it can 
deliver 

• These new proposals do not change my overall objection to or concerns 
about Sizewell C which include the following: 

o HGV Traffic: lorry numbers remain too high and proposed measures 
to reduce these remain insufficient. 

o Sea Defences: EDF lacks concrete plans for the permanent sea 
defence. Their advisers, Cefas, admitted this summer it is only 
possible to predict detailed changes to the coastline 10 years ahead, 
saying “almost every prediction in the very long-term has no certainty” 
(East Anglian Daily Times 6/8/20). As spent fuel will stay onsite until 
2140 and the site would not be decommissioned until 2190, it would 
seem to be of vital importance that there was an independent 
assessment of the adequacy of proposals once these are finalised. 

o Flooding and Drainage: still too much debate about risks and how to 
manage them. 

o Environmental and community impacts: I understand that legally, 
compensatory habitats that are at least equivalent to those lost must 
be put in place before construction. It is of grave concern that Suffolk 
Wildlife Trust says EDF’s plans are “not even close” to mitigating the 
impact on the environment. 

o Materials: EDF says more material would be kept on site and used as 
infill or "landscaping", raising the possibility that Suffolk would get its 
own version of Hinkley C's "Alps". An additional spoil heap up to 15m 
high is proposed in the main construction site. This seems to be 
incompatible with the nature of the surrounding environment and SSSi 
designation. 

• In addition, I have other concerns unchanged by EDFs new proposals: 
o Economics: an independent critique of EDF’s Economic Statement 

shows their claims to be exaggerated and unproven.  
o Role in net zero: Sizewell C will not offset the CO2 from construction 

until 2040.  
o Value for money: debate continues about who will fund Sizewell C 

and whether this represents good value versus other nuclear or non 
nuclear power options that could deliver more quickly and more cost-
effectively. Renewables are even cheaper than the government 
previously acknowledged. Further energy scenarios comprising 90+% 
renewables are being published. 

o Security: I would be seriously concerned if Chinese state-owned 
company China General Nuclear Power Group (CGN), blacklisted by 
the US, was viewed as a secure partner. 
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Sent: 10/12/2020 17:08:25 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation info 
CC: sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.u
k

,info@stopsizewellc.org,sizewellc@eastsuffolk.gov.uk 
Subject: EDF's 5th Sizewell CConsultation 
Body: 
 
 
To whom it may concern I am writing to register my objection to 
EDF’s latest consultations. It is the season of Advent and so I will 
keep this as brief as possible but, I would like to add my voice to the 
general consensus that at this late hour EDF should only be 
consulting on proposals on which it is sure it is able to deliver; to wit, 
the train and sea transport proposals are a long way from being 
assured and the relocation of Sizewell B facilities remain subject to 
agreement with Sizewell A. It seems very strange that if these are 
actually serious alternatives that it has taken 8 years plus to bring 
them to the table… What is more these latest proposals do nothing to 
change my overall objection to or concerns about Sizewell C - 
highlighted in my previous correspondences which you should have 
on record - which go far beyond what is addressed in this 5th 
consultation. This hastily put together set of proposals does not 
weigh well when balanced with the growing mountain of evidence 
that Sizewell C is not economically viable, has been overtaken by 
greener technologies, will not bring long-term employment into this 
county, will blight the current tourist economy, has yet to be proven to 
work, will decimate an AOB and SSSI and leave a deadly legacy for 
future generations. Oh my golly, how many times and in how many 
ways does this need to be said. Sizewell C, not in my name. Happy 
Christmas! Yours sincerely  
 



From:  
Sent:10/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Sizewell C 
To whom it may concern I would only support the building of Sizewell 
C if it could be accomplished by avoiding the huge increase of traffic 
on the local roads. I would suggest that as we have Harwich and 
Felixstowe ports nearby that these could be utilised and the 
equipment and materials transported by sea to the equivalent of a 
Mulberry Harbour constructed for Sizewell C. As far as 
accommodation is concerned redundant cruise ships might be used. 
This country organised the D day landings so I feel that using the sea 
for such a project would be equally possible, perhaps also using the 
army.  

 Sent from my iPad 
 



From:  
Sent: 10/12/2020 17:19:30 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info  
CC: SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk

 
Subject: Sizewell C 5th Consultation - objections 
Body: 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
I wish to state that the latest late revisions from EDF have not changed our 
overall objection to Sizewell C.  
 
1] HGVs 
EDF have attempted to respond to the strong objections to their previous 
proposals in respect of the horrendous HGV and other traffic movements. 

However their proposals for increased sea and rail movements 
fall way short as: 

1] EDF are uncertain what they can deliver in practice and any 
shortcomings will fall back to road movements 
2] They will not help during the first two+ ‘early’ years  
3] There would still be up to 12,000 extra road movements per day - way 
beyond reasonable capacity and killing the existing communities, farming 
and tourism. 
 
2] Sea Defences 
EDF plans are still unclear and details drawings still not available after 
c.10yrs work. The development would not be decommissioned before 2190 
and it is clear that the Cefas forecasts that EDF has used are only valid for 
c.10years. Additional detailed and stronger sea defences are essential and 
yet will have damaging consequences for the coastline North and South of 
the site. 
 
3] Environmental issues 
1] The revised SSSI crossing plan is NOT a bridge, it is an enlarged culvert 
and must be revised if drainage and wildlife are to be protected. 
2] The new compensatory fen meadow is miles away and is NOT 
compensation for rare fen loss in the Sizewell SSSI. 
 
Yours  
 

  
 

 



From:  
Sent: 11/12/2020 10:13:54 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Sizewell C 
Body: 
 
 
I support the recent improvements to the transport arrangements for the above proposal. 
Yours 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 



  
From:  
Sent: 14/12/2020 12:45:20 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Latest consultation Sizewell C 
Body: 
 
 
To whom it may concern I object to the proposals as laid out in EDF s latest consultation. 
There is, after over eight years , an absence of any certainty in the plans. This makes arriving 
at any conclusion impossible other than to attempt to work from statements that they are 
certain they can deliver.  

 
 



From:  
Sent:14/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk @suffolk.gov.u
k @eastsuffolk.gov.uk @suffolk.gov.uk 
@eastsuffolk.gov.uk info@stopsizewellc.org @parliament.uk.'  
Subject:Sizewell C 5th consultation 
Dear Sir / Madam 

In response to the Sizewell C 5th consultation I want to make the following points. 

The timing of the current round of proposals is cynical, coming as it does well into the DCO / 
planning process and following 8 years of previous consultations and opportunities for EDF to 
have shared information in a timely fashion and to have responded positively to the enduring 
concerns of consultees. 

If further consultation by EDF is required at all it should now only be on proposals it is certain 
it can deliver yet, for example, the train and sea transport proposals are far from guaranteed 
and the relocation of Sizewell B facilities remains subject to agreement with Sizewell A. 

The additional proposals now being consulted on do not represent any assured and significant 
improvements to EDF’s plans with regard to: HGV traffic; sea defences; flooding and drainage; 
environmental and community impacts; materials; and economics. 

The current consultation documents therefore provide no reason why I would alter my original 
objections. I have submitted these to both EDF and PINS previously but to reprise, and to 
confirm the detail of my continuing objection to EDF’s proposals for Sizewell C, they are that 
were it to proceed the project would: 

•      Desecrate the Suffolk Coast and physically divide the remainder of the 
AONB; 

•      Have a hugely negative impact on internationally-protected habitats 
including RSPB Minsmere (designated SSSI, SPA, SAC, Ramsar), the 
Sizewell Belts and Dunwich Heath; 

•      Cause immense harm to significant populations of rare birds, animals and 
plants (for example marsh harrier, bittern, bearded tit, otter); 

•      Drastically reduce our natural capital; 

•      Permanently damage Suffolk’s very significant and thriving tourism 
sector; 

•      Hollow out and destroy, for limited and short term benefits, any local 
businesses unable to pay competitive wages; 

•      Reduce and deflect other business stability and investment otherwise 
attracted to remain or locate in the area for the high quality of life; 



•      Completely overload the A12 and the local road system with catastrophic 
environmental, social and economic consequences; 

•      Position new nuclear operational capacity and the long-term storage of 
waste on an unstable and insecure site; 

•      Divert public and private investment to support a technology and industry 
that is failing elsewhere and is in decline; 

•      Fail to deliver significantly on local jobs, despite EDF's claims; 

•      Undermine the Government’s policies to level up the UK economy; and 

•      Almost certainly rely on financial support from Government, or the 
introduction of a Regulated Asset Base funding model, in straightened 
economic times. 

  

I urge you not to proceed with the application to develop Sizewell C. 

Yours sincerely 

 
 

 
 

 



From:  
Sent:14/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Objection to proposals to Sizewell C 
I am writing to object strongly to all the proposals for 
Sizewell C, which are damaging in every conceivable 
way and depend on an outmoded energy model. The 
proposals are damaging to the environment for many 
miles around the area of Suffolk . I have read 
the documents and note that in terms of effect on the 
area around Minsmere/Dunwich/Sizewell the effect is 
mostly admitted to be SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE 
EFFECT. 
i) Darsham Northern Park and Ride - far too big and 
inevitably will cause major daily traffic problems on the 
A12. 
ii) Yoxford roundabout - a minor attempt to mitigate the 
problems by creating a roundabout for the bottleneck to 
sit on. 
iii) Minsmere - severe effect in terms of noise and 
lighting on the bird sanctuary. 
iv) Eel's Foot inn and area opposite Leiston Abbey - 
huge ugly camp with transient workers, lighting, traffic, 
noise, antisocial behaviour problems in an entirely rural 
part of Suffolk. 
v) coast from Dunwich to Sizewell severely 
compromised. 
 
Nothing good can be said about these plans and none 
of your 'mitigations' can make it anything other than 
something to be bitterly opposed. The fact that you have 
persuaded 16 schoolchildren to support you 
(Community Newsletter) shows only that you cannot 
show anyone else. 
 



 
 



Sizewell C

There is no logical argument to support the construction of a new nuclear 
power station at Sizewell.

Any late ‘adjustments’ that EDF makes to its proposals do not change this 
fact.

After years of listening to the arguments, the only indisputable reason that 
has been given for building Sizewell C is that there already exists a Sizewell 
B!  This is a feeble excuse for an invalid decision.

The proposal takes no account of the way in which Suffolk has changed over 
the intervening years since Sizewell B was built and comparing the “benefi s” 
of its construction with that of Hinkley is frankly ridiculous.
The following points are just some of the reasons why Sizewell C is a bad 
idea:
- Poor approach roads:- the already stretched and dangerous A12/14 which 

are not designed for the sort of traffic a nuclear plant requires.
- Local roads which are little more than country lanes, which EDF proposes 

its hundreds of daily HGVs to use, unchanged, for 2-3 YEARS.
- A growing population (villages and towns recently expanded with huge 

residential developments) all of which will need to use these roads.
- The internationally important wildlife reserve at Minsmere and the special 

nature of the coastal area. (The argument that Sizewell B was there firs  
does not stand up).

- The unstable nature of this coastline
- The whole of Suffolk Coastal’s dependency on a thriving Tourist industry, 

with its related occupations.
- The lack of local expertise and the need/desire to import higher status jobs 

from Hinkley and beyond

My understanding is that, for such a proposal to be upheld by local 
authorities, there should be a net gain to the area and the advantages should 
outweigh the disadvantages.

Apart from a total lack of advantage to the Suffolk coastal area, we are 
already having to contend with the designation “Energy Coast” and its 
attendant issues for the population.  Surely Suffolk has ‘done its bit’?



As a fi al point, the building of Sizewell C cannot contribute to the 
Government’s plans for carbon reduction by the 2030’s. It will not be carbon 
neutral until 2040 at the earliest.  By this time huge amounts of destruction 
and carbon release will have happened to an area which has been special 
because it is ‘quiet’.

I would implore those in whose power it is to decide on the fate of this special 
area, to reconsider.  Surely it is not too late to build a new nuclear plant 
somewhere where it can benefi  local people and help with job regeneration.
Wales and the North spring to mind.



From:  
Sent:14/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:info@stopsizewellc.org ep@eastsuffolk.gov.uk enquiries@woodlandtrust.org.uk 
@suffolk.gov.uk pressoffice@rspb.org.uk  

Subject:response to 30 day planning consultation Sizewell C 
 
Dear Sir/Madam,  
 
I am writing in response to recent changes to your planning application for a twin reactor at Sizewell 
C. It is my understanding that permission has yet to be granted for the project yet already the removal 
of Coronation Wood on site has begun. In examining the revised proposals I am reminded of the 
enormous construction footprint the project will create. In addition it would seem the opinion of a 
number of local stakeholders has yet to be addressed.  
The AONB partnership authority, the RSPB, The National Trust and the Suffolk Preservation Society 
have all contributed to the recent planning consultation and  have either rejected or expressed serious 
concerns about the development proposals as they stand, linked to the enormous impacts they will 
have within the AONB and indeed throughout the East Suffolk Coastal zone.  
 
A landscape of big skies and low lying coastal and heathland ecosystems has to date been carefully 
managed and preserved for both people and the biodiversity of the area.The vast number of visitors 
to our precious Suffolk coast come here to savour its beauty, heritage, peace and magical 
charm. According to Destinationresearch in a 2018 study ,tourism has a total annual value of £671m 
in the region, supporting the local economy and providing numerous forms of employment.  
 
Surely it is important that the Suffolk Coasts and Heaths AONB retains its unique character. Sadly the 
delicate balance between conservation and development,always a difficult one,but for so long in this 
neck of the woods, a model of cooperation between NGO's, business, local councils and the 
communities who reside in the AONB, is now threatened. Of course we all appreciate the strategic 
need for carbon zero energy sources but at what cost? It seems to me that the scale of the Sizewell C 
development is unprecedented and therefore the impacts on the landscape and nature of this 
stunning part of Suffolk likely to be profound. 
 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 

 
 
                 

 
  

 
 
 



 

 

 
 
14 December 2020 
 
info@sizewellc.co.uk 

FREEPOST SZC Consultation 
EDF Energy Ltd 

 

Dear Sirs, 

Sizewell C proposed New Nuclear Development. Stage 5 post DCO submission Consultation 

I am writing on behalf of the Suffolk Preservation Society in response to EDF Energy’s Stage 5 
Consultation on Sizewell C. The Society is disappointed that having prepared and submitted our 
Statement to Register as an Interested Party to the DCO, within weeks we are asked to comment 
on a further raft of changes and possible changes to the scheme. For small community groups with 
limited capacity it is unreasonable that EDF, after 10 years preparing this scheme, is still making 
significant adjustments after the DCO application has been submitted. Many of the issues to which 
this consultation relates, including coastal defences and traffic, are matters that have been raised 
by the community over many years and it is deeply frustrating that they have not been responded 
to until this very late stage. Having reviewed the submitted alterations to the scheme the SPS 
wishes to make the following response: 
 
Evolving nature of the proposals 
 
In many respects the nature of some of the proposals is predicated on feasibility studies, modelling 
assessment and changes resulting from ongoing detailed design work. This places enormous 
additional demands on stakeholders to constantly play catch up with this evolving process. 
Furthermore, the public are being asked to comment on a scheme that continues to be far from 
finalized and is still evolving and without any degree of certainty.  This is wholly unsatisfactory as 
it continues to place unreasonable demands upon stakeholders and is also of limited value as they 
may yet change further. Therefore, this stage 5 consultation risks taking up further time and effort 
of small parishes and their residents which in turn may risk engagement fatigue on this most 
important scheme. 
 
Freight Strategy 
 
The SPS welcomes the efforts which are finally being made to address the significant highway and 
environmental impacts by increasing sea and rail movements and reducing the number of 
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anticipated HGV movements across Suffolk’s inadequate highway system. However, it is the 
communities most likely to be impacted by these changes whose views must be given precedence. 
We also welcome the amendments to the landscape mitigation at the southern park and ride and 
reduction in land take at the Yoxford roundabout. 
 
The proposed enhancement of the Permanent Beach Landing Facility and options for a temporary 
Beach Landing Facility are in principle welcomed as a positive approach to address the concerns of 
the communities and other stakeholders who have sought to minimise HGV movements. 
However, the proposed changes will see additional negative impacts on the scenic qualities and 
tranquility of the AONB in the proposed development area as a result of larger structures and 
increased levels of activity. Sufficient information has not been provided to assess the magnitude 
of these impacts. The range of scenarios and inadequate level of detailed information heavily 
impacts upon the effectiveness of this consultation exercise. There has not been an adequate 
assessment of the impact of additional structures on views further along the coast and without 
further assessment the SPS is concerned that in a bid to reduce traffic impacts on the highway 
network the appropriate level of weight to the designated landscape has not been given. In order 
to minimise the impacts a more detailed assessment of landscape and visual impacts together with 
embedded mitigation is required. 
 
Landscape and Visual Impacts 
 
The proposals include a significant increase in land take involving hedgerow and tree loss as a 
result of the recent more detailed design work. We note the assertion that on balance these 
amendments do not affect the conclusion of the Environmental Statement. Yet we remain 
concerned that in the case of the Sizewell Link Road there appear to be a total of 50 additional 
parcels of land that are to be included within the Order while only one area which is to be 
excluded. The landscape impacts by stealth will continue to erode the landscape value of 
surrounding villages and we question whether on balance this continued land take should not be 
comprehensively re-assessed. In summary the modifications to the land take for the link road and 
two village bypasses in no way responds to the previously stated concerns that the Society has set 
out in its response to the Stage 3 consultation regarding the associated environmental impacts on 
the Sizewell link road and the Two Village bypass. SPS continues to be concerned that the routes 
have been identified without adequate assessment of the impacts on the surrounding landscape 
and the settings of numerous heritage assets and that insufficient information has been provided 
to justify the chosen routes.  

 
Relocation of facilities at Sizewell B  
 
The SPS has responded to the planning application (Ref 20/04646) for proposed works to relocate 
facilities at Sizewell B to accommodate Sizewell C in association with the destruction of 
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Coronation Wood under separate cover. For the sake of completeness, we reiterate our comments 
here. SPS acknowledges the recent unsuccessful judicial review of the council’s decision to 
approve the previous application ref: 19/1637/FUL. While we regret the loss of Coronation Wood, 
we welcome the amendment to EDF’s proposals which no longer propose to locate an outage car 
park on Pill Box Field, but rather to retain it as an undeveloped site and provide additional 
landscaping to enhance its landscape and biodiversity value. Accordingly, SPS will restrict its 
comments to the landscape and visual impacts of the current application to develop the former 
Coronation Wood upon the special qualities of the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. 
 
Having reviewed the documents, the Society is concerned that the loss of Coronation Wood to 
accommodate the relocated facilities has not been adequately mitigated. Figure 3.2 and 3.4 
Development Area Landscape Plan within chapter 3 of the Environmental Statement shows a 
combination of retained deciduous woodland and hedgerow, proposed woodland edge planting 
and grass mix on the western boundary, adjoining the Sizewell Marshes SSSI.  
 
The SPS considers that this will be inadequate to screen, soften or provide filtered views of the 
proposed development. The topography of the site is relevant in this regard as the lowest part of 
the escarpment to the west of the proposed development area is 5m while the height of Coronation 
Wood is shown as 10m. The datum levels across the development area varies averages between 7- 
8 metres. Therefore, it is reasonable to conclude that there will be glimpsed views of the car park as 
well as the Administrative Building (20m in height) and Training Facility (10m in height) by 
receptors to the west from Sandy Lane bridleway. Significant landscape scale planting in the form 
of blocks of additional woodland must therefore be provided,  
 
Furthermore, the extensive illumination of the car park, including reflection off metallic surfaces of 
the facing materials of the Administrative Building and Training Facility, together with substantial 
hard landscaped areas of car parking will cumulatively result in a harmful impact upon the special 
qualities of the AONB. The loss of the evergreen Coronation Wood and replacement by modest 
levels of deciduous and largely small-scale planting will not adequately mitigate the landscape 
and visual impacts of the proposed large structures. The SPS considers that this is a serious 
omission and calls for materially increased levels of planting within the car park and at the 
boundaries of the western access road in order to soften the industrialising effects in this 
designated landscape. 
 
Finally, we note that the applicant argues that the proposed landscape planting at Pill Box Field 
will mitigate for the loss of Coronation Wood (LVIA chapter, para. 7.6.33). However, this is 
considered to be illogical and the SPS does not accept that the proposed planting to the south of 
the Sizewell Power Plant can mitigate the loss of screening from the west for the reasons set out 
above. In conclsuion, the SPS calls for a significant increase in planting to both the western edge of 
the car park, together with planting within the car park to provide filter the views, which will 
provide enhanced screening as well as biodiversity net gain. 
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Pakenham Fen 
 
In particular we note the proposed creation of offset mitigation at Pakenham, over 50 miles from 
Sizewell. We are concerned by these proposals, not only because they do not justify the loss of 
designated habitat at Sizewell but also that the proposals raise serious issues for the natural and 
historic environment at Pakenham. 
 
Pakenham is unique in Suffolk in that it enjoys both a wind and watermill. The Pakenham Water 
Mill is an important surviving mill, listed as of national architectural and historic importance, and 
is a much-loved Suffolk visitor attraction run by a strong and enthusiastic team of volunteers. The 
proposed creation of a fen meadow raises multiple concerns, firstly: that changes to the hydrology 
on the other side of the Mill Stream may have an adverse effect on the existing SSSI meadow. 
Secondly, it appears that the boundary of the new fenland follows the route of Pakenham stream. 
This poses qusetions about any impact this may have upon the flow of the stream and in turn the 
watermill and how EDF will ensure that there are no negative consequences for the SSSI and 
watermill at Pakenham. Until full information is provided, this is an aspect of the proposals that 
the SPS is very concerned by and discussion must be entered into with the parish council as well as 
the Suffolk Building Preservation Trust who own the watermill. 
 
In conclusion, the latest set of amendments/proposals do not materially address many of the 
objections raised by the SPS and in some instances raise new issues that we have serious concerns 
about, accordingly we continue to object. 
 
Yours Faithfully, 



From:  
Sent:13/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Power station 
Hi my main concern is the number of HGV's on the very poor roads of this 
part of Suffolk.Typical days are 600 return journeys, while busiest days are 
1000 return s.For the period of construction 10 years or more this is a 
ridiculous number for those of us living in this part of Suffolk,to endure. 
 







From:  
Sent:12/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Sizewell C Further public consultation 
 
 
 
 To EDF 
 
Whilst recognising the effort to reduce transport by road, the proposals in this latest 
consultation are not clearly defined or fully assessed. They add to greater uncertainty about 
the impact on the coast already commented on in the earlier consultation. The concerns 
remain. There is nothing in any of the proposals to date which give any confidence that there 
has been any proper consideration of the potential damage to this dynamic coastline arising 
from the disturbance that will be caused by the construction of Sizewell C, and which could 
have substantial adverse consequences also for the shoreline of the settlements and 
Orfordness, to the south of the Sizewell area. 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
-- 
 
 



Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
I comment below on the Sizewell C 5th Consultation. 
  
A. After working on its plans for 8 years and consulting on those at length, it is too late in 
the day for EDF to now come up with a 178 page document for those affected to plough 
through offering new proposals which they do not yet know they can deliver. The train 
and sea transport proposals are far from guaranteed and I have a strong personal 
objection to the new train proposals (see below). The relocation of Sizewell B facilities is 
subject to agreement with Sizewell A. 
  
B. The new proposals do not change the objections I outlined previously to a proposed 
Sizewell C. Indeed from a personal viewpoint they significantly exacerbate them. Options 
being considered include the possibility of 8 train movements - of which 7 would be at 
night and 1 during the day, including Saturdays - and maybe even 10 movements for a 
short time, although this would require a change to the passenger rail timetable.  Yet 
again, this shows a flagrant disregard for the well-being of those who live by the track-
side. There have been a number of recent night trains along the track and they wake the 
heaviest of sleepers. I wrote previously that the sleep deprivation caused to track-side 
residents by 5 freight train movements per night – 1 every hour and 24 minutes between 
11 pm to 6 am for 10 years plus overruns - had barely been considered. The proposals are 
now for a train EVERY HOUR OF THE NIGHT for the next 10 years plus over-runs. The 
latest document now tells us that the trains are likely to be formed of a Class 66 
locomotive with up to 20 wagons, i.e. up to 339m in length and capable of carrying up to 
1,250 tonnes of construction material. 
  
Still no detail has been provided about whether there will be other nuisance caused e.g. 
klaxons, idling of engines, damage to foundations from vibration. 
  
In a remarkable display of detail-avoidance and “pushing into the long-grass”  EDF says “ 
the Rail Noise Mitigation Strategy, which was proposed in Volume 9 Chapter 4 of the 
Environmental Statement (ES)  (Doc Ref. 6.10), will set out detail of how railway noise 
and vibration will be controlled from an operational and physical standpoint. It is likely 
that the conclusions will be broadly consistent with the ES and that noise and vibration 
impacts can be controlled consistently with the requirements of planning policy. The Rail 
Noise Mitigation Strategy, as proposed in Volume 9 Chapter 4 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.10), 
will be drafted alongside the updated assessment. It is expected that the measures likely 
to be set out in that document will include use of long-welded track, the ideal locations 
of welded rail joints, the use of under-ballast mats, or equivalent, speed restrictions on 
train movements in built up and sensitive areas, and preferences for particular 
locomotive types. An updated assessment of properties likely to be eligible for sound 
insulation under the ‘Noise Mitigation Scheme’ set out in Volume 2, Chapter 11, Appendix 
11H of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.10), will be set out”. 
  
Appendix 1 1.1.11. tells us that the average indicators of effect, which are daytime and 
night-time LAeq values for airborne noise and Vibration Dose Values (VDVs) for ground-
borne vibration are expected to change as a result of the additional trains, but only by a 



small amount. That is not comforting to those people who will be awoken twice more 
during the night. Mitigation measures must be proposed, assessed and costed now, not 
in the future when hourly night-time trains are a foregone conclusion. 
  
If the measures belatedly proposed by EDF prove possible, it claims HGV numbers on a 
typical day could be reduced from 650 to 500, and on the busiest day from 1,000 to 700. 
However, any difficulties with trains or shipments would no doubt put HGVs back on the 
roads and EDF has still not clarified where the aggregate would come from. Despite the 
serious nuisance caused to those living near the railway tracks, these new proposals 
would not have any impact on reducing traffic during the first two years, before new 
roads and Park & Rides would be completed. During these “early years” 600 trucks per 
day, plus those for other Energy Projects, and all other Sizewell C traffic would use the 
current A12 and B1122. Sizewell C would still generate up to 12,000 extra vehicle 
journeys/day, massively increasing traffic on the A12, the Orwell Bridge and surrounding 
roads and making rat runs more likely. 
  
I defer to Suffolk Wildlife Trust (SWT) and other agencies on the effects of other new 
proposals, and I note that SWT’s Chief Executive says  “ We do not believe it would be 
possible to make up for the damage Sizewell C would cause to the natural world on this 
extraordinarily beautiful stretch of coastline.” 

  
Yours faithfully, 
  

 

 



From:  
Sent:07/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:SZC Consultation 
 
Dear SZC 
  
I was advise by your SZC office to put this question in writing. 
  
I could not find any reference, in either the 30-day consultation document or the 
DCO, to how the audible alarms at barrier crossings are to be mitigated for overnight 
train operations. 
  
At peak, Melton and Woodbridge is planned to have 9 overnight train movements, 
possibly 6 days per week.  There are several alarmed barrier crossings in Melton and 
Woodbridge and the noise they make is obtrusive, for obvious reasons. Unless you 
have a plan for dealing with them overnight, there would result a moving wave of 
alarm noise across Melton and Woodbridge, from left to right or right to left 
(depending on which direction the train was travelling), nine times per 
night.  Obviously, residents would find this unacceptable. 
  
Could you please tell me where this is covered in your planning document. 
  
Thank you. 
  

 
 

 
 



Darsham Parish Council 
 

Submission to Planning Inspectorate re EDF's DCO for Sizewell C & D. 
 

1. Introduction and scope of submission. 
While Darsham Parish Council (DPC) shares the wider concerns about the impacts of EDF's proposals on  
transport, environment and tourism with the majority of local Parish Councils, and supports the views  of the 
Environment Agency and national and local conservation groups, our submission concentrates on the siting 
and impacts of the Northern Park and Ride (NPR) which is located within the Parish Council boundary. 
 

2. Consultation responses. 
The concerns listed below have been detailed in our responses to each of the four consultation stages carried 
out by EDF. It is fair to say that these concerns, which are shared with other local parishes, have been largely 
ignored. As such, the term “consultation” is a complete misnomer. 
 

3. Traffic flow and congestion (1) 
EDF have consistently underestimated traffic flows on the A12.  The A12 is a single carriageway road in this 
part of Suffolk. As such any road works or traffic accident is likely to cause major congestion. This has been 
vividly demonstrated this summer, with increased traffic volumes due to the COVID-19 pandemic and a 
considerable increase in tourism “staycations”. On two occasions, (one accident, one road repair) slow-
moving traffic has tailed back five miles to Saxmundham. 
 

4. Traffic flow and congestion (2) 
EDF project 1,140 private car, 700 minibus and 700 HGV movements each day.  The proposed construction 
of roundabouts at the NPR junction at Willow Marsh Lane and at the B1122 junction in Yoxford, will cause 
congestion on this whole section of the A12.  Darsham has increased in size by 30% in the last few years. 
The proposed development of a further 120 houses accessing the A12 near the Westleton Road, an 80-
bedroom motel adjacent to the Jet Garage, and the proposed increase in train numbers and level crossing 
closures will exacerbate this congestion. 
 

5. Level crossing closures 
The level crossing is closed overnight for routine maintenance at regular intervals, with traffic diverted 
down The Street through Darsham village. EDF have chosen to ignore this and not responded to our requests 
for alternative proposals or mitigation arrangements.  
 

6. Dark skies 
Darsham is a dedicated dark sky village and home to the Darsham and Surrounding Villages Astronomical 
Society (DASH – Astro).  EDF propose low level lighting in the NPR, but mandatory Trunk road lighting on 
the NPR roundabout will destroy this amenity. 
 

7. Rat-running 
DPC have expressed concerns about rat- running down The Street during traffic congestion on the A12 or 
during level crossing closures. EDF say they will install ANPR cameras to detect and subsequently ban 
HGVs, but have made no proposals to control LGVs and private cars. 
 

8. Noise and pollution 
DPC have serious concerns about traffic noise, vibration and pollution* (NOx, CO2 and particulates) as a 
result of congestion from increased traffic movements from the NPR, HGVs on route to Sizewell, all in 
addition to existing A12 traffic. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
9. Legacy provisions 

There are no proposals for pedestrian access to and from Darsham Station and the NPR. Pedestrians will 
have to walk along the A12. There are no legacy provisions for improved carparking at Darsham Station 
which was specifically requested by DPC. 
 

10. Geology, drainage and flood risk 
New research information has revealed that there could be drainage and flood risk problems associated with 
the NPR.  EDF have proposed a storage basin with overflow to existing watercourses running under the 
railway. The underlying geology prevents natural drainage within the site and is likely to lead to existing 
water courses being overwhelmed in heavy rain. 
 

11. Traffic constriction 
Likely traffic flows associated with the NPR and direct Sizewell traffic, in addition to existing A12 traffic 
will lead to serious congestion exacerbated by the construction of two roundabouts, local development and 
particularly, increased level crossing closures. The resulting noise, vibration, air pollution and rat-running on 
side roads will seriously erode local residents' quality of life. These concerns have either been ignored or 
dismissed by EDF and no mitigation measures proposed. 
 

12. Relief road 
EDF has consistently refused to consider proposals for a relief road direct to Sizewell from the A12 at 
Benhall which would minimise the impacts of traffic on the local population, provide a lasting legacy for 
both the power station and the local area and may well obviate the need for both Park and Rides. 
 

13. Summary 
Taken as a whole, Darsham Parish Council conclude that siting the NPR north of Darsham Station on 
a single carriageway section of the A12 adjacent to a level crossing is a serious mistake. (The Southern 
Park and Ride is located off a dual carriageway)  
 
 
*(Research has shown that air pollution caused “horrendous brain, heart and lung ill-health” Gases like 
nitrogen dioxide and tiny particles, known as particulate matter or PM, can reach deep into the body with the 
danger of causing lasting damage.  EDF have dismissed these concerns). 
 
 
 
 
Darsham Parish Council 
 

 
August 2020. 
 



Dear Sir, 
 
 
 
SIZEWELL C 5TH CONSULTATION 
 
I am writing in respect of EDF’s recent and updated planning application and make the following observations. 
 
The proposals are yet again lacking in detail and are speculative in so many respects. Meaningful consultation is 
only possible when firm proposals are prepared and people are in a position to deal with the facts. It is totally 
unacceptable to have these creeping changes and expecting the local people to keep track of your latest ideas. 
For that is what they are, they are only ideas. It is totally unreasonable to ask for feedback about things you are 
not sure of yourself. It has taken 10 years to get this far and we still do not have a firm proposal from you. 
 
I believe that you have totally misunderstood the feeling of local people and your most recent proposals go no 
way to alleviate my concerns. 
 
The issues are broad and many and I would like to draw your attention to a few things in particular: 
 
TRAFFIC 
 
How can you assess traffic and the best options when you have not estimated the amount of goods, aggregate 
etc you need to move to site? Where for example will the aggregate be sourced from and what tonnage do you 
anticipate needing? 
 
You have not properly assessed the impact or made provision to alleviate the disruption caused during the first 
two years of construction; during this time new roads etc will not be constructed leaving a heavy burden of a 
minimum of 600 trucks a day along the A12 and B1122. 
 
The BLF is still only at feasibility stage. When will you make the proper studies and ocean/geographical analysis 
to support such a strategy? We need an impact assessment of any of the BLF proposals. It seems that you fail to 
recognise that the sea bed stretches right along the coast and that the shift in the sea bed could have an impact 
for our coastal towns, e.g., Thorpeness, Aldeburgh. 
 
The ideas you have proposed about trains and ships assesses that on the busiest days road traffic will be 
reduced from 1000 vehicle a day to 700. Despite the reduction this remains a totally unacceptable volume of 
traffic. 
 
SEA DEFENCES 
 
You state that you are considering changes to ‘provide confidence the defence will be sufficient’. We still await 
the complete design. How can anyone judge if the provision is adequate when there is total lack of detail? 
 
We also need a full survey to assess the potential erosion north and south of Sizewell. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS 
 
A compensatory fen meadow at Pakenham too far away from the current site and fails to adequately compensate 
for the local loss of a rare habitat in the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. 
 
MATERIALS 
 
More materials will be stored on site. How much and to what detriment to the local landscape. Are we to expect a 
new range of mountains along the coastline? 
 
I have set out above the most concerning local aspects of the application, however there continue to be a 
number of overriding principles that need to be faced, including: 
 
· The price of renewables continues to get cheaper in comparison to nuclear. 
 
· The funding is not in place and whilst EDF would like the project off balance-sheet the Government are not 
supporting the RAB model, (which incidentally is almost certainly a vote loser). Neither is it likely that a 
partnership with China General Nuclear will be given the go-ahead in light of the removal of Huawei from the 
UK’s 5G network. 
 
· Despite publishing a 10 point plan and a commitment to net zero by 2030 the Government has yet to 
specifically endorse Sizewell. Besides the proposed development of Sizewell does nothing to contribute to the 



Governments ambitious targets as the earliest Sizewell will contribute to carbon zero is 2040. 
 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 



From:  
Sent:13/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Latest consultation proposals 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I have read the latest 'improvements'  which have been proposed for the construction stage of 
Sizewell C and can find very little to allay my fears that the local wildlife and environment 
will be devastated along with the associated tourism. 
You are still proposing that  a huge infrastructure project should be given the green light in an 
extraordinarily unique site  which will cause enormous damage to the local habitat. 
The mitigation measures which you propose do not in my view compensate for the  inevitable 
disruption which will be caused to the SSSI and  the knock on effects on Minsmere Bird 
Reserve .....a major national resource. 
 
Both the proposed new road bridge and the new rail link would be hugely destructive of the 
SSSI during their construction and will inevitably create a  barrier to the essential movement 
of wildlife from one side to another  once in place. 
Both these schemes will require the import of huge amounts of structural materials which are 
bound to have an effect on the fragile ecosystems  which make this such a unique site. 
The site will be constantly noisy and brightly lit which will impact the rare bats which can be 
found there as well as the marsh harriers which hunt over the SSSI and have been brought 
back from extinction in the 1970s by  RSPB Minsmere. 
My initially positive reaction to the greater use of sea transport for  delivery of materials  was 
undermined when I considered the effects on the rest of this sensitive coastline from the 
construction of the landing piers.  
As this area of the Suffolk coast is famous amongst tourists for its special  habitats and 
wildlife , we can only expect a massive blight on  tourism for the next 15 years at 
 least if your plans are allowed to go ahead. 
 
I would therefore like to register my continued objection to this proposed development. 
Regards 

 
 
 



From:  
Sent:14/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Sizewell C - comments on new proposals 
Dear Sir, 
  
The new proposals of more train transport and more use of sea options are far from convincing.   No 
plan or impact assessment has been given for either of the Beach Landing Facilities, which could 
have serious impacts on erosion further up the coast. 
  
Traffic movements on the A12 and surrounding small lanes will be huge anyway, for the first two 
years, before any other roads or park and ride are built.   The existing road infrastructure cannot 
take 12,000 extra vehicle movements. 
  
Overall, the new proposals do nothing to alter the fact that Sizewell C will take 10-12 years to build, 
cost billions, and the technology will be out of date before it is functional.    Even EDF aren’t building 
any more of these old reactors. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
  

 
 

 
 

 

 



From:  
Sent:12/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  
Subject:Responding to Consultation on proposed changes to Sizewell C 
Dear Sir 
 
I would like to object to the building of Sizewell C for the following reasons: 
 

  Sizewell C will have 
a huge impact on the business. 
 

 

   
  

although it is stated in the consultation 
that some is grassland of very little agricultural value - which is not the case.  without this land  

 is severely limited in its production of  etc.  Also all of  
 which is not stated in the documents.  This is known by Sizewell C as it has 

been mentioned many times at meetings I have attended with them, but they have never changed 
their stance. 
 
Further to this  which will be lost to the railway 
line.   in any documentation - again this has 
been brought up at many meetings with EDF! 
 
It also states further in the consultation that none of the landowners on the main site rely on 
agriculture for a main source of income.  This is not true    

. 
 
There is also great concern regarding the traffic.  Moving  will be 
very difficult with the volumes of traffic planned.  Also cars will rat run, particularly down Abbey Lane, 

 .  This together with the railway line  
, with night trains, may prove difficult.   

 
Light, noise and dust pollution  and surrounding areas will also be a major 
concern.  Possible crime and interference  from the nearby accommodation proposals 
is also of grave concern. 
 
In conclusion all of the above factors and incorrect factors in the consultation documents will make 

 very difficulty unless measures are put in place to reduce the many impacts 
this development will have on my livelihood and others I employ. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 
 
 



A Response to the Sizewell “C” DCO Additional consultation Proposals 
 

. This response is my own personal appraisal of the 
proposals contained in the above consultation and may differ from those of the official Aldeburgh Town 
Council response. 
 
My response will mainly focus on the items which directly affect Aldeburgh.  
 

Proposals 
 
Observation: Due to the nature of the main proposals that are contained in the consultation my first 
impression is that this is substantially a PR play to “show willing” for the benefit of the inspectorate and 
to try to deflect the negative responses to the DCO as submitted. 
 
The majority are, not unexpected, small changes to order limits and also changes that are predicated on 
some of the more substantial proposals.  
 
1. Increase in sea defence – a response to climate change sea level predictions - otherwise does not 

really affect Aldeburgh but does need a new visual impact assessment. 
 

The change to the construction method however does seem to be another compromise brought 
about by the obvious fact (from previous compromises) that the site chosen is too small for two 
reactors. It primarily seems to be forced by the need to maximise land availability to the landward 
side.  

 
2. Drain Culvert to Bridge – looks suspiciously like a previously rejected proposal. It looks to be a 

better solution for drainage but will it actually produce a real, environmentally useful decrease in 
land take from the SSSI?  

 
3. Changes to positions and heights on construction site are minor and the analysis is best left to the 

local communities affected – these are also seemingly predicated on the new BLF and any extra 
trains. 

 
4. New Bridleway for the local communities to comment on. 

 
5. Sizewell link Road – order limit changes – for local community/landowners to assess 

 
6. 2 villages bypass - order limits and PROW – for local community/landowners to assess 
 
7. Minor changes to Southern and Northern Park and ride – for local community/landowners to 

comment on 
 

8. Road junction and other order limit changes 
 
Yoxford roundabout - changes to Order limits best left to local scrutiny 
A12/B1119 Junction at Saxmundham- changes to Order limits best left to local scrutiny 
 
A1094/B1069 Junction S of Knodishall – It is still my opinion that this junction needs re-aligning to 
allow better visibility for traffic joining from the B1068 onto the A1094. That the current proposal 
is only part of the requirement. 

 



9. The proposed extension to existing DCO BLF does need an updated coastal process reassessment. 
There is also no guarantee that this will be possible even if reductions in HGV numbers are 
available. 

 
 
10. Temporary BLF – This needs great scrutiny as it appears to be a jetty by another name. As the 

original Jetty was abandoned for coastal process and other reasons it does beg the question why it 
can be reintroduced at this extremely late stage given all the previous support for a jetty was 
rejected. Also there is NO guarantee that it can or will be possible and if it is then why was the 
original not viable in some form? Welcome if it happens but probably a mollifying device. 

 
11. Extra trains – much the same as above. After all this time why is it that the possibility of extra daily 

trains is suddenly a reality. There would also seem to be night time environmental issues 
associated with this proposal. Again there is NO guarantee that it can or will be possible and if it is 
possible, why not earlier in the process. 

 
12. Extra mitigation land – welcome. 
  

Question: Can these initiatives really replace lost habitats? Are they a sop? Those sections of habitat 
destroyed should not be viewed in isolation as they are originally a part of a wider area eco system.  

 
13. Coronation Wood and Pillbox field relocation sites – Again whilst these changes may be welcome 

they are not certain to be possible. Coronation wood still goes, which is appalling when 
considering the use of it for visual screening in previous development applications. 
In my opinion this brings the planning system into disrepute unless this screening is to be replaced 
with better, mature planting. 

 
14. Other vegetation and landscaping changes on Main Site are more the province of the local 

communities. 
 

15. Temporary surface water outfall – needs strict pollution control and monitoring as temporary 
generally means less attention to detail. 

 

 
Other Issues, Not Included, Still Outstanding: 
 
Still no control of LGVs and cars or mitigation for the extra traffic on A1094 into Aldeburgh and Leiston 
Road B1122 out. 
 
Still no explicit mention of control of HGV movements from the site 
 
Still no real assessment of the impact (numbers, sizes, routes) of “Local” HGV deliveries outside the 
control system.  
 
More clarity on the term “Local” as applied to Local HGV deliveries. Local seems to be defined elsewhere 
as 2 hrs drive which is most of eastern England. 
  
Still no explicit answer to conundrum of HGVs from the North going to the FMF and then travelling back 
north again. 
 
Still no obvious extra mitigation for growing numbers of workers. 
 



Still no explicit emissions management strategy for HGVs. 
 
Much more clarity required on exactly how HGV movements to and from the site will be monitored and 
controlled. 
 

 

Summary 
 

It is suspicious that the major proposals here were so quickly at hand after the start of the DCO process. 
As most have been considered before and rejected the appearance of a PR ploy is overwhelming. The 
change in structure of the sea defence is another indication of a flawed initial decision to use this site for 
two reactors – it is too small.  
 
There are still many issues outstanding the “other issues” I mention here are just ones that concern 
Aldeburgh. 
 
If possible I will also copy this response to the inspectorate for consideration. 
 
 
 

           11/12/2020 



From:  
Sent:14/12/2020 
To:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
  
Subject:The Sizewell C Project, 5th Consultations: Planning Inspectorate 
Reference EN010012 
Dear Sir / Madam  
 
The Sizewell C Project, 5th Consultations: Planning Inspectorate Reference EN010012 
  
EDF has been preparing its case for Sizewell C for more than 8 years. The proposed changes 
to its DCO application are vague, imprecisely described and without the necessary technical 
detail and full impact assessments. I have the following comments to add to my initial 
representation under the earlier consultation phase ( ):  

1    TRANSPORT  

Crucially, the train and sea transport proposals contained in the proposed changes, each of 
which will cause its own environmental damage, are not (and cannot be) guaranteed. In any 
case, they would make little overall impact on the issues that they seek to mitigate.  

The new proposals would have no impact on reducing traffic during the first two years, 
before new roads and Park & Rides would be completed. During that period, there would be 
600 HGVs per day, not to mention all other Sizewell C traffic. All of it would use the A12 and 
B1122. Sizewell C would still generate up to 12,000 extra vehicle journeys per day. It would 
massively increase traffic on the A12 and surrounding roads. Rat runs would inevitably 
emerge, spreading the adverse impact over the existing network of narrow lanes in a wide 
area of a largely rural environment. The A12 & A14 already struggle to cope with the 
volumes of traffic they serve. Poor weather on an increasingly regular basis, closes the 
Orwell Bridge, bringing traffic to a standstill for miles around. The addition of the Sizewell C 
traffic would extend disruption over a larger area and for a longer period. EDF’s Freight 
management facility and new roundabouts would further increase the risk of delays. 

2   IMPACT ON THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT  

It remains the case that the site is fundamentally unsuited for the proposed use. It lies in an 
area of unique landscape and wildlife value, adjacent to the world-famous RSPB Minsmere 
Reserve (Minsmere-Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SSSI) and within the Sizewell Marshes 
SSSI.  
  
The Council of Europe, under the Bern Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife 
and Natural Habitats (1979), awarded Minsmere European Diploma of Protected Areas 
status (UK940003) in recognition of its unique value. It is one of just 5 sites in the UK and 2 
in England to have received this award. In its website, the Council of Europe describes 
Minsmere as “the most important bird reserve in the United Kingdom."  
  
https://eunis.eea.europa.eu/sites/UK940003  
  



These supremely precious areas would suffer immense and irreparable damage if the 
project is allowed to proceed. 
 
3   FLOOD RISK  

The application site would require continuing protection from sea level rises and coastal 
erosion and yet EDF has still not prepared fully detailed proposals. Given the critical 
importance of protecting the proposed mega-scale nuclear power station and the likely 
irreversible impact on the highly sensitive terrestrial areas to the north and south of the site 
and to the local marine environment, it is simply unacceptable for EDF to expect its 
application to be waved through on the basis of such woefully inadequate information.  
  
We all know that the coastline in this region will continue to change unavoidably, even 
without the Sizewell C project. EDF’s own advisers, Cefas, have admitted that it is only 
possible to predict detailed changes to the coastline 10 years ahead. They say that “almost 
every prediction in the very long-term has no certainty”. Spent fuel will stay onsite until 
2140 and the site would not be decommissioned until 2190.  
   
4   COVID 19  

I remain convinced that it is unreasonable to consider the DCO application during the 
current coronavirus restrictions which severely limit the extent to which the democratic 
involvement of all interested parties can be fairly represented. The Sizewell C application is 
totally unsuited to examination on a digital basis.   
  

5  CONCLUSION  

Any rigorous assessment of EDF’s proposals should concentrate solely on what it can be 
certain of delivering. EDF has had years to prepare its case. These hastily assembled and ill 
thought-out changes to its proposals illustrate the scant regard they have for the integrity of 
the DCO process.  

For clarity, I am not opposed in principle to nuclear power as part of a solution to the 
climate emergency. My opposition is based on a conviction that for the above reasons (and 
others) the Sizewell location is totally unsuited for the proposed use.   

Nothing that EDF has included in the changes to its DCO application alters my view that the 
project is ill-conceived; that it would be massively environmentally damaging; that it is 
economically unsupportable; and ultimately, that it is unnecessary. Indeed, the very fact 
that the proposed changes are so lacking in precision, confirms me in my view that the 
application is fundamentally flawed.  

For all the above reasons, I urge you to accept that the case for Sizewell C has not been 
made. It should be abandoned now. 
 
Yours faithfully   

   
   

   



   
   

 



 

 

 

 

12 December 2020 

 

EDF 

Sent by email to info@sizewellc.co.uk 

 

Dear Sir, 

 

SIZEWELL C 5TH CONSULTATION 

I am writing in respect of EDF’s recent and updated planning application and make the following 

observations. 

The proposals are yet again lacking in detail and are speculative in so many respects. Meaningful 

consultation is only possible when firm proposals are prepared and people are in a position to deal 

with the facts. It is totally unacceptable to have these creeping changes and expecting the local 

people to keep track of your latest ideas. For that is what they are, they are only ideas. It is totally 

unreasonable to ask for feedback about things you are not sure of yourself. It has taken 10 years to 

get this far and we still do not have a firm proposal from you. 

I believe that you have totally misunderstood the feeling of local people and your most recent 

proposals go no way to alleviate my concerns. EDF have from the day of inception been incredibly 

light and short on information, detail and cost and seem to have spent most of their time bullying 

and trying to push through their plans regardless. I cannot understand why our Government would 

back a company of this standing. 

The issues are broad and many and I would like to draw your attention to a few things in particular:  

TRAFFIC 

How can you assess traffic and the best options when you have not estimated the amount of goods, 

aggregate etc you need to move to site. Where for example will the aggregate be sourced from and 

what tonnage do you anticipate needing? 

You have not properly assessed the impact or made provision to alleviate the disruption caused 

during the first two years of construction; during this time new roads etc will not be constructed 

leaving a heavy burden of a minimum of 600 trucks a day along the A12 and B1122. 

The BLF is still only at feasibility stage. When will you make the proper studies and 

ocean/geographical analysis to support such a strategy. We need an impact assessment of any of the 

BLF proposals. It seems that you fail to recognise that the sea bed stretches right along the coast and 

that the shift in the sea bed could have an impact for our coastal towns, e.g. Thorpeness, Aldeburgh. 



The ideas you have proposed about trains and ships assesses that on the busiest day’s road traffic 

will be reduced from 1000 vehicle a day to 700. Despite the reduction this remains a totally 

unacceptable volume of traffic. 

SEA DEFENCES 

You state that you are considering changes to ‘provide confidence the defence will be sufficient’. We 

still await the complete design. How can anyone judge if the provision is adequate when there is 

total lack of detail. 

We also need a full survey to assess the potential erosion north and south of Sizewell. 

ENVIRONMENTAL AND COMMUNITY IMPACTS 

A compensatory fen meadow at Pakenham too far away from the current site and fails to 

adequately compensate for the local loss of a rare habitat in the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. 

MATERIALS 

More materials will be stored on site. How much and to what detriment to the local landscape. Are 

we to expect a new range of mountains along the coastline? 

I have set out above the most concerning local aspects of the application, however there continue to 

be a number of overriding principles that need to be faced, including: 

• The price of renewables keeps getting cheaper in comparison to nuclear. Why cant we look 

at our own UK option using Rolls Royce with their plan of a series of small satellite nuclear 

units that would be far cheaper to build and overall produce more electricity at the end of 

the day rather than continuing to back this huge build at Sizewell that is already obsolete 

technology, more expensive by the day. 

• The funding is not in place and whilst EDF would like the project off balance-sheet the 

Government are not supporting the RAB model, (which incidentally is almost certainly a vote 

loser). Neither is it likely that a partnership with China General Nuclear will be given the go-

ahead in light of the removal of Huawei from the UK’s 5G network. 

• Despite publishing a 10-point plan and a commitment to net zero by 2030 the Government 

has yet to specifically endorse Sizewell. Besides the proposed development of Sizewell does 

nothing to contribute to the Governments ambitious targets as the earliest Sizewell will 

contribute to carbon zero is 2040. 

Yours sincerely 
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TASC Response to the EDFE Sizewell C Consultation on Revised Plans Nov 18th 2020 
to Dec 18th 2020  

TASC continues to be totally convinced that the siting of Sizewell C (SZC) in the remote 
coastal Area Of Outstanding Natural Beauty is a disaster for east Suffolk. The responses to 
EDFE’s four consultations have thrown up so many problems most of which EDFE have 
ignored, it now appears that they are only taking these concerns seriously due to Suffolk 

County Council’s DCO representations. It is blatently obvious that the problems of siting, 
transport, roads, rail, accommodation, the unimaginable environmental damage and the 

unbearable strain on people and businesses cannot be tolerated. 

This has started already with the felling of a 100 year old historic woodland before any DCO 
planning consent has been given. 

The many environmental and societal disbenefits far outweigh any perceived benefits. 

TASC therefore remain firmly opposed to the SZC Project. 

We will attempt to answer the consultation questionaire in the order in which it is set out. 
Rather than resolving any issues, we see these proposals as an attempt to put a small sticking 

plaster on a massive gaping wound. TASC is also disappointed that after 12 years of 
deliberation and four previous consultations over 8 years, EDFE is still referring to options 

and possibilities without supplying supporting evidence. TASC believe this is a further 
flawed consultation by EDFE due to the lack of detail provided and the poor quality of the 

images presented, e.g. maps with no grid lines, with keys that are virtually impossible to read, 
indistinct pictures with insufficient reference points. It is such a vast project we may stray off 

the subject at times and add matters which we deem relevant. 

1) Freight Rail  

The main reason for the new revised figures for rail movements are the many objections to the 
previously proposed numbers of HGVs. The efficacy and appropriateness of the use of rail was very 
doubtful in the first instance and any increase of use will exacerbate the difficulties. This is noted in 
Network Rail’s Relevant Response to PINs. To date, we have no clear figures for the amount of 
materials and no indication of the location of their source, so how best to deliver to the SZC site must 
still be questionable. 

2) Increased frequency of Freight Trains 

The disturbance at night to people on the East Suffolk Line will be intolerable. Interference to the 
number of passenger trains on the East Suffolk Line should not be allowed.  

We are doubtful of the accuracy of the noise survey as the train test undertaken may not have been 
carried out under the correct conditions.  
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We also have concern about the first 2 years of movement of freight which will be undertaken through 
residential areas of Leiston, and the distribution of loads when discharged at LEEIE which is then to be 
conveyed to the SZC project area.  

Another issue for any increase in the number of trains will be the disruption to road traffic and to farm 
vehicles at level crossings causing delays and tailbacks.    

Increasing rail use may alleviate the number of HGVs from the roads, if rail use is workable (which we 
doubt), but will cause severe problems of noise, pollution and vibration in and around the East Suffolk 
Line and the Leiston Branch Line area and disturbance to its residents in what is a reasonably quiet, 
unpolluted part of the country. 

TASC disagree with the implication at 3.1.13 " that a significant number of deliveries would be smaller 
HGVs implying 3.5 tonnes would be the norm. Typical Articulated vehicle deliveries would be 44 or 
38 tonne  GVW , Rigid tippers 32 tonne GVW or Mixers 26tonne GVW. 

TASC submits that the alterations to the proposed freight transport strategy simply reconfigure 
the problems associated with access to such a remote site and demonstrates again that the SZC 
project is not acceptable. Therefore, the suggested changes are inappropriate.  

3) Enhancing the Permanent Beach Landing Facility (BLF)  

Increased Materials by Sea and BLF  

The damage to the coast and marine environment will be exacerbated by pile driving and by the 
suggested 30+m extension. The MMO has made observations on the previous proposals in its relevant 
response with well researched evidence that the BLF as originally proposed will have a detrimental 
effect on marine species and on sediment drift and will require continual dredging.   TASC did not 
agree with the BLF in the earlier consultation so cannot agree with any suggested increase to length and 
construction.    

We were told in the early days that any landing facility on the coast would be temporary: now it is to be 
permanent and there may be two of them.  

This is inappropriate and unacceptable. 

4/5 Temporary Beach Landing Facility 

TASC considers none of the proposed options are feasible as the idea of a pier was considered too 
environmentally damaging in respect of both coastal erosion and sea-bed scour. All of the comments at 
4 also apply to this suggestion.   

Therefore, including yet another temporary BLF cannot be accepted.   

3/4/5) No matter how the problem is disguised by artist’s impressions, all the materials which may 
arrive by sea will have to be transferred to the site.  The environmental damage to the Benthills, the 
Heritage Coast and Walks cannot be quantified as we do not know the volume of materials, frequency 
of the loads etc.  All will need human intervention and will cause untold damage and will visually 
impact the AONB.  

We recognise aggregates and soil are suggested as loads, but we have no idea of quantities or source of 
either. If sea dredged aggregates are to be amongst these loads it brings up further questions.   
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Also, far more information is needed on both temporary and permanent BLF including release of 
the previous environmental impact assessment that supported EDFE’s contention that a larger 
BLF was too environmentally damaging. 

TASC consider the suggested works to the permanent and temporary BLFs should not be 
entertained and both are inappropriate.   

6) SSSI Crossing 

TASC has requested at every consultation that an alternative access road should be considered. 
This has been ignored. The permanent access road leads to a crossing of the SSSI. Covering such a 
valuable area with concrete to install an access to the SZC site is the most appalling desecration of an 
SSSI.  

This intrusion and the damage it will cause is intolerable, ugly and totally out of keeping with the 
AONB and SSSI. The new suggested 30m long span bridge is, in effect, still a culvert, just wider, and 
will be a permanent feature of the AONB landscape. Trying to disguise it with trees, suggesting it will 
reduce the possibility of flooding and will assist with water management is simply not credible.  

It will be a constant haul route for many thousands of tonnes of materials by cars vans and lorries for 
the lifetime of SZC. It will also be used for taking AILs from the Beach Landing Facility. 

It introduces HGV pollution, noise, light and dust into an otherwise dark quiet area which is currently 
linked to other designated habitats such as RSPB Minsmere and used by many animals, insects and 
birds for foraging. EDFE cannot be allowed to do so much irreversible damage. 

TASC believes this suggestion is inappropriate as was the earlier proposal.  

7) Fen Meadow Replacement  

This is just not possible. To use the word ‘replacement’ just proves the absolute lack of understanding 
of the unique and rare habitat which is Sizewell Fen Meadow. To suggest it can be built over and 
recreated is utter nonsense.  

EDFE may create new habitats but they will never replace that which they will destroy; the suggestion 
to the contrary is totally inconceivable and inappropriate.  

8) Water Storage Area 

This suggestion changes the water management of the area and it is our belief that it may not work. Wet 
woodland is a very specialised habitat and requires careful management. We are not convinced that safe 
retention of this habitat will result from EDFE’s plans. 

9) Surface water 

This is the same method EDFE are suggesting for the discharge of water when dewatering the site. It 
would appear that none of this water will be monitored for pollutants from petrochemicals or any other 
contaminants and will simply be discharged into the sea. The North Sea is a precious resource and 
should not be used indiscriminately. We would wish to see a rigorous monitoring regime before 
agreeing to this proposal. 

Therefore, at present we believe it is inappropriate.   
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10 Other Site Changes  

a) Sea Defence  

This suggested sea defence is a further 8 metres too far eastward of the green line causing further 
coastal squeeze, the suggested height exacerbates it as a dominant feature, its intrusion into the Heritage 
Coast and the AONB is unacceptable and it will be an eyesore in the coastal landscape. We suggest it 
will also cause flooding to the north and south. 

TASC considers that the proposal to raise the height of the sea defences from 10.2 metres in the plans 
submitted in May 2020 to 14 metres a few months later in this October consultation, highlights the 
vulnerability of the Sizewell C site to the risk of flooding and the unpredictability of sea level rise, 
increased storm surges and more extreme weather events resulting from climate change. We should all 
be concerned that EDFE had obviously underestimated the likely impacts from climate change in their 
previous plans and the risks they still present.  

The above supports TASC’s opinion that the Sizewell C site is totally inappropriate for siting of a new 
nuclear power station and interim storage of its spent fuel.  

b) Height limits and construction activities 

It would appear that at every turn, EDFE want to use yet more land to accommodate their proposals.  
We do not agree with yet more space for stockpiling. EDFE were taking up too much land in the last 
consultation: adding further areas for stockpiling should not be allowed. 

High structures on Sizewell Beach Landing Facility are inappropriate in the AONB.  

c) Tree Retention  

This is a loss of trees, not retention of them, due to taking up more land on the construction site, which 
is already cramped.  

d) Boundary Changes 

Main Construction Site boundary changes as proposed simply represents development creep and is 
unacceptable.  

The other suggested changes for habitat creation will never replace what is to be lost from the Parish of 
Leiston cum Sizewell.  

We do not agree to EDFE owning land outside the Project Area.  These habitat areas should be given 
over to the parish, a management committee or Trust if and when they have been created. 

e) Bridleway 

This is an insult. Considering all the changes and diversions of the many historic sheep walks, 
bridleways and ancient footpaths that EDFE are to undertake over a large area of East Suffolk, it is 
inconceivable that this is the only one on which is being consulted on.  

The loss of routes of many old footpaths, many which are connected to Leiston Abbey and the coast, is 
inexcusable.   
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We previously asked that a Community partnership was set up to consider the many changes to the 
RoW before it went to the DCO. It obviously did not fit in with EDFE’s Plans. 

11. Sizewell B Facilities Relocation (SZBFR) 

TASC consider the SZBFR demonstrates EDFE’s contempt for the views of the local community-no 
one who responded to the initial planning application to East Suffolk Council agreed with the felling of 
Coronation Wood, yet EDFE’s chainsaws are in the process of destroying it as this is written. EDFE 
have already been given permission to proceed with the SZBFR, have plans in their original DCO 
application, now have 2 options here and have submitted further plans to ESC. TASC are concerned 
that this reinforces the view that EDFE are either incompetent or have not bothered to develop clear 
plans for the Sizewell C development causing undue stress and uncertainty within the local community. 
TASC’s opinion on the SZBFR options are:- 

- They are inappropriate as there should be no further development creep into the AONB by the 
nuclear complex. 

- Pillbox field should not be developed because of its visual impact on the AONB. 

- Tree planting on Pillbox Field is unlikely to be successful due to the nature of the ground 
conditions. 

- Sizewell A land should not be used for Sizewell B facilities as it should be returned to the 
community as a greenfield site in line with previous promises. 

- It is a travesty that Coronation Wood is being felled for a car park and other facilities that could so 
easily be located outside the AONB, at a time when we know more than ever we should be 
protecting such carbon stores and biodiversity. All to make way for a project that may never 
happen.  

 

In conclusion, TASC consider that the many suggested changes in the 5th Consultation show clearly 
that the SZC project can never be achieved, however you wrap it up. It will have a lasting long term 
damaging effect on the wellbeing of residents and cause irreparable environmental damage to the whole 
area of East Suffolk.  

 

NB: This is an interim response, and we expect to make a further submission in due course. 

 

TASC 09/12/20 

 

 

 

 



From:  
Sent:14/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Sizewell C 
 

To whoever it might concern, 

Response to Sizewell C 5th consultation 

EDF should only have consulted on proposals it is certain it can deliver e.g. 
the train and sea transport proposals are far from guaranteed, and 
relocation of Sizewell B facilities is subject to agreement with Sizewell A: if 
these indeed are serious options, why has it taken more than 8 years to 
propose them? 

The proposals do not change my objection to, or concerns about, Sizewell 
C. These revolve around astronomical cost [including the 'nuclear tax' that 
everybody will have to pay - how utterly awful and undemocratic!], dreadful 
environmental damage to a world famous site, the inappropriateness of 
nuclear with regard to the ethical considerations of leaving a radiation 
legacy for 100,000s of years. I could go on, but have expressed my views 
in several previous emails. 

With thanks for your attention. 

Yours, 
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EDF 
Sizewell C Information Office 
48-50 High Street 
Leiston 
IP16 4EW 
Via email info@sizewellc.co.uk/dpo@edfernergy.com 

11th December 2020 
 

SIZEWELL C PUBLIC CONSULTATION 

I am writing on behalf of the British Horse Society (BHS) a membership charity with over 
115,000 members representing the UK’s 3 million regular riders and carriage drivers, in 
response to the current consultation on Sizewell C. The BHS is the largest and most 
influential equestrian charity in the country, working to improve the lives of horses and their 
owners through its four core foundations of education, welfare, safety and access. 

1. BACKGROUND TO OUR COMMENTS 
I am responding to this consultation on behalf of The British Horse Society, an equestrian Charity 
which represents the 3 million horse riders in the UK.  Nationally equestrians have just 22% of the 
rights of way network.  In Suffolk, they have just 18% of the rights of way network, increasingly 
disjointed by roads which were once quiet and are now heavily used by traffic resulting from 
development within the County.  It is therefore important that these public rights are protected. 
Increasing pressure for development of houses and industry is making even fewer of those 
bridleways and byways available. Ancient ‘green lane’ bridleways, byways and unsurfaced roads 
are being tarmacked as access roads or cycle tracks and engulfed by new development spreading 
into the countryside. Traffic increases with new development or change of use so roads become 
even less safe for riders and carriage-drivers (equestrians) to use to access any traffic-free routes 
there may be. Riders are also increasingly excluded from verges by creation of foot-cycleways – 
segregated provision for other vulnerable non-motorised users but equestrians are excluded and 
forced into the carriageway. Historically verges have provided a refuge and could, if mown, provide 
a segregated route. 
 

Road Safety is a particular concern to equestrians, who are among the most vulnerable road 
users. Between November 2010 and March 2019, the BHS received reports of 3,737 road 
incidents, in which 315 horses and 43 people were killed. Research indicates however that 
only 1 in 10 incidents are being reported to the BHS; in 2016-17 alone, 3,863 horse riders 
and carriage drivers in England and Wales were admitted to hospital after being injured in 
transport accidents. (NHS Hospital Episodes Statistics). 

The BHS actively campaigns to improve road safety by making motorists aware of what to 
do when they encounter horses on the road (see https://www.bhs.org.uk/our-
work/safety/dead-slow – we recommend taking a few minutes to watch the ‘Dead Slow’ 
virtual reality film for an impression of how vulnerable equestrians are in proximity to cars 
and lorries).  
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Because of the difficulties that equestrians encounter on roads, they avoid using them 
wherever possible. Road use is often unavoidable, however it is simply because people have 
nowhere else to exercise their horses. The main off-road access available to them is the 
network of Rights of Way (RoW). England and Wales have over 140,000 miles of RoW, but 
only 22% of this network is available for horse riders (who may only use routes designated 
as Bridleways and Byways) and a mere 5% to carriage drivers (who only have access to 
Byways).  An additional factor is that the network is fragmented, and roads are often the 
only available links between one RoW and the next.  

2. REPRESENTATIONS ABOUT SIZEWELL C PUBLIC CONSULATION – QUESTION 10 E BRI-
DLEWAY 

a. Amenity value 
The amenity value of the routes in and around the Sizewell C site must be preserved 
along with the physical resource of the routes. With only 18% of the Rights of Way in 
Suffolk available to equestrians these limited routes should keep their natural rural 
characteristics. 

b. Surfacing 
On paths where horses are legally included and may be a common user—bridleways 
and restricted byways—a surface more appropriate to their use than to motor traffic 
should be provided. The BHS has found resin or polymer bound rubber crumb–grit 
compounds to be the most successful in providing resilient, free draining, smooth sur-
faces which accommodate all users well. Bound rubber crumb has been used very suc-
cessfully to provide a hard surface that can look like tarmac, is easily used by cycles and 
wheelchairs but is also excellent under foot for pedestrians and horses as it has some 
‘give’. This is a surface that the BHS recommends for multi-use paths where a bound 
surface is necessary. As this material becomes more used, its price is reducing and in 
2018, it was found cheaper than tarmac at one site. Its lifetime and guarantee are gen-
erally greater than tarmac. 
The ideal path surface preferred by horses and their riders or drivers is:  
• Non slip 
• Resilient, with some give (10 to 30mm at point load) 
• Well drained 
• Adequate bearing capacity to avoid erosion or poaching 
• Free from stones, especially if angular or sharp edged 
Types of path surface, in descending order of preference, are: 
• Short, firm, well-drained turf, which is ideal for horses and pedestrians, and usually 
firm enough for cycles and horse-drawn vehicles. 
• Vegetated paths on a firm base such as grassed over forest roads or disused railway 
tracks stripped of ballast to expose consolidated ash solum, which are ideal for support-
ing year-round multi-use, provided they are well drained. 
• Paths where the natural vegetation is protected or reinforced by some type of partial 
surfacing, such as embedded stone. 
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• Formally constructed paths with firm, non-slip surface. 
Sealed surfaces may be necessary to facilitate cycle or wheelchair access, but care 
should be taken to ensure that the finished surface is not hazardous to horses. 
The proposals for the new off-road route of new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm 
and Kenton Hills the granite fines surface must be suitable for equestrians. Quarried ag-
gregate without a consolidated dust wearing course is completely inappropriate for 
multi-use paths because angular stones will damage horses’ feet and may result in seri-
ous lameness. Where it is used as a substrate or structural layer, the surface must be 
finished with 75-100mm depth compacted MOT type 1 (40mm-dust) dressed with dust 
to fill the spaces between the stones and consolidated to withstand rainfall. Aggregate 
surfaces may occur naturally or where erosion has removed an upper surface layer. 
Such a surface is ‘out of repair’ as it limits use by natural and legitimate users (horse rid-
ers) and should be topped off with a consolidated dust layer. A specification for an ag-
gregate surface should always include clauses for topping-off as required to 
a uniform consolidated dust finish and checking after so many months with subsequent 
top-off as appropriate. This is because aggregate quality is variable; it may settle in 
transit to give inconsistent levels of fines throughout the laid length of track or may 
wash through if there is heavy rain before consolidation. Any new construction or path 
restoration project should always provide a finished surface to this standard. It is not ac-
ceptable to leave an unconsolidated surface of stones following work. Any stony 
tracks may need improvement by topping-off with consolidated dust to avoid injury to 
horses. Rubble or similar recycled material may be used as a substrate but must be fin-
ished with a wearing surface as for aggregate. It is very important that it is ‘clean’, i.e. 
not contaminated by material such as wire, glass or nails that could work to the surface 
and cause puncture wounds or trip hazards. Specifications should state non-recycled 
MOT type 1 or clean rubble as a requirement. 

c. Road crossings 
The British Horse Society should be consulted at the earliest stages to ensure that all 
road crossings as part of the Sizewell C proposals are suitable for equestrian users and 
meet The British Horse Society’s specifications and standards. Please find attached guid-
ance leaflets for more information. 

d. Vegetation planting 
 

A route should be at least four metres wide to ensure that users can pass each other 
with ease without brushing against adjacent fences, walls or hedges. Vegetation should 
be cut so that the full width can be used if necessary. Hazards overhead such as 
branches, cables or derricks should provide at least 3.4m clearance, preferably 3.7m in 
case a horse takes fright and jumps or rears. 

 
3. SIZEWELL C PUBLIC CONSULTATION 
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Within Suffolk, there is a both a demonstrable demand for safe access for equestrians and a 
documented lack of provision. The issues identified in the Suffolk Green Access Strategy 
with 2.3.2 Create a more connected network – Obtain significant public rights of way 
improvements and legacies on nationally important development projects, such as Sizewell 
C’. We hope that EDF will take this opportunity to address the disjointed nature of Suffolk’s 
Right of Way network in these new opportunities and ask that routes affected by the 
Sizewell C plans should include: 

a. Recognition of equestrians as vulnerable road users 

Historically, pedestrians and cyclists have been considered as the main vulnerable road 
users. Equestrians are however increasingly recognised as being part of this group: 
during the Parliamentary Debate on Road Safety in November 2018 Jesse Norman, 
Under Secretary of State for Transport, stated that  

“We should be clear that the cycling and walking strategy may have that name but is 
absolutely targeted at vulnerable road users, including horse-riders.” 

We therefore ask that EDF include Suffolk’s equestrians as vulnerable road users, to 
ensure that their needs are considered equally alongside those of pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

b. Inclusion of equestrians in the Suffolk Local Transport Plan 

The term ‘Active Travel’ applies to journeys undertaken for a range of purposes, 
whether to reach a place of work or local amenities, or for recreation. It is also the case 
that many of the routes that are used to walk or cycle to work or school are the same 
routes which at other times provide for recreational use.  

It is now acknowledged that horse-riding is as much an ‘active travel’ mode as recrea-
tional walking or cycling. At the recent Parliamentary Debate on Active Travel in West-
minster Hall, Robert Courts MP proposed that “horse riders…ought to be thought about 
in the context of active travel as well.” This was endorsed by Michael Ellis, Minister of 
State for Transport, who confirmed that “Active travel includes horse riders and bridle 
paths – this debate includes them.” 

Cambridgeshire is demonstrating good practice, James Palmer, Cambridgeshire and Pe-
terborough Mayor has stated in a current transport consultation: ‘Active Travel – cycling, 
Walking and Horse Riding Promoting active and sustainable transport like walking, cy-
cling and horse riding are key objectives at a national, regional and local level.’ He has 
also stated that Greenways are an ‘… off road route for walking, cycling and horse rid-
ing.’ The recently adopted Joint Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Local Transport Plan 
defines Active Travel as: ‘Active Travel:  Physically active modes such as walking, cycling 
or horse riding.’ We would ask that all Active Travel provision must therefore be embed-
ded in new transport projects in the same way for all modes. We therefore suggest that 
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horse-riding should be included within the Sizewell C and would welcome the oppor-
tunity to contribute the development of this document. 

The Suffolk Local Transport Plan includes: ‘Safe, healthy and inclusive communities - 
Maintaining assets that encourage active travel choices: pavements, cycling routes, the 
Rights of Way network.’ It also recognises the need for safe off road routes: ‘This net-
work provides off-road access to services, links between settlements, and access into 
the countryside. The importance of rights of way, quality greenspaces, greenways and 
corridors, for an effective non-motorised urban transport network threading through ur-
ban areas and linking to more rural areas is recognised.’ We would suggest this is in-
cluded in the plans for the Sizewell C site could show a trail blazing attitude to access 
throughout Suffolk. 

 

c. Equestrians to be included in any shared-use routes, wherever possible 

In order to maximise opportunities within Suffolk to help provide more off-road links for 
equestrians they should support the automatic inclusion of horse riders on shared off-
road routes, unless there are specific reasons why this is not possible. 

Conflict with cyclists is sometimes given as a reason for excluding horses from shared 
routes, but this rarely has anything to do with either the horse or the bicycle, simply the 
inconsiderate person who happens to be riding one or the other. Horse riders and cy-
clists as two vulnerable road user groups have more in common with each other than 
differences. This is illustrated by the work that the BHS are doing in partnership with Cy-
cling UK in the current ‘Be Nice, Say Hi!’ campaign and with Sustrans in their ‘Paths for 
Everyone’ initiative.  

The key to a successful shared route is the design: for example, rather than positioning a 
cycle path down the centre of a route with verges either side, the cycle path should be 
positioned to one side and the two verges combined to provide a soft surface for walk-
ers, runners and horses on the other. (This also addresses the issue of horse droppings 
which, as research has confirmed, represent no danger to health and disperse quickly, 
particularly on unsurfaced paths.) 

d. Reference to Highway Advice for Developers 

 ‘Equestrians in Hampshire – a reference guide for Transport, Planners, Developers and 
other decision makers’ is a document written by members of HCAF with support from 
Hampshire Countryside Service and the BHS, this document has been widely circulated 
within and beyond Hampshire, sparking interest from other authorities outside the 
county. We would like to work with EDF to create a similar document specifically for Suf-
folk to so that the proposed new bridleways, when implemented, will restore connectiv-
ity within the wider RoW network in a way that will benefit all users, including equestri-
ans. 







CD 143 Revision 2 Contents

Contents

Release notes 2

Foreword 3
Publishing information . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3
Contractual and legal considerations . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

Introduction 4
Background . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4
Assumptions made in the preparation of this document . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

Abbreviations 5

Terms and definitions 6

1. Scope 7
Aspects covered . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
Implementation . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7
Use of GG 101 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7

2. General design principles 8

3. Walking routes 9

4. Cycling routes 10

5. Horse-riding routes 11
General . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
Design speed . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
Visibility . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 11
Visibility at junctions and crossings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 12
Gradient . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Crossfall . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Cross-sections . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Access controls . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13
Headroom on horse-riding routes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14
Equestrian crossings . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 14

Subways on horse-riding routes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
Lighting . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
Drainage . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 16
Surfacing . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17

6. Normative references 19

7. Informative references 20

1





CD 143 Revision 2 Foreword

Foreword

Publishing information
This document is published by Highways England.

This document supersedes TA 90/05, TA 91/05, TA 68/96 and TD 36/93, which are withdrawn.

Contractual and legal considerations
This document forms part of the works specification. It does not purport to include all the necessary
provisions of a contract. Users are responsible for applying all appropriate documents applicable to
their contract.
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Introduction

Background
This document provides requirements and advice for the design of walking, cycling and horse-riding
facilities on and/or adjacent to the motorway and all-purpose trunk road network.

Assumptions made in the preparation of this document
The assumptions made in GG 101 [Ref 4.N] apply to this document.
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Abbreviations

Abbreviations
Abbreviation Definition
km Kilometre

kph Kilometres per hour

mm Millimetre

mph Miles per hour

NAA National Application Annex

SSD Stopping sight distance
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Terms and definitions

Terms and definitions
Term Definition

Absolute minimum

The design parameter(s) that can be used where there is an existing
physical constraint where a walking, cycling or horse-riding route is
proposed, or an existing walking, cycling or horse-riding route is to be
improved within the highway boundary.

Desirable minimum
Design parameters that apply where the conditions for use of absolute
minimum value criteria are not applicable.

Headroom

The distance above the surface of a walking, cycling or horse-riding route
that is generally free from obstructions to allow the safe passage of users.

NOTE: Headroom for subways is separate from the general headroom
space.

Separation The distance between a walking, cycling or horse-riding route and the
carriageway.

Shared use
A facility used by more than one type of user - for example pedestrians
and cyclists or pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians. This includes
segregated or unsegregated facilities.

Stopping sight distance
The distance for a cyclist or equestrian to perceive, react and stop safely
in adverse conditions, such as on wet asphalt or where the surfacing is
loose.
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1. Scope

Aspects covered
1.1 This document shall be used for the design of walking, cycling and horse-riding routes on and/or

adjacent to the motorway and all-purpose trunk road network.

NOTE 1 CD 195 [Ref 2.N] provides requirements and advice for the design of cycle traffic infrastructure.

NOTE 2 Information on Inclusive Mobility is available in Inclusive Mobility [Ref 3.N].

NOTE 3 Information on tactile surfaces is available in Guidance on the use of Tactile Paving Surfaces PPU
1622RB [Ref 1.I].

1.2 The National Application Annexes (NAAs) shall be used for designing for walking, cycling and shared
use.

Implementation
1.3 This document shall be implemented forthwith on all schemes involving walking, cycling or horse-riding

facilities on the Overseeing Organisations' motorway and all-purpose trunk roads according to the
implementation requirements of GG 101 [Ref 4.N].

Use of GG 101
1.4 The requirements contained in GG 101 [Ref 4.N] shall be followed in respect of activities covered by

this document.
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2. General design principles
2.1 Walking, cycling and horse-riding routes shall be free from unnecessary diversions, frequent obstacles

and fragmented facilities.

2.1.1 Where absolute and desirable minimum values are provided within this document, the desirable
minimum value should be used unless an existing physical constraint prevents the use of this.

2.1.2 Walking, cycling and horse-riding routes should be designed to achieve the best balance of the five
core design principles in Table 2.1.2.

Table 2.1.2 Core design principles for walking, cycling and horse-riding

Coherence Link trip origins and destinations, including public transport access points.
Routes are continuous and easy to navigate.

Directness Serve all the main destinations and seek to offer an advantage in terms of
distance and journey time.

Comfort Infrastructure meets design standards and caters for all types of user, including
children and disabled persons.

Attractiveness Aesthetics, noise reduction and integration with surrounding areas are important.

Safety

Dedicated networks and facilities not only improve pedestrian, cyclist and
equestrian safety, but also their feeling of how safe the environment is. This
includes access to adjacent areas, sightlines, fencing, lighting, landscaping and
surveillance. It also includes avoiding opportunities for assailants to conceal
themselves.

8



CD 143 Revision 2 3. Walking routes

3. Walking routes
3.1 NAAs shall be used for the design of routes and facilities for walking.
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4. Cycling routes
4.1 NAAs shall be used for the design of routes and facilities for cycling.
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5.11 For visibility splay "y" distances for equestrians at junctions and crossing points, CD 195 [Ref 2.N] shall
be used.

Gradient
5.12 The maximum longitudinal gradient on a horse-riding route, where cycling is prohibited, shall be 20%.

NOTE Where cycling is permitted on a horse-riding route the maximum gradient is defined by the cycling
requirements.

5.12.1 Longitudinal gradients on horse-riding routes should be kept to a minimum.

5.12.2 Steps may be used to reduce the overall longitudinal gradient on horse-riding routes.

5.13 Where steps are used on horse-riding routes, these shall be 0.15 metres in height and 2.8 metres in
length.

5.14 Where steps are used on horse-riding routes, these shall consist of a maximum longitudinal gradient of
10% on each step.

Crossfall
5.15 On horse-riding routes, the crossfall values for footways in Inclusive Mobility [Ref 3.N] shall be used.

5.15.1 Adverse crossfall on bends should be avoided on horse-riding routes.

Cross-sections
5.16 Surfaced widths for horse-riding routes shall be in accordance with Table 5.16.

Table 5.16 Surfaced widths for horse-riding routes

Minimum 2-way width (where horses are expected to pass each other) 3.0 metres

Minimum single file width 2.0 metres

5.16.1 Horse-riding routes where single file use is unavoidable should be signed accordingly.

5.16.2 Sudden changes in widths on horse-riding routes should be avoided except at gates.

5.16.3 Where changes in widths are necessary on horse-riding routes, tapers of no sharper than 1:7 should be
used.

5.16.4 Locations to turn a horse around on a horse-riding route should be available at intervals of no more
than 1km.

5.16.5 The surfaced width of the horse-riding route at horse turning points should be a minimum of 3.0 metres.

5.16.6 On horse-riding routes or horse-riding routes shared with pedestrians and/or cyclists, the separation
from the carriageway should be a minimum of 1.8 metres.

NOTE Where a hard strip is provided on the carriageway, it can be considered as part of the separation
distance for horse-riding routes.

5.16.7 Where visual screening is provided between the horse-riding route and the carriageway, gaps should
be avoided as the sight and sound of vehicles can unnerve horses.

Access controls
5.17 Where bridle gates are used on horse-riding routes, a minimum width of 1.525 metres between posts

shall be provided.

5.17.1 There should be a surfaced width of 3.0 metres on either side of a bridle gate for a distance of 5.0
metres.
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NOTE A surfaced width of 3.0 metres either side of a bridle gate allows an equestrian to turn 90 degrees after
passing through the gate to be able to close it from horseback.

5.17.2 Fencing for 1.5 metres each side of a bridle gate should be free of barbed wire and overhanging trees.

Headroom on horse-riding routes
5.18 Except for momentary obstructions, headroom for horse-riding routes where horses are ridden shall be

a minimum of 3.4 metres.

5.19 Where momentary obstructions are present on a horse-riding route, the minimum headroom shall be
2.8 metres at the momentary obstruction.

NOTE 1 Momentary obstructions can include overhanging trees and signs.

NOTE 2 For headroom requirements at subways see equestrian crossings.

5.19.1 If horses are led rather than ridden, 2.8 metres headroom on horse-riding routes may be used over
longer distances than for momentary obstructions, such as below bridges.

5.19.2 Where horses are to be led on horse-riding routes, mounting blocks should be provided on either side
of the area where horses are to be led together with signs advising equestrians to dismount.

Equestrian crossings
5.20 Where there is a parking demand, physical measures to prevent parking at equestrian crossings shall

be included in the scheme design.

5.20.1 Protective posts may be provided to prevent parking at horse-riding routes that are crossed by
vehicular accesses to the carriageway.

5.21 Where overbridges are proposed for equestrian use, CD 353 [Ref 1.N] shall be used on the approach
to the bridge for cross-sections, fences and infill panels.

NOTE Underpasses are preferred to overbridges by equestrians for grade-separated crossings.

5.22 Stand-alone signal controlled crossings for equestrians shall not be provided where the 85th percentile
speed exceeds 50mph.

NOTE Information on calculating 85th percentile speeds is available in CA 185 [Ref 7.N].

5.23 At-grade equestrian crossings shall not be provided on:

1) roads with a 120 kph design speed;

2) wide single carriageways;

3) wide single 2+1 roads; and

4) single carriageways with climbing lanes.

5.23.1 Signal controlled equestrian crossings should not be combined with a pedestrian and/or cyclist crossing
in order to avoid potential conflict.

NOTE 1 Signal controlled equestrian crossings can be installed parallel to pedestrian and/or cyclist crossings.

NOTE 2 A drawing of a typical signal controlled equestrian crossing parallel to a pedestrian and/or cyclist
crossing is shown in Figure 5.23.1N2.
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Drainage
5.28 For drainage of horse-riding routes within the highway extents CG 502 [Ref 6.N] shall be used.

5.28.1 Filter drains and french drains within the verge should be avoided on horse-riding or shared use routes
because of the difficulty they cause to horses.

NOTE Drainage grates and utility covers can cause slipping problems for horses.

Surfacing
5.29 Surfacing for horse-riding routes shall be in accordance with Table 5.29.

Table 5.29 Surface options for horse-riding routes

Surface material Adequacy
scale Construction details

Hot rolled asphalt surface
course

3
25mm hot rolled asphalt wearing course (6mm
aggregate size) on 60mm bituminous macadam
base course on 150mm thick type 1 sub-base

Bituminous macadam surface
course

2
25mm dense bitumen macadam wearing course on
60mm bituminous macadam base course on
150mm thick type 1 sub-base

Surface dressing on stone base
or bitumen

2
Single coat gravel 3-6mm size 50mm dense
bituminous macadam of 20mm aggregate size on
100-150mm type 1 granular material

Clay pavers 3 65mm thick on sand on 150mm type 1 sub-base

Concrete block flags 3
65mm thick blocks on 30mm sharp sand bed and
150mm type 1 sub-base

In situ concrete 2
40mm granolithic concrete on 75mm concrete on
150mm type 1 sub-base, surface to be textured to
provide satisfactory skid resistance

Naturally binding stones and
gravels 2

20mm depth limestone/hoggin (3mm dust) or other
such as 50mm depth Breedon gravel (6mm dust) or
75mm depth Coxwell Gravel (30mm fines)

Sand 1 75mm sand on 150mm free draining layer

Wood chips 1
Chips laid to a compacted thickness of 225mm on
free draining surface layer

Grassed gravel 1
150mm surface course of aggregate mixed with
25% topsoil on 150mm aggregate on geotextile
sub-base

Reinforced turf 1 Rubber bonded fibre/grit sand laid on turf

Scalping/ballast with quarry
waste

2/3
Maximum 40mm size with a high content of quarry
waste laid (well compacted) on 150mm type 1
sub-base

Industrial waste products 1/2
100mm wearing course/150mm base course graded
fuel ash/pulverised fuel ash/colliery shale/red shale

Road planings 2 Screened recycled road planings

NOTE 1 The surfacing adequacy scale is as follows:

1) 1 - excellent;
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2) 2 - good; and
3) 3 - reasonable.

NOTE 2 Short grass or wood chip surfaces used for horse-riding routes lend themselves to a fast trot/canter by
horses whereas macadam surfaces are only suitable for walking or a slow trot.

NOTE 3 Scalpings vary in quality and some can not be suitable for use on horse-riding routes.

5.30 Where unbound horse-riding route surfaces are provided, these shall include an edge restraint.
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6. Normative references
The following documents, in whole or in part, are normative references for this document and are
indispensable for its application. For dated references, only the edition cited applies. For undated
references, the latest edition of the referenced document (including any amendments) applies.

Ref 1.N Highways England. CD 353, 'Design criteria for footbridges'

Ref 2.N Highways England. CD 195, 'Designing for cycle traffic'

Ref 3.N Department for Transport (UK Gov). Inclusive Mobility, 'Inclusive Mobility'

Ref 4.N Highways England. GG 101, 'Introduction to the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges'

Ref 5.N Highways England. TD 501, 'Road lighting'

Ref 6.N Highways England. CG 502, 'The certification of drainage design'

Ref 7.N Highways England. CA 185, 'Vehicle speed measurement'
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7. Informative references
The following documents are informative references for this document and provide supporting
information.

Ref 1.I DETR - Dept of the Environment, Transport & Regions. PPU 1622RB, 'Guidance on
the use of Tactile Paving Surfaces'
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Foreword

Publishing information
This document is published by Highways England.

This document supersedes TA 90/05, TA 91/05, TA 68/96 and TD 36/93, which are withdrawn.

Contractual and legal considerations
This document forms part of the works specification. It does not purport to include all the necessary
provisions of a contract. Users are responsible for applying all appropriate documents applicable to
their contract.
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Introduction

Background
This National Application Annex gives the Highways England specific requirements and advice for the
design of walking, cycling and shared use facilities on and/or adjacent to the motorway and all-purpose
trunk road network.

Assumptions made in the preparation of this document
The assumptions made in GG 101 [Ref 6.N] apply to this document.
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Abbreviations

Abbreviations
Abbreviation Definition

N/A Not applicable
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Terms and definitions

Terms and definitions
Term Definition

Segregated facility
A shared use facility where the sections of the paved area allocated to
different user groups are segregated from one another by a white line or
physical feature.

Unsegregated facility A shared use facility without segregation features.
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E/1. Walking routes

Geometry
E/1.1 For crossfall and gradients on walking routes Inclusive Mobility [Ref 5.N] shall be used.

E/1.1.1 Adverse crossfall on bends should be avoided on walking routes.

Cross-sections
E/1.2 Widths for walking routes shall be in accordance with Table E/1.2.

Table E/1.2 Widths for walking routes

No vertical
features
present either
side

Vertical feature on
one side and < 1.2
metres height

Vertical feature on
one side and ≥ 1.2
metres height

Vertical features on
both sides
(distance per side)

Desirable
minimum
width

2.6 metres

Absolute
minimum
width

2.0 metres

+ 0.25 metres + 0.5 metres

0.25 metres for < 1.2
metres height
0.5 metres for ≥ 1.2
metres height

NOTE Walking routes include footways and footpaths.

E/1.2.1 On walking routes, the separation from the carriageway should be at least 1.5 metres or 0.5 metres on
roads with speed limits of 40 mph or less.

NOTE Where a hard strip is provided on the carriageway, it can be considered as part of the separation
distance for walking routes.

Headroom on walking routes
E/1.3 Headroom for walking routes where obstructions are present shall be in accordance with Table E/1.3.

Table E/1.3 Headroom on walking routes

Length of obstruction Headroom

Longer than 23.0 metres in length 2.6 metres

Up to and including 23.0 metres in length 2.3 metres

NOTE 1 Table E/1.3 applies to general headroom such as clearance from overgrowth and other obstructions
along a walking route.

NOTE 2 For headroom requirements at subways, see crossings.
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E/2. Cycling routes
E/2.1 CD 195 [Ref 2.N] shall be used for the design of cycle traffic only routes.
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E/3. Shared use routes

Design speed
E/3.1 The design speed for routes shared by pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians shall be in accordance

with Table E/3.1.

Table E/3.1 Design speeds for routes shared by pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians

User type Primary user type Design speed

Pedestrians/cyclists Cyclists 30kph

Pedestrians/equestrians Equestrians Table 5.3 of CD 143 [Ref
3.N]

Cyclists/equestrians Cyclists 30kph

Pedestrians/cyclists/equestrians Cyclists 30kph

Alignment
E/3.2 The alignment of shared use routes shall allow for all potential users of the route.

E/3.2.1 Changes in horizontal alignment on shared use routes should be designed with simple horizontal
curves rather than straight sections with occasional sharp curves.

NOTE Sharp curves can reduce the available intervisibility between users; potentially leading to collisions.

Crossfall
E/3.3 For crossfall on shared use routes, the crossfall values for footways in Inclusive Mobility [Ref 5.N] shall

be used.

E/3.3.1 Adverse crossfall on bends should be avoided on shared use routes.

Cross-sections
E/3.4 Widths of segregated shared use routes shall be in accordance with Table E/3.4.

Table E/3.4 Widths of segregated shared use routes

Routes segregated by a line or physical feature

Desirable minimum width 5.0 metres (3.0 metres cycling route and 2.0 metres walking route)

Absolute minimum width 3.0 metres (1.5 metres either side)

E/3.5 Widths of unsegregated shared use routes shall be a minimum of:

1) 3.0 metres where there are 200 users an hour or more; or

2) 2.0 metres where there are less than 200 users per hour.

E/3.5.1 On segregated and unsegregated shared use routes for pedestrians and cyclists, the separation from
the carriageway should be a minimum of:

1) 1.5 metres on roads with a speed limit greater than 40mph; or

2) 0.5 metres on roads with speed limits of 40mph or less.

NOTE Where a hard strip is provided on the carriageway, it can be considered as part of the separation
distance for shared use routes.

E/3.5.2 Where segregated and unsegregated shared use routes includes a horse-riding route, the separation
from the carriageway should be at least 1.8 metres.
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NOTE Where a hard strip is provided on the carriageway, it can be considered as part of the separation
distance for shared use routes.

E/3.6 For cross-sections of walking, cycling and horse-riding routes on bridges, CD 353 [Ref 1.N] shall be
used.

Headroom
E/3.7 The determining user type for headroom on shared use routes shall be in accordance with Table E/3.7.

Table E/3.7 Headroom by user type on shared use routes

Route type Determining user type

Walking/cycling Cyclists

Walking/horse-riding Equestrians

Cycling/horse-riding Equestrians

Walking, cycling and horse-riding Equestrians

NOTE 1 Headroom requirements for cyclists can be found in CD 195 [Ref 2.N].

NOTE 2 Headroom requirements for equestrians can be found in Section 5 of CD 143 [Ref 3.N].

E/3.8 For headroom of walking, cycling and horse-riding enclosed overbridges, CD 353 [Ref 1.N] shall be
used.
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E/4. Crossings

Common elements
E/4.1 Uncontrolled crossings shall not be provided where slip road traffic joins or leaves the network in free

flow conditions.

E/4.2 Where there is a parking demand, physical measures to prevent parking at pedestrian and cyclist
crossings shall be included in the scheme design.

E/4.2.1 Protective posts may be provided to prevent parking at walking and cycling routes that are crossed by
vehicular accesses to the carriageway.

E/4.2.2 Reflective material should be provided near the top of protective posts to help cyclists identify physical
parking prevention measures during night time.

E/4.2.3 A yellow or white non-reflectorised band may be provided near the top of protective posts to help
partially sighted pedestrians to see the posts.

Pedestrian crossings
E/4.3 For the assessment and design of pedestrian crossings LTN 1/95 [Ref 7.N] and LTN 2/95 [Ref 8.N]

shall be used.

E/4.4 Stand-alone signal controlled crossings for pedestrians and cyclists shall not be provided where the
85th percentile speed exceeds 50mph.

E/4.5 Dropped kerbs shall be provided at pedestrian crossings.

Refuge islands

E/4.6 Refuge islands shall not be provided where the speed limit is greater than 40 mph except where the
refuge island is incorporated into a single lane dualling design.

E/4.7 Table E/4.7 shall be used to determine the depth of pedestrian and shared use refuge islands,
measured in the direction of travel of the pedestrian or cyclist.

Table E/4.7 Depth of pedestrian and shared use refuge islands

User type Desirable minimum depth Absolute minimum depth

Pedestrians 2.0 metres 1.5 metres

Shared use 3.0 metres 2.5 metres

E/4.7.1 The width of the pedestrian or shared use refuge island should not be less than the width of the
connecting facility or less than 2.0 metres.

E/4.8 Dropped kerbs shall be provided at refuge islands.

E/4.8.1 Tactile surfaces should be provided at the dropped kerb approaches to pedestrian and shared use
refuge islands and within the refuge island.

NOTE Further information on tactile surfaces is available in Guidance on the use of Tactile Paving Surfaces
PPU 1622RB [Ref 1.I].

Subways

E/4.9 Cross-sections and headroom of pedestrian subways shall be provided in accordance with Table E/4.9.

11
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Table E/4.9 Minimum pedestrian subway dimensions

Type of subway Length of subway Height Width

Wide N/A 2.6 metres 5.0 metres

< 23.0 metres 2.3 metres 3.0 metres
Normal

≥ 23.0 metres 2.6 metres 3.3 metres

Narrow N/A 2.3 metres 2.3 metres

NOTE 1 Wide subways are where a subway forms an extension to a footway system carrying a large number of
pedestrians.

NOTE 2 Normal subways are suitable for the majority of situations.

NOTE 3 Narrow subways are for small numbers of pedestrians where normal subways cannot be justified on
cost grounds.

E/4.9.1 The longitudinal gradient of the subway should be no less than 0.7% to allow for drainage.

E/4.9.2 In subways forward visibility of 4.0 metres or more should be provided at corners and changes of
direction for pedestrians.

NOTE For the purposes of determining visibility provision at corners and changes of direction in subways,
pedestrians can be assumed to be 0.4 metres away from an adjacent vertical wall.

E/4.9.3 In subways the forward visibility envelope should extend from a height of 1.5 metres (representative of
an adult) to 0.6 metres (for a child).

NOTE Inside corners rounded off to a radius of 4.6 metres meet the forward visibility criteria in subways.

E/4.9.4 Access ramps or stairs should be the same width as the subway.

E/4.9.5 On stairs and ramps at subways, handrails should be provided:

1) on both sides of the stairs and ramps, at a distance of 45 mm from the wall;

2) with a central handrail where the width of stairs or ramps exceeds 3.0 metres;

3) at a height of 1.0 metre above the level surface;

4) at a height of 0.9 metres above a ramp;

5) at a height of 0.85 metres above the nose of a step;

6) with a handrail cross section of between 45 mm and 55 mm in diameter.

E/4.9.6 On stairs and ramps at subways, landings should be provided:

1) at changes in direction and changes in gradient;

2) at intervals where the total rise is no greater than 3.5 metres (even on straight ramps);

3) which are the same width as the ramp or stairs;

4) a minimum of 2.0 metres long, measured along the centre line of the landing;

5) that are horizontal;

6) that are adequately drained.

E/4.9.7 Pedestrian ramps and stairs should both be provided for access to pedestrian subways.

E/4.9.8 Ramps should have a maximum gradient of 5%, or a maximum gradient of 10% for short distances only
where significant constraints exist.

E/4.10 Table E/4.10a and Table E/4.10b shall be used for dimensions for straight and helical stairs.
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Table E/4.11 Minimum dimensions for unsegregated subways for pedestrians and cyclists

Width
Subway length Height

Desirable minimum Absolute minimum
< 23.0 metres 2.4 metres 4.0 metres 3.0 metres

≥ 23.0 metres 2.7 metres 4.0 metres 3.0 metres

E/4.12 In subways, segregated pedestrian and cyclist provision shall be provided in accordance with Table
E/4.12.

Table E/4.12 Minimum dimensions for segregated subways for pedestrians and cyclists

Height Width Additional width
Subway
length Cycling

route
Walking
route

Cycling
route

Walking
route

Between subway wall and cycling
side of route

< 23.0
metres

2.4
metres

2.3
metres

2.5
metres

2.0
metres

0.5 metres

≥ 23.0
metres

2.7
metres

2.6
metres

2.5
metres

2.0
metres

0.5 metres

E/4.13 For gradients on bridges of shared use routes, CD 353 [Ref 1.N] shall be used.
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E/5.5 When measuring "y" distances at junctions or crossings, the object height shall be taken as 0.26
metres to 2.0 metres.
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E/6. Other design features

Lighting
E/6.1 TD 501 [Ref 9.N] shall be used for the lighting of walking, cycling and horse-riding routes within the

highway extents.

E/6.1.1 Walking, cycling and horse-riding routes should not be lit where they are adjacent to an unlit highway.

E/6.1.2 Walking, cycling and horse-riding routes in urban areas should be lit.

E/6.1.3 Walking, cycling and horse-riding routes away from the highway extents in rural areas should not be lit
unless:

1) high user flows are expected;

2) routes are expected to be used as school or commuter routes.

E/6.1.4 Any lighting columns or bollards should be sited a minimum of 0.5 metres back from the edge of the
walking, cycling and horse-riding routes.

E/6.1.5 Underpasses should be lit where there is a perceived risk to personal security.

Drainage
E/6.2 For drainage of walking cycling and horse-riding routes within the highway extents CG 502 [Ref 10.N]

shall be used.

E/6.2.1 Filter drains and french drains within the verge should be avoided on shared use routes because of the
difficulty they cause to horses.

Surfacing
E/6.3 Surfacing for walking and cycling routes shall be in accordance with Table E/6.3.
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Table E/6.3 Surface options for walking and cycling routes

Adequacy scale
Surface material Walking

route
Cycling
route

Construction details

Hot rolled asphalt surface
course

1 1

25mm hot rolled asphalt wearing course (6mm
aggregate size) on 60mm bituminous
macadam base course on 150mm thick type 1
sub-base

Bituminous macadam
surface course

1 1
25mm dense bitumen macadam wearing
course on 60mm bituminous macadam base
course on 150mm thick type 1 sub-base

Surface dressing on stone
base or bitumen

1 1
Single coat gravel 3-6mm size 50mm dense
bituminous macadam of 20mm aggregate size
on 100-150mm type 1 granular material

Clay pavers 4 3 65mm thick on sand on 150mm type 1
sub-base

Concrete block flags 1 1
65mm thick blocks on 30mm sharp sand bed
and 150mm type 1 sub-base

In situ concrete 1 2
40mm granolithic concrete on 75mm concrete
on 150mm type 1 sub-base, surface to be
textured to provide satisfactory skid resistance

Naturally binding stones and
gravels 2 2

20mm depth limestone/hoggin (3mm dust) or
other such as 50mm depth Breedon gravel (6m
m dust) or 75mm depth Coxwell Gravel (30mm
fines)

Sand 3 4 75mm sand on 150mm free draining layer

Wood chips 2 4
Chips laid to a compacted thickness of 225mm
on free draining surface layer

Grassed gravel 1 3
150mm surface course of aggregate mixed
with 25% topsoil on 150mm aggregate on
geotextile sub-base

Reinforced turf 2 3 Rubber bonded fibre/grit sand laid on turf

Scalping/ballast with quarry
waste

2 2
Maximum 40mm size with a high content of
quarry waste laid (well compacted) on 150mm
type 1 sub-base

Industrial waste products 2 3
100mm wearing course/150mm base course
graded fuel ash/pulverised fuel ash/colliery
shale/red shale

Road planings 1 1 Screened recycled road plannings

NOTE 1 The surfacing adequacy scale is as follows:

1) 1 - excellent;
2) 2 - good;
3) 3 - reasonable; and
4) 4 - inadequate.
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NOTE 2 Longitudinal and transverse surface defects on walking and cycling routes can result in trip hazards for
pedestrians and loss of control for cyclists.

NOTE 3 Surfacing requirements for horse-riding routes can be found in Section 5 of CD 143.

E/6.4 Where unbound walking or shared use route surfaces are provided, these shall include an edge
restraint.
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E/7. Normative references
The following documents, in whole or in part, are normative references for this document and are
indispensable for its application. For dated references, only the edition cited applies. For undated
references, the latest edition of the referenced document (including any amendments) applies.

Ref 1.N Highways England. CD 353, 'Design criteria for footbridges'

Ref 2.N Highways England. CD 195, 'Designing for cycle traffic'

Ref 3.N Highways England. CD 143, 'Designing for walking, cycling and horse riding
(vulnerable users)'

Ref 4.N Highways England. CD 123, 'Geometric design of at-grade priority and
signal-controlled junctions'

Ref 5.N Department for Transport (UK Gov). Inclusive Mobility, 'Inclusive Mobility'

Ref 6.N Highways England. GG 101, 'Introduction to the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges'

Ref 7.N The Stationery Office. LTN 1/95, 'Local Transport Note 1/95 - The assessment of
pedestrian crossings'

Ref 8.N The Stationery Office. LTN 2/95, 'Local Transport Note 2/95 - The assessment of
pedestrian crossings'

Ref 9.N Highways England. TD 501, 'Road lighting'

Ref 10.N Highways England. CG 502, 'The certification of drainage design'

20



CD 143 Revision 1 E/8. Informative references

E/8. Informative references
The following documents are informative references for this document and provide supporting
information.

Ref 1.I DETR - Dept of the Environment, Transport & Regions. PPU 1622RB, 'Guidance on
the use of Tactile Paving Surfaces'
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Foreword

Publishing information
This document is published by Highways England on behalf of the Department for Infrastructure,
Northern Ireland.

This document supersedes TA 90/05, TA 91/05, TA 68/96 and TD 36/93, which are withdrawn

Contractual and legal considerations
This document forms part of the works specification. It does not purport to include all the necessary
provisions of a contract. Users are responsible for applying all appropriate documents applicable to
their contract.
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Introduction

Background
This National Application Annex gives the Department for Infrastructure Northern Ireland specific
requirements and advice for the design of walking, cycling and shared use facilities on and/or adjacent
to the motorway and all-purpose trunk road network.

Assumptions made in the preparation of this document
The assumptions made in GG 101 [Ref 1.N] apply to this document.
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NI/1. Design of walking, cycling and shared use routes and associated
facilities

NI/1.1 The Department for Infrastructure Northern Ireland shall be contacted regarding the design of routes
and facilities for walking, cycling and shared use.
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NI/2. Normative references
The following documents, in whole or in part, are normative references for this document and are
indispensable for its application. For dated references, only the edition cited applies. For undated
references, the latest edition of the referenced document (including any amendments) applies.

Ref 1.N Highways England. GG 101, 'Introduction to the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges'
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Foreword

Publishing information
This document is published by Highways England on behalf of Transport Scotland.

This document supersedes TA 90/05, TA 91/05, TA 68/96 and TD 36/93, which are withdrawn

Contractual and legal considerations
This document forms part of the works specification. It does not purport to include all the necessary
provisions of a contract. Users are responsible for applying all appropriate documents applicable to
their contract.
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Introduction

Background
This National Application Annex gives the Transport Scotland specific requirements and advice for the
design of walking, cycling and shared use facilities on and/or adjacent to the motorway and all-purpose
trunk road network.

Assumptions made in the preparation of this document
The assumptions made in GG 101 [Ref 2.N] apply to this document.
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S/1. Design of walking, cycling and shared use routes and associated
facilities

S/1.1 Transport Scotland's Roads for All Roads for All [Ref 3.N] and Cycling by Design Cycling by Design
[Ref 1.N] shall be used for the design of routes and facilities for walking, cycling and shared use.

NOTE Requirements for the assessment of walking, cycling and horse riding routes are addressed in GG 142
[Ref 4.N].
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S/2. Normative references
The following documents, in whole or in part, are normative references for this document and are
indispensable for its application. For dated references, only the edition cited applies. For undated
references, the latest edition of the referenced document (including any amendments) applies.

Ref 1.N Transport Scotland. Cycling by Design, 'Cycling by Design'

Ref 2.N Highways England. GG 101, 'Introduction to the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges'

Ref 3.N Transport Scotland. Roads for All, 'Roads for All - Good Practice Guide for Roads'

Ref 4.N Highways England. GG 142, 'Walking, cycling and horse-riding assessment and
review'
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Foreword

Publishing information
This document is published by Highways England on behalf of Welsh Government.

This document supersedes TA 90/05, TA 91/05, TA 68/96 and TD 36/93, which are withdrawn

Contractual and legal considerations
This document forms part of the works specification. It does not purport to include all the necessary
provisions of a contract. Users are responsible for applying all appropriate documents applicable to
their contract.
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Introduction

Background
This National Application Annex gives the Welsh Government specific requirements and advice for the
design of walking, cycling and shared use facilities on and/or adjacent to the motorway and all-purpose
trunk road network.

Assumptions made in the preparation of this document
The assumptions made in GG 101 [Ref 2.N] apply to this document.
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W/1. Design of walking, cycling and shared use routes and associated
facilities

W/1.1 Active Travel (Wales) Act Design Guidance ATDG (W) [Ref 1.N] shall be used for the design of routes
and facilities for walking, cycling and shared use.
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W/2. Normative references
The following documents, in whole or in part, are normative references for this document and are
indispensable for its application. For dated references, only the edition cited applies. For undated
references, the latest edition of the referenced document (including any amendments) applies.

Ref 1.N Welsh Government. ATDG (W), 'Active Travel (Wales) Act Design Guidance'

Ref 2.N Highways England. GG 101, 'Introduction to the Design Manual for Roads and
Bridges'
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cyclists, carriage-drivers and pedestrians may prefer not to pass so close to one another.  Passing is 

feasible where users are prepared to stop to allow others to pass. 

The Society recognises that the circumstances for all new bridleways and byways (including 

diversions) vary and on occasion, particularly to gain a route away from motor vehicles, a width less 

than the recommended standard may be accepted as better than using a motor vehicular road.  For 

situations where a lesser width is considered because the standard is not possible, advice and 

agreement should be sought from the BHS. 

In Diversion Orders 

The Society encourages Order Making Authorities to adopt a recommended standard width of 5 

metres for diverted bridleways and byways. 

The Society will usually object to bridleway or byway diversion proposals where the width of the 

replacement way is less than 4 metres unless exceptional circumstances apply. 

In Creation Agreements and Orders 

The Society encourages Order Making Authorities to adopt a recommended standard of 5 metres m 

width for new bridleways and restricted byways whenever possible but recognises that a lesser width 

may be necessary in order to create any way in some cases. 

For greenways and those considered to be of strategic importance, more than 5 metres allows 

comfortable space for different types of user, particularly if used by cyclists at speed.  If segregation is 

thought necessary in a particular circumstance then the greater width makes this possible.  Where 

available, a width greater than 5 metres also allows for the provision of trees and hedges and 

benches for resting to increase the attraction and health benefits of the route for all users. 

For general maintenance or enforcement purposes 

Where there is no substantive evidence of a right of way’s width, the Society will request that a width 

of no less than 3 metres is cleared.  If the Definitive Statement includes a width, then a minimum of 

that width should be reinstated so long as it is wide enough to be practical (minimum 3 metres if 

bounded on one or both sides, 2 metres if open, based on the provisions of the Rights of Way Act 

1990 for arable field bridleways, 4 metres for a byway). 

The Highways Act 1980 Section 164 provides that the presence of barbed wire by a right of way can 

constitute a public nuisance.  Users of the way should be protected from the barbs by a flat rail on the 

side of the right of way.  A greater width may be required to provide sufficient passing space clear of 

the barbed wire.  Electrified fencing should be treated as for barbed wire and avoided along or 

across bridleways and byways. 
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The width between gateposts (Highways Act 1980 Section 145) should be 1.5 metres on a bridleway, 3 

metres on all byways and roads. 

Where bollards are considered to restrict vehicular access, the minimum width should be 1.5 metres 

on a bridleway, 1.8 metres on a byway (see BHS Advice on Vehicle Barriers).. 

In Modification Orders 

The Society will object if the width stated is less than that for which there is substantive evidence, or if 

a single whole route width is stated where there is evidence that the right of way is wider in places.   

If evidence relies on an inclosure awarded width of more than sixteen feet, the Society may, 

depending on local circumstances, be open to subsequent extinguishment of width in excess of 5 

metres provided that the remaining width is of a surface and nature which is resilient to use. 

Area 

Where it is necessary to turn a ridden horse (in order to close a gate, for example), the area of 

manoeuvring space should ideally be no less than 4 metres by 4 metres;  large horses may require 

more than 4 metres to turn easily. The absolute minimum space required is a diameter of 3 metres 

on clear, flat ground with no protrusions or overhanging vegetation. A greater area is preferred to 

avoid potential of injury on fencing, gates or other structures and if ground is uneven or there is 

overhanging vegetation. 

The more that area is restricted, the more important it is that the surface is firm, level and even and 

kept clear of overgrowth. 

Horse-drawn vehicles are likely to need to turn only if there is an obstruction which prevents them 

continuing, which could present a problem if an area less than 5 metres (depending on size of 

turnout) is available although, if absolutely necessary, a horse can be unhitched and the vehicle 

turned separately, but this is not a task to be considered normal or ‘convenient’ for a highway user. 

Space and Safety at Gates for Ridden Horses 

See BHS Advice on Gates.  The recommended area for manoeuvring a ridden horse at a gate is 4 

metres by 4 metres, incorporating 1.2 metres in line with the gate beyond the clapper post.  

Manoeuvring a horse through a gate is particularly hazardous for riders and any obstacle or 

impediment within or close to the manoeuvring space and gateway greatly increases the difficulty of 

operating the gate safely.   The manoeuvring space must be on firm, level and even ground without 

trip hazards or overgrowth. 

Electric fencing near gates can present a particularly serious hazard if it is possible for the horse, rider 

or gate to contact the electrified wire. Please see BHS Advice on Electric Fencing. 
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Drivers of horse-drawn vehicles are likely to be accompanied by another person who will open and 

close a gate. Additional space is not required but a gate at roadside which is not set back by at least 

5 metres may put the horse and vehicle at risk from road traffic while waiting for the groom to close 

the gate and remount the vehicle. 

Fenced enclosures for waiting areas or separation pens 

There is sometimes a need for enclosed areas, perhaps at road crossings, or at the end of a bridge 

where stock security is required but a gate should never be installed on the end of the bridge which is 

less than 3 metres wide.  For any enclosed area it is recommended that: 

• Clear manoeuvring space of at least 4 metres by 4 metres is required within the pen. 

• All fencing should be post and rail wooden fencing, no wire, wire netting or barbed wire. If 

barbed wire is required for stock control, it should be shielded on the bridleway side by a 

plain rail. 

• The ground throughout the structure should be firm, level and free from deep mud or 

vegetation that would reduce the useable area. 

All other recommendations for gates, catches and surroundings apply (free of protrusions, barbed 

wire and so on, see BHS Advice on Gates). 

If an area is likely to need to accommodate more than one ridden horse, such as a waiting area to 

cross a road, then more than 4 metres length or width will be required. For driven horses, a 

minimum of 6 metres length will be required. 

Fencing 

As a general guide the following types of fencing are suitable for horses and can be used safely 

alongside rights of way, in order of preference: 

1. Post and rail wooden fencing 

2. Posts with impact resistant plastic rails 

3. Posts  with flexi-rails (PVC or rubber-coated webbing) 

4. Vertical close board fencing has been used at roadside locations in waiting pens for light 

controlled crossings but while it may help horses feel safer while waiting, it will limit sightlines 

for equestrians 

Wire fencing (both straight and barbed) is less desirable and potentially injurious.  This is more likely if 

it is not well installed and maintained with firm upright posts and fully tensioned wire.  If barbed wire 

is proved to be a nuisance it is illegal (Section 164 Highways Act 1980). 
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Metal palisade security fencing with spikes on top, commonly seen by railways, should be avoided 

alongside bridleways and byways as the injuries that could be incurred by a rider falling onto the 

fence if thrown from a horse could easily be fatal. 

Electric fencing should never be used alongside or across bridleways or byways except where proper 

provision has been made at gates and the way is wide enough between the fencing (see BHS Advice 

on Electric Fencing). 

Standard stock fencing is generally between 1,100 and 1,200mm high. 

Height 

Overgrowth 

The average height of a mounted rider is 2.5 metres above ground level, tall riders on large horses 

could be close to 3 metres. Overhanging branches, overgrowth from the sides and any other 

obstructions should be cleared to a height of 3.4 metres on all routes. 

Horse-drawn vehicles vary in height but clearance to accommodate riders will also give clearance for 

drivers as those vehicles higher than a rider are very unlikely to be used as exercise vehicles. 

Underpasses 

Where underpasses are constructed to enable equestrians to cross below a road or railway, the ideal 

height is more than 3.4 metres, and a width of 5 metres. Generally, the longer the underpass, the 

more desirable it will be to meet the ideal height or width, however, all situations should be judged 

individually as there are many factors to take into account. 

While the Society seeks the desirable height and width for underpasses, in exceptional circumstances 

a lower height or width may be tolerated for a crossing of a road or railway which would be unsafe 

to cross at grade and where there is no option to increase the height, such as where the water table 

is high. 

When a lower height for an underpass is locally agreed as acceptable, equestrians would be 

expected to dismount although those with smaller horses and low vehicles may choose not to if they 

are comfortable with the clearance. When a lower height is accepted as unavoidable, a mounting 

block should be provided at either end (see BHS Advice on Mounting Blocks) for those who are forced 

to dismount. 

Where a low or narrow underpass is the best available, equestrians must not be prevented from 

using it as many will be capable of doing so once the horse has accepted the environment.

 

Please see www.bhs.org.uk/accessadvice for all BHS Advice referred to above. 
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Corrals 

Fenced corrals are not usually necessary although in some environments they can help horses and 

equestrians feel safe. Structures can also influence the behaviour of motorists by appearing to 

narrow the carriageway and therefore reduce speed or increase awareness of a hazard. 

Warning Signs  

Warning signs to motorists of horses on the road (DfT P550.1) on the approach to a crossing should 

be considered. Lit or flashing warning signs which are activated by the presence of equestrians can 

be highly advantageous in alerting motorists and reducing incidents. Such signs are operated by 

equestrians at a control box on approaching the road or activated by a sensor. The control and signs 

must be set back far enough that motorists approaching are alerted and have time to slow before 

reaching the crossing and that this coincides with the equestrian reaching it. 

These signs could also be used where equestrians are forced to use a stretch of road with poor 

sightlines in between junctions with safer routes. 

Obstructions and Barriers 

Structures in the verge may remove the potential for the verge to be used by riders as a refuge while 

waiting to cross, particularly if there is a group of riders. Cutting grips in the verge for drainage is also 

a hazard, particularly as these commonly become quickly overgrown and are not visible. Reduced 

cutting regimes mean that verges become overgrown and cannot be used as a refuge. 

Road safety barriers (e.g. Armco) are a common hazard obstructing the points where equestrian 

routes cross carriageways, particularly on trunk roads. They force equestrians along the road rather 

than being able to cross directly. Such barriers should always have gaps with rounded edges 

adequate for a horse to pass through at or close to the line of the crossing. The gap will need to be 

at least 1.8m for horse-drawn carriages, 1.5m for ridden or led horses. In certain circumstances, 

depending on the site, a lesser width may be agreed by the British Horse Society for a byway. 

Joining a Road 

Bridleways or byways ending at a main road should not have a gate within several metres of the 

road edge, partly to ensure there is space well off the road for equestrians to wait, and partly so that 

equestrians are not negotiating a gate while at risk from motor traffic close by.  (A gate is a difficult 

and hazardous manoeuvre for a rider and for a driver requires one person to be on foot.) 
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Design 

Structures and design of trunk roads are subject to Department of Transport prescriptions.  These are 

mainly provided in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB). While local roads do not have 

to comply with the DMRB, it is commonly used as a guide and may still contain helpful information 

with regard to equestrians. Volume 6 Part 3 and 5 are likely to be of most interest. 

For bridges and underpasses, see BHS Advice on Bridges, and on Width, Area and Height 

respectively. 

Trunk Roads and Dual Carriageways 

At grade crossings of dual carriageways are difficult and sometimes impossible for many horses.  

Road designers or others involved may consider crossing easier because those crossing are only 

negotiating traffic from one direction at a time. However, unlike cyclists or pedestrians, equestrians 

may find it too dangerous to wait on a central reservation; particularly if there has already been a 

wait to cross the first carriageway and if waiting for longer than a minute, which is commonplace on 

many dual carriageways. The noise and strong air currents from passing vehicles can be distressing 

for horses. 

On single carriageways traffic will commonly be held behind slower vehicles, creating gaps between 

vehicles long enough for equestrians to cross, except on roads where traffic is so dense it forms a 

continuous stream. On busy dual carriageways, gaps tend to occur only when a lorry is overtaking 

slowly, holding faster traffic behind it, and creating a gap ahead. This may be infrequent, resulting in 

continuous traffic and waits of several minutes for a gap. 

The preferred means of crossing a dual carriageway is by an underpass or overbridge. Ideally, the 

provision of underpasses where the road is on embankment and overbridges when it is in cutting 

would minimise visual impact and the length of ramps. Special factors which will have to be 

considered include high water table and high load routes, plus environmental impact of structures. 

An underpass of sufficient height where a road is not embanked is often impractical without incurring 

drainage problems. Even if the depth below the road is available, the length of ramp to comply with 

the 5% gradient required for cycles or mobility vehicles could be difficult to accommodate. Where an 

underpass is not practical, an overbridge is the next choice, however, this too is often impractical 

because of the required height of the bridge and the land required for ramps. 

Where bridleways, byways and minor roads are diverted to a bridge or underpass, provision should 

be made alongside the carriageway as far from the traffic as possible, with screening for noise 

reduction. 

Where an underpass or bridge is not practical, a signal controlled crossing at grade should be 

considered. 
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Signal Controlled Crossings 

Equestrian ‘Pegasus’ signal controlled crossings are a means of creating a relatively safe means of 

crossing roads at grade, which is cheaper and more practical on existing roads than the creation of 

an underpass or bridge. Where new roads are planned, the British Horse Society recommends the 

use of underpasses as the first choice of crossing. 

Pegasus crossings are derived from pedestrian Pelican crossings, which control traffic signals from a 

push-button operated by the user. 

The standard design for a signal controlled crossing segregates equestrians from cyclists and 

pedestrians with a separate holding area and crossing. This can mean that a new crossing is 

refused because of insufficient space. It is rare that crossings are so heavily used that conflict 

between different users while waiting is likely, therefore there may be circumstances where a 

variation from the standard design is appropriate. 

The waiting period between pressing the button and lights changing to stop the traffic is of primary 

importance at an equestrian crossing. It must be as short as possible as horses may become 

restless while waiting. 

Recommendations for Pegasus crossing construction and dimensions were produced by the 

Department of Transport in Traffic Advice Leaflet 03/03 Equestrian Crossings. This advice has been 

archived but may be of use. 

The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Volume 6 Section 5 CD 1431 Designing for walking, cycling 

and horse-riding (formerly TA 90/05, TA 91/05, TA 68/96, TD 36/93) includes Pegasus crossings.  

The Traffic Signs Regulations provide standard formats for the control panels and lights used by 

riders. 

The BHS emphasises the following points: 

• Ideally, any of the horse buttons on a Pegasus crossing should give a shorter waiting time 

than the ordinary pedestrian/cycle level buttons. 

• Buttons should be positioned at a height so that accommodates the height variation from a 

child's pony to a large horse so they can be easily reached by all riders. 

• Waiting pens are not always necessary and may be considered by site. There is a simple 

Pegasus on the edge of Lincoln that has no waiting pen, in spite of being on an A road into 

the city centre. 

• Waiting pens are not constructed at every point where bridleways cross roads. If there is a 

good flow of walkers and cyclists as well, then separation or pens may be advisable, but not 

everywhere. 

 
1 Search for CD143 on www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/dmrb (not linked because too frequently changed) 
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• Fencing around waiting areas at a Pegasus in rural areas is only necessary if there is a drop 

or some other hazard beyond it, unless the waiting area is in the middle of a dual 

carriageway, when it may be helpful. 

• TAL 03/03 stated under Shared Use that, "it is usually desirable to provide a cyclist and/or 

pedestrian as well as an equestrian crossing facility". This is excessive in most circumstances 

particularly as it almost doubles the costs of equestrian crossings, making them prohibitively 

expensive to install. 

• Horse riders and walkers and cyclists have coexisted on many bridleways that have as little 

width as two to three metres without problems, and they wait to cross roads together where 

there is no Pegasus crossing without any accidents between non motorized users. 

• All that is needed in most rural situations is a reasonable space for horses behind the one for 

pedestrians and cyclists, and for the button for equestrian use to be sited in the equestrian 

waiting area. 

Publications 

Design Manual for Roads and Bridges Volume 6 Section 5 CD 143 Designing for walking, cycling and 

horse-riding (search for CD143 on www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/dmrb, not linked because too 

frequently changed)  

TAL 03/03 Equestrian Crossings (archived) 

TD 50/04 The Geometric Layout of Signal controlled Junctions and Signalised Roundabouts* 

TA57/87 Roadside Features* 

*May also be withdrawn in the current review of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges. 

Sites with low level of use or limited space 

At some sites for retro-fitting, a Pegasus crossing may not be considered feasible because of lack of 

space or where the cost is not justified by the level of equestrian use. On the basis that ‘something is 

better than nothing’ at such sites, a lesser provision may still help equestrians to cross a road in 

safety and this would be preferable to them being forced onto the road or having to cross without 

control of the motor traffic. There are a frightening number of examples of crossings used by horses 

where only a pedestrian/cyclist crossing has been provided and equestrians are forced to risk the 

uncontrolled traffic to cross or are prevented from using the route. 

A separate crossing and fenced waiting areas are not always necessary. A non-standard crossing 

may be installed by the highway authority by seeking consent for variation from the Department for 

Transport plus, while the DMRB is generally accepted as a guide, it applies only to major roads.. 

The Society suggests a range of options dependent on the site and number of non-motorised users 

using the crossing at any one time:  
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1. Pelican/Puffin/Toucan with additional button box at the back of the footway at 2m high so a 

ridden horse is not adjacent to the traffic while a rider operates the button and waits 

2. As 1 with post further back from carriageway, most appropriate where bridleway or byway is 

at the crossing, so the ‘waiting area’ is the last part of the bridleway 

3. As 1 with fenced set back waiting area 

4. Pegasus as specified in DMRB 

1-3 do not require an additional segregated crossing and may be feasible where the number of non-

motorised users at any one time is low enough that it is uncommon for equestrians to be waiting to 

cross with pedestrians and cyclists (however, tolerance between different types of user should be 

encouraged so that the need for segregation is reduced). Where a second button box at rider height 

is provided, it can be programmed to operate the lights with a shorter waiting time. All options 

assume that horses are legally permitted on the highway to access the crossing. If the crossing is on 

designated footway, then legal provision can be made for horses at that point. 

Standards for crossings require tactile paving at a pedestrian crossing but not at an equestrian 

crossing. Tactile paving rarely presents a problem to horses in a small area (as is usually found at a 

crossing) so is not a limitation on horses being provided for at a non-Pegasus crossing. 

Some horses and riders would be able to use a standard Pelican or Puffin crossing with an additional 

higher button box positioned so that it could be reached with the horse parallel to the kerb. This may 

be feasible in an area where motor traffic is at or below 30mph and where equestrian rights exist or 

are provided across the footway. 

Where a signal-controlled crossing has not been considered necessary, approaching motorists may 

be warned of horses crossing or on the road by flashing warning signs (DfT P550.1). The signs may 

be activated manually by the equestrian at a control set back from the road, or automatically by 

sensor. These are particularly useful where sightlines are poor for the crossing or traffic speeds are 

more than forty miles an hour. 

Examples of Pegasus Crossings 

• A405 Brickett Wood, Herts  (deviation from the standard because of lack of space) 

• A507, Millbrook  

• A322 Guildford Road, Bisley (deviation from the standard because of lack of space) 

• A3 Wisley between Richmond Park and Wimbledon Common 

• Ducks Hill, London Borough of Hillingdon: straight road 50mph, woodland both sides 

• Windsor Great Park, Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead:  two lane road 

• Off A602 Stevenage, Hertfordshire across entrance to Sainsbury’s; two lane road 30mph 

• Pennine Bridleway at Waterfoot A681, Rossendale: two lane road 30mph 
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• A57 Saxilby Road, Lincoln, West Common; two lane road 30mph 

• A43 Towcester, Northamptonshire:  dual carriageway adjacent to roundabout 

The BHS has many other examples if required. 

 

IMPORTANT This guidance is general and does not aim to cover every variation in circumstances.  

The Society recommends seeking advice specific to a site where it is being relied upon. 
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On all soils or substrates, even poorly draining ones, successful drainage is often a cheaper, easier 

and more sustainable way to resolve poaching, erosion or other issues than artificial surfaces. The 

benefits of attention to drainage cannot be over-emphasised. 

Where the soil type is clay, or drainage cannot be improved and use is higher than the surface will 

bear without poaching, then artificial surfacing may be required for the route to remain passable for 

all users. If a badly poached or rutted surface dries at some times of year to resemble deeply uneven 

rock, this too may need attention as it is unpleasant and potentially dangerous for all users. 

Successful construction and maintenance of multi-use paths will be aided by an understanding of 

horses, their physiology and action; the effect that horses may have on a surface, and the effect of a 

surface on a horse. 

Facts about horses 

Horses vary massively in size and mass between breeds. A small pony (less than 1m high1) will 

weigh about 200kg; the largest draught type horses (1.9m) may be a tonne. These are extremes and 

the most common range for riding and driving out will be 350 to 700kg (1.1 to 1.7m high). 

The weight distribution of a standing horse on level ground is 30% each fore leg, 20% each rear leg.  

In walk, the peak force on a foreleg is about half the bodyweight so about 2,500N in a horse with 

500kg body mass; at maximum speed, about 2.5 times bodyweight, so 12,500N, however, that peak 

force is momentary and quickly passes to another limb even in walk, where three limbs are in contact 

with the ground at any time but are not synchronous.  In trot, because alternate fore and rear legs are 

in synchronous movement, it could be said that the peak force moment would be 8,333N (fore plus 

rear forces), but it is quickly passed. 

Guideline values Walk Trot Full gallop 

X bodyweight 0.5 1 2.5 

Peak force fore leg (500kg body mass) 2,500N 5,000N 12,500N 

Peak force rear leg (500kg body mass) 1,666N 3,333N 8,333N 

A horse’s hoof varies in size from 100mm to 280mm diameter.  

The hoof comprises an insensitive outer layer of horn, which surrounds and protects sensitive inner 

structures. Most horses in regular work are shod with metal shoes to protect the bearing surface of 

the hoof wall from excessive wear but unshod horses are increasingly common where the amount of 

 
1 The height of horses is measured to the withers; the part of the spine in front of where a saddle sits, at the bottom of the 
neck/mane, which is the highest static point as the head and neck are very mobile and can rise to nearly half body height  
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roadwork they do is limited (tarmac quickly wears away the hoof). Shoes, especially when well worn, 

can slip on some artificial surfaces depending on the polished stone value of the surface.2 

The sole of the hoof appears hard but is relatively thin and easily bruised (comparable with human 

nails). On flat, compacted surfaces it will not come into contact with the path surface because of its 

natural arch, but on unconsolidated stone surfaces sharp edges of stones may protrude into and 

bruise the sole of the foot, causing lameness. (Put pressure on your nail with a stone to feel what it 

may be like.) Any loose stone surface, even rounded pea gravel, may be uncomfortable for horses. 

Loose stones may also become wedged between the shoe and the sole, exerting painful pressure on 

the underlying tissues. Infection within the hoof resulting from stone punctures or bruising to the sole 

can cause serious problems requiring veterinary attention. A stone-free surface is therefore preferred 

to avoid injury to horses. 

An increasing proportion of horses are not shod at all, or shod on only fore feet. Stony surfaces will 

therefore exclude a number of horses because walking on them is painful (think of walking barefoot 

on gravel or shingle). 

The level of concussion to both the hoof and horses’ legs increases with the hardness of the surface 

and with the speed at which the horse is moving. This is exactly comparable to humans—running on 

a pavement transfers a lot more stress to the bones, joints and soft tissues than running on a grass 

sward, with typical increased wear and risk of deterioration and injury—therefore, equestrians favour 

surfaces with some ‘give’ where possible. 

The greatest risks for horses are: 

• Slippery tarmac or other sealed surface 

• Sharp stones which may bruise or puncture the soles of hooves  

• Boggy ground, holes, rough ground (e.g.; badly poached and dried clay or ploughed earth) or 

deep mud in which they may sprain or break a leg 

As with humans, slopes or steps (natural or created) change the force through each footfall which 

may increase stress on the surface. Going up, the thrust is backwards and down with greater 

proportion of load through the hind legs; going down a slope, load emphasis is on the front limbs 

and there is a tendency to slide; down a step will cause a concentrated downward force in a small 

area at the base of the step. 

Ideal Path Surface 

The ideal path surface preferred by horses and their riders or drivers will therefore be: 

 
2 Common measurement of slippage but no record of it being measured for horses has been found; it generally relates to 
motor vehicles 
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• Non slip 

• Resilient, with some give (10 to 30mm at point load) 

• Well drained 

• Adequate bearing capacity to avoid erosion or poaching 

• Free from stones, especially if angular or sharp edged  

Path Types 

Types of path surface, in descending order of preference, are: 

• Short, firm, well-drained turf, which is ideal for horses and pedestrians, and usually firm 

enough for cycles and horse-drawn vehicles.  

• Vegetated paths on a firm base such as grassed over forest roads or disused railway tracks 

stripped of ballast to expose consolidated ash solum, which are ideal for supporting year-

round multi-use, provided they are well drained. 

• Paths where the natural vegetation is protected or reinforced by some type of partial 

surfacing, such as embedded stone. 

• Formally constructed paths with firm, non-slip surface.  

Sealed surfaces may be necessary to facilitate cycle or wheelchair access, but care should be taken 

to ensure that the finished surface is not hazardous to horses (see Bituminous Surface Treatment 

page 13). 

Hard surfaces 

On paths where horses are legally included and may be a common user—bridleways and restricted 

byways—a surface more appropriate to their use than to motor traffic should be provided. If this is 

not practical, or other users are in the majority then a compromise, in consultation with local BHS 

representatives, may be reached, preferably in providing an appropriate surface for all users or 

parallel surfaces for different users. The BHS has found resin or polymer bound rubber crumb–grit 

compounds to be the most successful in providing resilient, free draining, smooth surfaces which 

accommodate all users well. 

On paths where a hard surface is necessary for vehicles, a grass or other vegetated central or 

parallel strip offers a better surface for horses while providing reinforced wheel tracks and offers a 

good compromise solution. It is important that the unsurfaced strip has even ground and grass 

growth is controlled by use or cutting because if it obscures potential hazards riders are less likely to 

use it. It must be free from loose stones or debris that could be a trip hazard or cause injury. Care 
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must be taken during maintenance of the hard surface that spoil or debris is not dumped on the 

grass strips. 

On paths such as cycle tracks or permissive paths where horses are included as vulnerable road 

users but are not the majority user, a less than ideal equestrian surface may be acceptable where 

such a path gives equestrians a route free of motor vehicles. 

Bound rubber crumb has been used very successfully to provide a hard surface that can look like 

tarmac, is easily used by cycles and wheelchairs but is also excellent under foot for pedestrians and 

horses as it has some ‘give’. This is a surface that the BHS recommends for multi-use paths where a 

bound surface is necessary. As this material becomes more used, its price is reducing and in 2018, it 

was found cheaper than tarmac at one site. Its lifetime and guarantee are generally greater than 

tarmac. 

Path Construction 

Where a constructed surface is required, the three elements of a good multi-use path construction to 

be considered are drainage, foundation and surface. The factors influencing all three will depend on 

local geology, gradient, nature of the path (such as holloway, in woodland, open and windy), local 

materials and use. 

Points of particular importance on paths for equestrian use 

• Weight of horses and effect of horses’ hooves must be taken into account in constructing or 

surfacing any paths and in ensuring drainage level will be adequate to prevent poaching. 

• Where hard edged drainage grips or cut-offs have been created in the path, the space 

between the sides should ideally be less than 100mm or more than 300mm to prevent a 

horse’s foot becoming stuck. They should be clearly visible. 

• Brash or fascines traditionally used as floating rafts to support paths over wet ground are not 

usually recommended on equestrian paths because of risk of horses’ hooves slipping through 

surfacing to penetrate branches below, leading to potential injury. However, they have been 

used successfully in Northumberland with geotextile to prevent the surfacing sinking into the 

fascines. 

• Free-draining sandy or chalk soils are usually able to withstand horse use without need for 

surfacing. 

• Clay soils are particularly prone to damage by horses. Well-used paths on such soils soon 

become a sticky mess impassable to walkers, cyclists or riders and may still be impassable in 

the driest weather if a badly poached surface hardens to jagged uneven rock. Clay paths will 

usually therefore need attention to drainage to avoid areas becoming wet and perhaps 

amelioration of the surface with other substances to reduce its overall clay content. 
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Drainage, foundation and surface 

Drainage is crucial to the suitability and longevity of a path surface 

If drainage is inadequate or inappropriate, any other work may be completely wasted. This is 

unfortunately too common, so the importance of getting the drainage right cannot be emphasised 

enough. 

In many situations, attention to the drainage may be all that is required for a considerable 

improvement. It may be feasible to undertake drainage on a project then check how it works for a 

period before further work to finish the surface. The need for more drainage work may be identified 

which can then be undertaken without loss of a new surface (because it has not been laid) or it may 

become apparent that drainage alone has been the solution, or that less surfacing work than 

originally planned is required. 

Drains take many forms in construction, depending on geology, space, gradient and catchment. For 

routes used by horses, it is important to remember: 

• the much greater weight and point load of a horse compared with a pedestrian or cycle, so 

more drainage may be necessary for the surface to remain sound; and 

• that surface drains, cut-offs or other cross slope structures to slow and divert surface water 

must take account of hoof size as well as potential as a trip or slip hazard. 

Guidance on drainage and construction of paths is well covered in other documents, including On 

the Right Track: Surface Requirements for Shared Use Routes (Countryside Agency), Making the Best 

of Byways (Defra) and Paths for All (produced in partnership with, and available from BHS Scotland 

www.bhsscotland.org.uk). However, these publications predate the application of bound rubber 

crumb–grit compounds to public tracks and this option should be considered when reading older 

publications. 

Once a firm foundation has been prepared a bearing surface layer will be required to spread the 

loads imposed by horse use and to assist in protecting the foundation. 

Cross drains 

Cross drains are often required on sloping paths or tracks and can pose a particular problem to 

horses.  It is important that drains are of a construction where a horse’s hoof is unlikely to go into the 

drain and particularly not to be caught by it.  Wide shallow drains are therefore safer than narrow 

deep ones unless the latter are slits or covered, in which case buried pipes are probably better as 

covers can be slippery.  The sides of a cross-drain should form a concave profile, not vertical and 

particularly not convex as these are more likely to cause injury (figure 1) 
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Figure 1  Good and bad profiles 

Metal gratings should be avoided as they are likely to be slippery to metal-shod horses and should 

never extend over the full width of a track.  Metal gratings covering a gully across a tarmac road are 

a common engineering solution.  In a case where this is deemed necessary, a ‘bridge’ should be 

made of at least 500mm so that horses can cross without touching the gratings or gratings should 

have a finish which is non-slip to shod and unshod horses. 

The wide variety of weather conditions and run-off rates in most areas means that drains will have to 

be constructed dependent on the requirements of any individual site. A width between 70 and 200 

mm should be avoided as a potential ‘hoof trap’ unless the drain is constructed with a shallow V 

profile. 

Surfacing options 

Grass paths should always be the first choice for multi-use, but sustainability depends on drainage 

and soil type. Regular use will help maintain a short sward suitable for all users, and provided 

trampling from use does not exceed plant growth, virtually no maintenance will be required.  

Some mixes of grass species are more resistant to wear than others. Annual meadow grass is one of 

the most resistant species and can be introduced to or the proportion increased in most swards to 

improve wear resistance (subject to conservation controls). Usual treatments for grass sward—

aerating, scarifying, fertilising, rolling and mowing—can make the sward stronger and denser. 

Where use is high and vegetation is unable to keep up with wear resulting in deterioration of the 

sward despite attention to drainage and the sward quality, artificial surfacing may be required. 

Well-drained short grass can provide a suitable year-round alternative parallel to a surfaced path, 

but it will be avoided if boggy or litter-strewn or where hidden hazards may be concealed by long 

vegetation. Equestrians will avoid vegetation that may obscure holes, drainage channels or debris 

because of risk of injury to the horse. Mowing may be necessary where use is insufficient to restrict 

grass growth. 

✓ 

✓ 
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On vehicular tracks a grass or other vegetated central or parallel strip offers a better surface for 

horses while providing reinforced wheel tracks. If the grass growth is not controlled by use or cutting, 

equestrians may avoid it in case of obscured hazards. 

Rough, tussocky moorland grass is unsuitable for most horses. 

Grassed gravel paths can offer a turf path ideal for all users with increased resilience to wear. The 

construction is as for an aggregate path with the top 200mm mixed with top soil and seeded with a 

wear resistant grass species. The key is establishing a sward before the soil is washed into the 

aggregate below. A geotextile below the top layer will probably be required and possibly restriction 

of use. 

Reinforced grass paths are where cellular grids of plastic or concrete (geocell) are filled with earth or 

aggregate. If planted or seeded, the resultant turf may be protected from excess wear, especially by 

vehicles, because the grid takes most of the contact. The grass can be mown and treated the same 

as with no reinforcement and the grid can be almost undetectable. Its success depends on the 

drainage quality of the subsurface and earth, the degree of wear and quality of turf. 

Geocell may also be used simply to confine aggregate on a difficult surface or to provide a temporary 

route for construction traffic without intention of it being vegetated. 

If considered for use where there is horse access, care must be taken to identify grids which are not 

slippery—some are dangerous in providing no grip at all to shod horses. The cell size must be 

smaller than a horse’s foot so that if the earth content erodes the cell will not form a hole which could 

trap a horse’s foot. 

If use of geocell is essential, the cell contents should be frequently checked and topped up if 

necessary to ensure it is as high as the grid to provide a safe path for horses. 

Woodchips may be popular with riders but are unsuitable for wheelchairs and cyclists. They are 

difficult to contain to the path and rot relatively quickly, requiring regular removal and/or 

replacement. They are not recommended. 

Recycled materials such as shredded tyres, chopped plastic cable casing, and synthetic fabric scraps 

incorporated with sand, each on a well-draining substrate, can provide an excellent surface for 

horses. A border may be needed to contain the material within the path width as it is unbound.  Like 

woodchips, such materials are unsuitable for non-equestrian users but can be a good solution on 

the horse section of multi-use paths with separate tracks for different user types. 

Care must be taken to ensure there are no metal or other foreign parts included in the material. 

Some rubber crumb or shred materials can be bound with resin to form an excellent firm surface that 

is ideal for horses. 

Bound rubber crumb has been used successfully on routes well used by horses, even on a 1:4 

gradient, to provide a hard surface that can look like tarmac, is easily used with cycles and 
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wheelchairs but is also excellent under foot for pedestrians and horses.   This is a surface that the 

BHS recommends on shared use paths where a natural surface is not sustainable. 

Rubber mats, blocks and pavers or hot spray application have been successful in many equestrian 

applications around racetracks and training yards. It is expensive but may be a solution for short 

stretches such as a bridge or ramp. On inclined surfaces, consideration must be given to the force of 

hooves which will be much greater than on the flat. Applications will need to be secure so that they 

do not tear away from anchor points (mats) or separate from the sub surface (spray applications). 

Boardwalk is not always appropriate for horse use but some situations have no other solution, 

although a form of Irish ford (adjacent pipes laid laterally across the path width, with surface on top 

so water can pass through, or causeways have been used successfully where a boardwalk was 

suggested. 

As with a bridge, solidity and anti-slip finish are important with good landings at the ends, clear 

sightlines so that any users can choose to wait rather than share the boardwalk and be of adequate 

width.  2m is recommended but BHS representatives may agree a lesser width in local circumstances 

where it is practical.  Passing places may be required on long lengths.  

Wire mesh must not be used to attempt a non-slip surface as it may catch the nails used in horse 

shoes.  There are grit products which can be applied to boards which are successful for all users, 

particularly if used from new.  A kickboard along edges may increase safety. 

Rather than wood, which can be slippery for all users, recycled rubber or plastic compounds (possibly 

reinforced) have been used successfully and had far longer lifespan. 

Stone flags have been used commonly historically to provide safe paths across boggy uplands, in 

particular, and modern flags have been used successfully on such as the Pennine Bridleway.  There 

is a danger where such paths are narrow if the ground immediately next to the path is boggy and a 

horse could step off the path when attempting to pass others.  Additional flags or other hard 

surfacing should be used to create passing places wide enough for users to comfortably pass each 

other or for a horse to turn if necessary on long sections or where the full length cannot be seen.  

Ideally users should be able to see before setting foot on the flags whether the next section of the 

path is clear. 

Soil reversal uses a digger to invert the soil, burying the top soil, with sub soil on the surface which is 

then profiled to provide drainage and base for a new surface, sometimes stone or stone on 

geotextile, or left as a natural surface to vegetate.  It has been used successfully on many bridleways 

over poorly drained ground in northern England.  

Sand is popular with riders, provided it is not too deep (recommended 75mm on 150mm depth of 

free-draining sub-base) but it is usually difficult to contain on a path. It can be good on horse-only 

sections. 
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Stone pitching is not ideal for horses but may be necessary to provide a firm entry/exit to a ford, and 

may be the only option on some heavily used steep hill paths. Smaller random (rather than dressed) 

stones laid to provide a slightly irregular finished surface will allow more grip than large, flat stone 

faces, but only if the horse’s hoof can be placed flat on their top surface. Stones should be pitched 

vertically with the longest face into the slope. Adjoining stones should be pitched to provide a foothold 

of minimum 200mm width. Downhill gradient of foothold should be less than five degrees. Stone 

which may become polished and slippery through wear (such as limestone) must be avoided. 

Steps can be used by horses, if the tread is deep enough but must only be used where no alternative 

is possible, such as a graded ramp which is better for most users, including those with impaired 

mobility and cyclists. Where steps are the only option the following dimensions are ideal but may be 

adjusted in consultation with local BHS representatives: 

• Riser height should be minimum 150mm, maximum 250mm 

• Tread depth (distance from front to back of step) should be minimum 2000mm 

Quarried aggregate without a consolidated dust wearing course is completely inappropriate for 

multi-use paths because angular stones will damage horses’ feet and may result in serious 

lameness.  Where it is used as a substrate or structural layer, the surface must be finished with 75-

100mm depth compacted MOT type 1 (40mm-dust) dressed with dust to fill the spaces between the 

stones and consolidated to withstand rainfall.  

Aggregate surfaces may occur naturally or where erosion has removed an upper surface layer. Such 

a surface is ‘out of repair’ as it limits use by natural and legitimate users (horse riders) and should be 

topped off with a consolidated dust layer. 

A specification for an aggregate surface should always include clauses for topping-off as required to 

a uniform consolidated dust finish and checking after so many months with subsequent top-off as 

appropriate.  This is because aggregate quality is variable; it may settle in transit to give inconsistent 

levels of fines throughout the laid length of track or may wash through if there is heavy rain before 

consolidation. 

Any new construction or path restoration project should always provide a finished surface to this 

standard. It is not acceptable to leave an unconsolidated surface of stones following work. Any stony 

tracks may need improvement by topping-off with consolidated dust to avoid injury to horses. 

Rubble or similar recycled material may be used as a substrate but must be finished with a wearing 

surface as for aggregate.  It is very important that it is ‘clean’, i.e. not contaminated by material such 

as wire, glass or nails that could work to the surface and cause puncture wounds or trip hazards.  

Specifications should state non-recycled MOT type 1 or clean rubble as a requirement. 

Breedon gravel and hoggin are specific types of aggregate which are considered self-binding. They 

can be very successful for horse use. Such aggregates tend to improve with weathering, which 

assists the consolidation process. Care may be required in their first year of use in gateways or 
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inclines where horses’ hooves may dig into and loosen the surface. Periodic compaction over the first 

year may be required to ensure the surface does not loosen and start to scatter or degrade. 

Due to closure of quarries, such material is less easily available.  The alternatives of Coxwell self-

binding gravel and Hydraulically Bound Materials have been used with success. 

Road planings are used successfully and relatively cheaply to form a base course, on top of 

geotextile if the subsurface is wet, rolled and consolidated then topped with whinstone 3mm to dust 

(or similar local stone). This is a popular solution for railway trails as it provides some give for horse 

and pedestrian use but is still smooth enough for cycles. Planings can be consolidated, sometimes 

with added bitumen to form a sealed surface again, but this is not recommended because it forms a 

slippery surface for horses.  Planings must be screened to ensure there are no metal, glass, wire or 

other foreign bodies included in the material. 

Examples:   

Broughton in Furness disused railway line was surfaced with a combination of crushed slate from 

Burlington slate quarry, mainly MOT grade stone (25mm to dust), topped off with 10mm to dust to 

form a smooth surface. The stone was laid and spread with a tracked excavator and rolled in with a 

vibrating roller to form a hard surface. It has performed well as a bridleway and cycle route, with 

some occasional vehicle traffic from land owners. Grass has grown back through the surface in 

places which needs cutting back or spraying at different times but the slate surface remains very 

good and fit for purpose.  

Durham Railway Paths use road planings extensively throughout their 100 miles with alternatives of 

dolomite base course where environment dictates and bitumen on slopes where water erosion is a 

problem. For the latter, asphalt has proved to be the only affordable solution, but is acknowledged as 

not being ideal for horses. Grass or gravel verges or mounting blocks have been provided where 

possible. 

Coxwell gravel supplied by Grundon was used on a Berkshire byway 15 years ago and still provides 

a good surface. It has also been used successfully in Richmond Park and for cycle tracks. Grundon’s 

website, www.grundon.com/ provides construction specifications. 

Concrete gives highly variable results depending on its composition and it can become very 

dangerously slippery.  Consequently, the Society would not normally find it acceptable as a new 

surface unless local BHS representatives approve its use in the circumstances.  Only the specification 

of concrete that is most likely to be safe (see below) should be used.  Remedial action will be required 

if the surface should become dangerous, which could be more costly than using the specified mix. 

The concrete mix most likely to give a safe surface is RC 35/45 CEM1, without added water, as it is 

least likely to polish and become slippery.  The final tamped and highly roughened surface should be 

covered to cure slowly and completely.  A lower quality concrete may either become polished mortar 

or, if the aggregate becomes exposed, the aggregate may polish to become slippery.  Some gravel 
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aggregates are more likely to become smooth with wear.  Crusher run carboniferous limestone or 

granite is more likely to remain rough even if partially exposed.  Aggregate of high Polished Stone 

Value (gritty when worn) should be used if there is risk of the mortar wearing. 

Concrete which has become slippery can be treated with machinery to roughen the surface by 

cutting grooves, sometimes in a set pattern of squares.  This is commonly undertaken by contractors 

on dairy farms where slurry degrades the concrete and it has been successful even on slopes. 

If concrete is required for vehicular access, a safe surface in between concrete wheel tracks or 

alongside a concrete track may be a solution. 

If use of concrete is unavoidable for short distances, such as a bridge or its transition ramps, then 

care must be taken to ensure the surface is well roughened and ridged across the width by hard 

tamping (raising and lowering the compacting beam).  Brushing does not usually give a durable 

rough finish. 

Concrete blocks, paviours, setts or bricks may be slippery for horses unless the blocks have been 

specifically made with high Polished Stone Value (PSV: a high PSV is gritty when worn, a low PSV is 

very smooth and potentially slippery).  The quality of cement used in manufacture can also affect slip 

hazard, as in concrete slab above.  It is important to check with manufacturers that blocks sold as 

non-slip include being non-slip to shod and unshod horses, not only to vehicles and pedestrians. 

Asphalt or Bituminous Mastic (‘Tarmac’ or ‘Bitmac’) 

Bitmac is a standard carriageway surface in the UK for roads. It is not appropriate on multi-use 

paths because it is designed to provide grip for motor vehicle tyres, not for metal horse shoes, and is 

often dangerously slippery for horses, a problem that may increase or decrease with wear 

depending on the exact compound in use and its final surface treatment. 

Asphalt surfaces consist of a wearing layer of aggregate bound with bitumen. Aggregate and 

bitumen compounds vary depending on specifications and area. The bitumen forms a film over the 

stone which is gradually removed by wear. 

All asphalt surfaces have the potential to be initially slippery unless appropriate preventative action is 

taken and this applies even more to horses than to vehicles as the surface treatments are designed 

for motor vehicles. The result is a surface which results in horses having to proceed unnaturally 

slowly and carefully, much as a car in icy conditions, which is unreasonable. 

For motor vehicles, the increased skid potential of the unworn film may be reduced in key areas (e.g. 

junction approaches) by mechanically removal using grit brushing. This can be helpful on parts of 

the surface which are less used by vehicles but more used by horses such as close to the edge of the 

road. 
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The high skid risk can last for an unpredictable length of time depending on the variables of volume 

and type of traffic, construction method, stone and bitumen types and surface treatments. Vehicular 

wear can bring about an improvement quite effectively but only in the wheel tracks. 

Horses may take different paths which remain slippery for longer periods particularly as horses are 

likely to keep close to the edge on busy roads where there is little vehicular wear so the slip hazard 

may remain for a long time. Top dressing with grit on routes used by horses is strongly 

recommended with attention to the usual path of the horses (i.e. road edge on a busy route). 

Provided that the aggregates used within the mixes have a high resistance to polishing (high 

Polished Stone Value means that the stone retains a surface grittiness even when worn) and once the 

bituminous film has been suitably worn by vehicular traffic may produce an acceptable surface, but 

not necessarily as wear by wheeled traffic can result in an embedded surface that is more slippery to 

horses. Embedment due to high surface pressure is a common cause of failure of surface dressing 

therefore any surface of this type must be laid on a high quality base layer. 

Stone mastic asphalt is such a problem that the BHS worked with a task group of highway 

engineers (CSS, now ADEPT) to produce a report ‘Horses and Highway Surfacing – A guidance note 

for highway authorities’.  Reported incidents of horses slipping on asphalt have increased since the 

guidance was published in 2005, indicating that it is a continuing and increasing problem. The 

report recommends grit during construction (e.g. 3mm quartzite at 1kg/m2) or post application of dry 

uncoated grit spread at 1kg/m2 and rolled with a steel roller to abrade the bituminous film. It is 

important that the specification to contractors includes such measures as appropriate during 

construction to minimise the slip or skid incidences. 

Hot rolled asphalt is usually better than stone mastic asphalt in terms of slip hazard for horses. 

Where a tarmac surface is unavoidable, a top dressing of grit or spray and grit is recommended. 

Calcined bauxite was used (Lousy Hill, Littlebeck, North Yorkshire) and was successful initially 

(subsequent condition unknown) but it is likely that such treatments need repeating periodically. A 

treatment of 10mm close graded wearing course of dry steel slag aggregate applied while the 

surface was still hot (Middleham, North Yorkshire) was not successful after a few months. 

In Dorset, a surface dressing of Colas Cationic Bitumen Emulsion was applied at 1 litre/m2 with Trent 

Pea 3-6mm Long Rake Spar aggregate (New Milton Sand & Ballast, Hurn). Method:  Spray hot 

bitumen emulsion over tarmac (asphalt or concrete) surface and evenly spread 6mm aggregate over 

it; spray a further layer of tar and a layer of 3mm aggregate; roll. With hindsight, it would have been 

worth increasing the emulsion to 2 litres/metre2 to increase adhesion. 

In Ripley, North Yorkshire, quartzite grit was applied at 1 kg/m2 to day-old asphalt and rolled with 

good result at less than £2/m2. 
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Considerations for Shared Use or Cycle Tracks 

Bituminous surfaces consist of a wearing layer of aggregate bound with bitumen. Aggregate and 

bitumen compounds vary depending on specifications and area. The bitumen forms a film over the 

stone which is gradually removed by wear. Softer surfaces are more ideal for horses than any hard 

sealed surface, although where a horse-friendly surface is considered impossible because the 

majority use is cycling there are ways in which horses can be accommodated so that off-road routes 

are available to all vulnerable non-motorised users.  

Increasingly: 

• Off-road routes are being provided for cycling which could benefit equestrians who are also 

vulnerable road users; and 

• Surfaces of routes with rights for riders or carriage drivers are being changed to facilitate 

cycling but to the detriment of equestrian access. 

This is particularly influenced by current funding initiatives making provision for cycling. However, with 

more awareness in the planning stages, it is obvious that all non-motorised vulnerable road users 

can benefit from all off-road tracks and none need be excluded.  Importantly, it is sensible and cost-

effective to include all who wish to exercise and transport themselves in safety away from the danger 

and pollution of motor traffic and with care for the environment, rather than only accommodating one 

section of society. 

Bound rubber crumb-grit mixes have been found to be appropriate for all users and very acceptable 

for horses on multi-user paths. Although the initial cost may be higher than for tarmac, it has many 

advantages in construction, particularly on sites with limited access, and in not requiring edging 

(unlike tarmac) as well as providing a more beneficial surface for pedestrian and equestrian users 

without detriment to vehicles. Its porosity means it is safer for all users in icy conditions, there will no 

puddles and dung will quickly wash through. It has a very much longer life guarantee than asphalt. 

Where equestrian rights exist, natural surfaces are best managed by drainage, strengthening and 

unsealed surfacing as appropriate to the local conditions rather than seeking a sealed surface. On 

shared use routes where this has failed or is judged insufficient, the following approach is 

recommended: 

If a sealed surface is judged to be essential (by the highway authority’s rights of way officer), the first 

choice should be two metres of surface suitable for horses alongside the sealed surface, by 

dedicating additional width as multi-use path if appropriate. 

If it is not possible to have different surfaces alongside one another, then the options should be, in 

order of preference: 
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1. Two sealed strips for wheels either side of a central softer strip for horses. This is particularly 

important where there is tall side vegetation3, as is often the case with old railways, as it 

allows the tallest users—the horse riders whose head height is often over three metres—to be 

in the centre away from the overhanging vegetation. The two sealed strips can also act as 

wheel tracks for maintenance vehicles and encourage ‘keep to the left’ use by cyclists. Signs 

should be used to encourage user separation. 

2. Divide the surface along the length down the middle with one side sealed, the other half 

softer4. This would be acceptable if one or both sides of the track did not have overhanging 

vegetation. 

Bound rubber crumb is preferred where a bound surface is required.  Where a sealed surface has to 

be created, care should be taken to make it non-slip for horses by top dressing with quartzite grit or 

other treatments.. 

N.B. Putting a tarmac strip down the middle and leaving two narrow verges, too narrow for horses, 

is a common bad practice. It forces all users onto the tarmac strip when they would be better served 

by a choice of surfaces, each of appropriate width. It may cause congestion or conflict between users 

and excessive wear of one part of the width. It is much better to put the tarmac strip as far to one side 

as possible. 

In certain circumstances, a single surface for all users, designed for the majority user, may be 

appropriate as an off-road route is better and safer for all than pushing horses onto roads with motor 

traffic. 

IMPORTANT This guidance is general and does not aim to cover every variation in circumstances.  

Where it is being relied upon, The Society recommends seeking advice specific to the site. 

 

 

If this is a printed copy, please check www.bhs.org.uk/accessadvice to see if it is the latest version 

(date top of page 2). 

 

 
3 Where trees or bushes overhang the track for more than half its width in total, or have reduced the width, clearing these 
back to provide the maximum width will let sun and wind into the track to assist in keeping the surface firm and dry, and 
improve the available width for all users. 
4 ‘Soft’ does not necessarily mean ‘unstrengthened’. For instance, an old railway line has a certain amount of inherent 
strength that might only need attention at certain spots. 



From:  
Sent:15/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  
Subject:EDF's Latest consultation on Sizewell C 
This consultation is invalid because it ignores the Aarhus Convention, which 
recognises the right of every person to live in an environment adequate to his or her 
health and well-being, and the duty, both individually and in association with others, 
to protect and improve the environment for the benefit of present and future 
generations. It fails this because it involves proposals for a massive industrial 
building site inevitably continually generating huge negative climate change costs, 
aimed at generating electricity without causing climate change, that will last for well 
over twelve years before it can possibly begin to contribute any electricity usefully at 
all. Yet we have less than ten years in which to have completed the transition to low 
carbon generation necessary to enable present and future generations to benefit 
from it. 

The consultation is also inequitable in that it is not informing the public in an 
adequate, timely and effective manner that would enable the public to participate, as 
required by article six of the Aarhus Convention. 

The consultation is further inappropriate in that it has never answered in any direct, 
accessible and adequate manner this participant’s several responses to earlier 
stages of its consultation, making the process one-sided and unfair. At this very late 
stage to pile on top of these existing and unresolved inequities new proposals such 
as moving some of Sizewell B and altering major transport arrangement, and to do 
this under the uncertain exigencies of the pandemic, makes a mockery of any sort of 
equity altogether. If these were essential parts of the proposal why were they not 
introduced much earlier? 

There is nothing in the new proposals that alters my firm view that Sizewell C is an 
entirely inappropriate proposal. 

 

 

 

 

 



SAXMUNDHAM TOWN COUNCIL: 
RESPONSE TO CHANGES TO THE SIZEWELL C 

Development Consent Order (DCO) 
DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDER SUBMISSION 

 

 
 
Saxmundham is a small market town with a population of approximately 
4,500. It is located on the A12 mid-way between Ipswich and Lowestoft 
and about seven miles west of Sizewell. The Local Plan envisages 
Saxmundham growing in size by approximately 50% over the next ten 
years and this will give significant challenges to the town which currently 
lacks the infrastructure required to support this increase.  The East Suffolk 
railway line runs close to the centre of the town and many of its older 
buildings which are situated in the town’s conservation area. 
 

   
 

 



Summary 

 
• The Sizewell C consultations have been ongoing for eight years since the 

initial consultation began in November 2012.  Yet, until this point, EDF 
have shown little sign of listening to local councils and residents’ 
concerns.  At this point, EDF have not demonstrated that they can deliver 
on the proposed changes. 

• Saxmundham  Town Council (STC) is pleased that a substantial 
percentage of construction material will now potentially be moved at sea 
and urges EDF to maximise this strategy. 

• The council is concerned about the impact on our community of 
additional overnight freight trains passing through our quiet town for the 
entire period of the construction.  It also views the proposed disruption to 
the passenger timetable as having a negative impact on residents and 
visitors to the area. 

• Although there will be a reduction in HGVs along the A12, there will still 
be other local traffic for the Sizewell development, additional traffic for 
other proposed energy developments and the additional housing in 
Saxmundham which forms part of East Suffolk District Council’s Local 
Plan and which has now been approved by the Planning Inspectorate. 

• The council is unclear about the proposed changes to the sea defences and 
queries whether this will leave the existing Sizewell A & B plants at 
greater risk of flooding together with other coastal areas. 

• STC has continuing concerns about the suitability of a new Nuclear 
Power Station in the centre of an area of outstanding beauty.  These 
concerns have not yet been addressed either by EDF or by central 
government.  As highlighted by wildlife organisations, the project will 
potentially cause long-term damage to priceless wildlife sites. 

• STC hopes that, if consent is given to go ahead with the project, then 
funding will be available from the Community Fund to help realise the 
Neighbourhood Plan which is currently being prepared and which will 
secure the future of this expanding town. 

• The council disagrees with EDF’s assertion that Sizewell C construction 
will provide long-term benefits for the area as it has seen little evidence 
of this in respect of the existing Sizewell B power station. 

  



The council makes the following detailed responses to the proposed changes: 

1. The Overall Consultation Process 

 Whilst welcoming some of the changes that EDF has made to its 
proposals, the council is bewildered that it has taken eight years of consultations 
before the strength of public feeling on these issues has been recognised.  At 
this late stage EDF should only be consulting on proposals it is certain it can 
deliver, e.g. the train and sea transport proposals are far from guaranteed, and 
relocation of Sizewell B facilities is subject to agreement with Sizewell A. If 
these indeed are serious options, why has it taken this length of time to propose 
them?  Indeed, some of the proposals were originally put forward and then 
withdrawn for reasons known only to EDF. 

The Council also considers that it is unacceptable that largely unpaid local 
councillors and members of the public should have to look through thousands of 
pages of documentation in order to read relevant information for their situation.  
It proposes that, in future submissions and other projects, the applicant be held 
responsible for preparing relevant papers for each town and parish in order to 
minimise this effort. 

 

2. Freight Transport 

Rail 

 Saxmundham Town Council has long argued for the upgrade of the East 
Suffolk Line to double working throughout its length.  The government has 
clearly demonstrated during the Coronavirus pandemic that large-scale projects 
can be carried out swiftly when the will is there.  Double line working would 
eliminate the need for overnight freight movements and greatly enhance the 
capacity of this track which will no doubt be advantageous for other ‘Energy 
Coast’ projects.   

The possibility of additional overnight train movements on the existing track is 
of significant concern.  There will be seven overnight movements during the 
five peak construction years with a possibility of nine if the daytime passenger 
schedule is adjusted. The impact upon town residents which EDF describes as 
‘having a major adverse effect’ both in terms of noise and potentially damaging 
vibration, is as yet unquantified.  Although EDF have mentioned mitigation 
actions such as double glazing and sound insulation, these will not work on 
warm nights when residents will have the choice of sleepless nights through 
high temperatures or train noise.   

  



 

EDF have stated that around 600 dwellings will be impacted to some extent by 
the overnight movements.  STC requests a list of those houses within the parish.  
It also questions whether they include the new properties situated near Street 
Farm Road, particularly in Beech Road, Holly Way and Oak Close since they 
are not shown on the maps that were provided. Given that the railway cuts right 
through the middle of the Saxmundham Conservation Area, the council would 
like to know if vibration effects have been considered on other buildings within 
this area.  We also need to know what changes to the passenger timetable have 
been considered in order that we may judge the consequences to residents and 
visitors to the town and challenge them if necessary. 

Sea 

Saxmundham Town Council welcomes the re-introduction of the marine 
transport option and urges EDF to maximise the potential for this mode of 
transport while minimising the environmental impacts of the proposed beach 
landing facility and jetty.  However, it notes that these plans are uncertain as no 
plan or impact assessment is given for either beach landing facility, or how the 
materials will be moved to the stockpiles which are at the other end of the site, 
close to the borrow pits. 

Road and Associated Vehicle Movements. 

 The council notes that EDF are proposing a reduction of up to 30% in 
HGV road movements with a suggested maximum daily number of 700.  
However, any difficulties with trains or shipments would no doubt put HGVs 
back on the roads and EDF has still not clarified where the aggregate would 
come from.  These new proposals would not have any impact on reducing 
traffic during the first two years, before new roads and Park & Rides would be 
completed. During these “early years” 600 trucks per day, plus those for other 
Energy Projects, and all other Sizewell C traffic would use the current A12 and 
B1122.  Additionally, any difficulties with trains or shipments would no doubt 
put HGVs back on the roads and EDF has still not clarified where the aggregate 
would come from.  Taken in conjunction with ‘local’ tradespeople, Park and 
Ride buses and other miscellaneous journeys, Sizewell C would still generate up 
to 12,000 extra vehicle journeys/day, massively increasing traffic on the A12, 
surrounding roads and making rat runs more likely. The A12 & A14 are already 
problematic; the Orwell Bridge, EDF’s Freight management facility and new 
roundabouts will all increase the risk of delays.  The prospect of Felixstowe 
docks becoming a ‘Freeport’ will undoubtedly add to this congestion. 

  



 

3. Sea Defences 

Whilst acknowledging that EDF have rightly adjusted the scope of their 
sea defences to take greater account of climate changes, the council is unsure of 
the impact on the existing Sizewell A and B defences and on erosion to the 
north and south of the Sizewell site.  It would welcome clarity on what is being 
proposed for the protection of the remainder of the nuclear site. 

 

4. Environmental Issues 

 The council welcomes EDF’s decision to change the SSSI crossing 
design to a single span bridge although it questions whether the widening of the 
culvert is sufficient to preserve the character of the area.  It is what has been 
asked for all along on the grounds of being the least damaging option.  It also 
notes that the Pillbox field may not need to be used for car parking which is 
another environmental gain.  On the downside, it does not consider the 
provision of fen meadow habitat at Pakenham is adequate mitigation for the loss 
of habitat in East Suffolk.  Like the other two compensatory habitats at Benhall 
and Halesworth, this site is miles away and cannot replace rare fen habitat loss 
in the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. It is also concerned that more trees will be lost 
from the site as a consequence of changes to the Order Limits.  Overall, the 
council does not feel that EDF has adequately addressed the many concerns of 
the environmental organisations regarding habitat loss and wildlife disturbance. 

 

5. EDF Promotional Activity 

The council notes that EDF has been active in promoting the economic 
benefits of Sizewell C to the area.  This statement is open to challenge as 
Sizewell B has been in operation since 1995 and, at a recent meeting in the 
town, Saxmundham was described as “the poorest part of her constituency” by 
the local MP.  EDF clearly needs to demonstrate the long-term benefits to 
Saxmundham and the surrounding area rather than relying on its PR team.  A 
distinction needs to be drawn between the short-term ‘caffeine-fuelled’ 
economy that will be created during the construction works and the continuing 
benefits that will result as a consequence of the operation.  These clearly need to 
be offset against the losses to the local economy in the hospitality sector and 
other related areas. 

Saxmundham Town Council 14th of December 2020 



From:  
Sent:15/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 

  
Subject:Sizewell C 5th Consultations Response 
From:  

 As local business 
owners with a home and business very near the , we are very 
concerned about the latest proposals for Sizewell C that have been 
submitted by EDF. The new plans about what can be achieved by rail and 
sea transport and their last minute introduction neither solve nor mitigate 
the problems for local arts based businesses such as ours, which depend 
on the beauty, tranquility and accessibility of the local environment as well 
as the visiting tourist industry. As a local  business our supply 
routes will still be damaged by the new plans, especially in the early years 
before the extra sea and rail routes are due to be established. The 
estimated 600 HGV’s on the existing B1122 in the 2-3 years before and link 
road, rail or sea routes can be built is a hazardous proposal for both 
business and road safety. EDF are not fully considering interests of the 
existing local economy let alone damage they will do to the health and well 
being of the local residents. Why are EDF still ignoring the County 
Council’s preferred option to build a D2/W route instead? The rail proposals 
include up to 7 freight trains running at night, rising to 10 in peak periods. 
This is an unacceptable noise level for the local residents at night. It will 
add to rather than mitigate the noise pollution hours during day from the 
planned road and rail transport required by the project. As a local resident I 
am fearful for our local environment and local coastal defences. If sea 
transport is genuinely an option why were these proposals not offered 
much earlier in the process, at the very least at Consultation 4? How can 
interested parties or the planning authority assess the impact of the 
proposed beach landing facility when EDF have not provided sufficient 
details? It seems that hard sea defences are now being proposed and yet 
no specific design for the defences has been submitted. If hard coastal 
defences are required they will have a significant impact on the coastlines 
in Aldeburgh and Thorpeness. How can EDF ensure they won’t have 
detrimental affects on the coastlines of our highly valued neighbouring 
tourist towns? EDF's current proposals for Sizewell C threaten the future of 
our business and therefore our home. The use of the  blocks our 
main route to and from our site with huge amounts of HGV traffic in the 
early years and an impractical link road further into the project. It will disrupt 







BLYTHBURGH

PARISH COUNCIL
B

U
LC

A
M

P H
IN

TO
N

BLYTHBURGH

PARISH COUNCIL
B

U
LC

A
M

P H
IN

TO
N

BLYTHBURGH with BULCAMP & HINTON 
PARISH COUNCIL 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
SIZEWELL C Proposed Nuclear Development 

 

Consultation on Proposed Changes Nov 2020 to Dec 2020 
 

Response from the Parish Council for 
Blythburgh with Bulcamp and Hinton 

 
    

 

 
DECEMBER 2020 



 2 

Sizewell C Proposed Nuclear Development: Consultation on Proposed 

Changes Nov to Dec 2020 

Response from the Parish Council for Blythburgh with Bulcamp and 

Hinton 

 

1. BACKGROUND: CHARACTER AND LOCATION OF BLYTHBURGH  

1.1 Blythburgh, with its hamlets of Bulcamp and Hinton, is a parish in northeast Suffolk, 

nine miles north of the Sizewell C site.  Blythburgh’s small village has grown up 

straddling a trunk road, now the A12, created in 1785.  The parish has approximately 

300 residents (see cover page map for the location of Blythburgh in relation to Sizewell). 

1.2 Blythburgh is set in a landscape designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB), with tidal river, marsh, heath, small woods, pasture and arable fields.  

AONBs have the highest level of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty 

(National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1), section 5.9.9). 

1.3 Blythburgh is a very historic part of Suffolk with nearly 1,400 years of recorded 

history.  The village has a magnificent medieval church, which commands the valley of 

the river Blyth and acts as a beacon for travellers on the A12 trunk road that links 

London and Yarmouth.  It also has other areas of special historical importance within 

the village, protected by a conservation area. 

1.4 Blythburgh should be considered as, and protected as a heritage asset, in terms of 

NPS (EN-1), sections 5.8.2-4. 

1.5 Blythburgh is a very popular tourist destination.  Visitors keen to enjoy the cultural 

and recreational possibilities of the area increase the population of the village at various 

times of the years.  The visitors include church lovers; artists; birdwatchers; music lovers 

and others who come seeking relaxation in a rural environment. 

1.6 The attraction of the area to visitors highlights its equal importance to the residents 

and their desire to protect this amenity. 

1.7 Blythburgh village is divided physically and mentally by the A12 trunk road and the 

B1125.  The roads pass through the centre of the conservation area.  Existing problems 

will be exacerbated by the Sizewell development: traffic density and speed; dangerous 

bottlenecks and junctions; the lack of safe crossing points for pedestrians; 

discontinuous footpaths, and the impact of rat-running vehicles on the B1125.   

1.8 Equally, the demographics of Blythburgh are important to understand.  The parish 

has an ageing population.  Although this is not uncommon in Suffolk or other parts of 

the country, its significance in relation to the proposed development of Sizewell C is 

that many residents of Blythburgh will live through the negative impacts of the 

construction period, but are unlikely to enjoy any of the potential benefits.  Blythburgh 
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parish council therefore urges that this is taken into account in relation to mitigation 

(Appendix 1 refers) and compensatory action and expenditure.   

1.9 With its special history, its specific demographics, and its important link to tourism, 

it is vital that character of the area needs to be carefully considered and protected.  

Blythburgh parish council is therefore keen to ensure that any development of Sizewell 

C takes this into account.   

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Blythburgh Parish Council would like to state the following: 

• as this latest (and unexpected) Consultation (i) comes after the DCO has been 
submitted, (ii) our associated Relevant Representation has been made, and (iii) 
following four previous rounds of consultation, we would wish ALL our previous 
comments and requests for Mitigation to continue to stand 

• for the avoidance of doubt, MITIGATION requested (Appendix 1 refers) applies to ALL 
eventualities regarding freight strategy for the construction of Sizewell C be it (i) as 
detailed in the DCO submitted or (ii) any amendment based on those detailed in this 
latest Consultation. 

• we urge EDF to maximise the use of rail in a balanced transport strategy and provide 

mitigation against the worst impacts. There is not enough detail to allow us to comment 

on a “preferred option” but due regard should be given to balancing the benefits and 

dis-benefits of each scenario. 

• the 3 options associated with increases in train movements are all described as 
“potential”. It is a concern that the “potential” increases in trains are not achievable but 
do provide EDF with useful ammunition to support the statement “we have listened to 
the concerns of key stakeholders”. We hope to be proved wrong. 

• Using Table 3.3 (page 31), an increase of I train per day and operating an additional day 

per week appears to provide a significant reduction in HGV movements compared to 

the baseline of almost 60% (59.6%). Blythburgh Parish Council considers this to be a 

significant gain / improvement. 

• We consider the limited use of a “by sea” strategy to have been a lost opportunity and 

are pleased that, even at this very late stage, feasibility studies may now be undertaken.  

• We do not possess the necessary expertise to evaluate the relative merits of the by sea 

options under consideration but note the use of a jetty during the construction of 

Sizewell B reduced the necessity for many large loads being transported to the 

construction site by both road and rail.  

• Under any by sea option, the impact on the marine and coastal environment must be 

balanced against what we consider to be significant benefits when measured against 

the not inconsiderable disruption to local populations and infrastructure links.  

• Abnormal Large Loads being off loaded through the port of Lowestoft remain a concern 

due to the impact on the road infrastructure with no mitigation on the A12 at 

Blythburgh   

• The baseline traffic figures given for Blythburgh location L remain a serious 

underestimate and our assertion is further supported by new data. 
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• issues of rat running and fly parking within Blythburgh village and along the B1125 have 

not been addressed and we wish to reiterate our concerns in this regard and the need 

for mitigation;   

• no consideration has been given to safety of the junction of the A145 and A12 despite 

this being a known accident prone junction 

• habitat creation at Pakenham doesn't make up for loss of habitat and amenity in vicinity 

of Sizewell C site: Pakenham residents should be allowed to register and comment as 

interested parties 

• Under all freight management options we would not wish to lose the 2 village by-pass 

 

 

 

Appendix 1: Outlines the Parish Council’s suggestions for mitigation against the worst 

impacts of increases in traffic flows. 

 

Appendix 2: Parish Council’s responses to Stage 4 consultation (note: also contains and 

references Blythburgh Parish Council’s responses to Stage 1, 2 and 3 Consultations). 

 

 

3. DETAILED COMMENTS 

3.1 These representations are made on behalf of Blythburgh Parish Council. They 

were drafted by the council’s Planning Advisory Group and agreed after 

discussion at a parish council meeting on 14 December 2020. 

 

3.2 Blythburgh Parish Council consider that as this latest (and unexpected) 

Consultation (i) comes after the DCO has been submitted, (ii) our associated 

Relevant Representation has been made, and (iii) following four previous 

rounds of consultation, we would wish ALL our previous comments and 

requests for Mitigation to continue to stand. Appendix 2 contains Blythburgh 

Parish Council’s responses to Stages 1, 2, 3 and 4. 

 

3.3 For the avoidance of doubt, Blythburgh Parish Council wishes to reiterate that 

their MITIGATION requests (Appendix 1 refers) apply to ALL eventualities 

regarding freight strategy for the construction of Sizewell C be it (i) as detailed 

in the DCO submitted or (ii) any amendment based on those detailed in this 

latest Consultation. 

 

3.4 Blythburgh Parish Council has consistently supported a rail-led strategy with 

appropriate road usage supported by infrastructure developments. We 

continue to urge EDF to maximise the use of rail in a balanced transport 

strategy and provide mitigation against the worst impacts. EDF identify 3 

possible scenarios to increase the number of trains but state p.32 section 3.2.7 

“… each of these options is currently only potentially available…”. There is not 
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enough detail to allow us to comment on a “preferred option” but due regard 

should be given to balancing the benefits and dis-benefits of each scenario. For 

example: running trains at night would minimise disruption to vehicular traffic 

caused by railway crossing point closures but night running would have a 

greater noise & vibration impact on residents living close to the track. This is a 

significant issue for some communities and Blythburgh Parish Council would 

support adequate mitigation for those living and working close to the train 

lines. 

 
3.5 At Stage 4 EDF stated (Reference; Stage 4 Consultation Document, Section 3.1 

page 61) “we have become concerned that the rail-led strategy may not be 

deliverable within the necessary timescale to limit the impacts of construction 

traffic”. Blythburgh Parish Council note that in this latest Consultation the 3 

options associated with increases in train movements are all described as 

“potential” (for example: sections 3.2 a and 3.2 b,) and in section 3.2.9 it states 

“the potential is also being investigated to operate an additional train service, 

bringing the total number of trains to five return trains per day, although this is 

less likely”. It is a concern that the “potential” increases in trains are not 

achievable but do provide EDF with useful ammunition to support the 

statement “we have listened to the concerns of key stakeholders”. We hope to 

be proved wrong. 

 
3.6 Using Table 3.3 (page 31) it would appear that the two baseline figures (taken 

from 3.3.15) would read “not given” and “406”. If this is correct then the 

potential operating scenario of 4 daily trains operating 6 day a week would 

reduce the daily HGV movements by an additional 243. In summary, an increase 

of I train per day and operating an additional day per week provides a 

significant reduction in HGV movements compared to the baseline of almost 

60% (59.6%). Blythburgh Parish Council considers this to be a significant gain / 

improvement.   

 
3.7 Blythburgh Parish Council considers the limited use of a “by sea” strategy to 

have been a lost opportunity and is pleased that, even at this very late stage, 

feasibility studies may now be undertaken. Blythburgh Parish Council do not 

possess the necessary expertise to evaluate the relative merits of the options 

under consideration but would wish to note that the use of a jetty during the 

construction of Sizewell B reduced the necessity for many large loads being 

transported to the construction site by both road and rail. Blythburgh Parish 

Council do also appreciate there will be an impact on the marine and coastal 

environment which must be balanced against what we consider to be significant 

benefits when measured against the not inconsiderable disruption to local 

populations and infrastructure links.  
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3.8 Furthermore, Blythburgh Parish Council has previously noted their concerns 

regarding Abnormal Large Loads that, under the current DCO strategy, will be 

off-loaded through the port of Lowestoft. These loads will make their way to 

the Sizewell site along the A12 from the North, before turning off the A12 at 

Yoxford . Little mention has been made of these loads and no mitigation (except 

a means to cut across the roundabout at the entrance to the Darsham Park & 

Ride and again at Yoxford) has been proposed regarding these movements. In 

the absence of an enhanced beach landing facility, we would again, draw 

attention to (i) bridge and road surface quality at the entrance to Blythburgh 

village from the North, (ii) the sharp bend on the A12 at Blythburgh (junction 

with the B1125) where issues with traffic flow (tailbacks due to “pinch points” 

on the B1125 and the A12) and local air quality has already been raised but not 

addressed.  

 
 
3.9 On the matter of traffic, the baseline traffic figures given for Blythburgh location 

L remain an issue. As previously communicated, the baseline figure of 1650 

(total movement in both directions according to EDF) at point L is a serious 

underestimate.  Blythburgh Parish Council met with EDF traffic expert on 

29/3/2019 to discuss and hand over traffic data for this location measured on a 

regular basis over a number of years with a calibrated VAS monitor. The data 

handed over showed conclusively that the 1650 figure is a serious 

underestimate. In September 2020 Blythburgh Parish Council engaged 

Highways to undertake a “volume, speed and type” survey at this point over a 

period of 14 days. The total vehicle movements per day were 3200 per day (~ 

1600 vehicle movements northbound and a further ~1600 vehicle movements 

southbound). This is further evidence that EDFs baseline figure for Location L is 

a serious underestimate. EDF have identified Blythburgh Location L as one of 

the locations where “the relative increase in either bus flows or overall traffic 

volume is substantial but this is from a low base level, and would not cause the 

road capacity to be exceeded”. We have little confidence in this assertion when 

the baseline figure at Location L is a serious underestimate and figures provided 

in a face to face meeting to discuss and demonstrate this have seemingly been 

ignored. New data independently measured also supports this assertion. 

Subsequent statements that “EDF energy will continue to engage with parish 

councils with regards to potential additional mitigation in these areas…” would 

seem to be a tick box statement rather than a genuine wish to engage given our 

experience to date. It is to be hoped that this will change or that it will be 

mandated and monitored by the Inspector. Our suggestions for mitigation 

against the worst impacts of increases in traffic flows in already sensitive “pinch 

points” are detailed in the attached “Mitigation Table”. 

 

3.10 Issues of rat running and fly parking within Blythburgh village and along the 

B1125 have not been addressed and continue to be of concern. We wish to 
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reiterate our concerns in this regard and the need for mitigation of both (i) rat 

running and (ii) fly parking. Blythburgh Parish Council urges EDF to use available 

technology to keep as much Sizewell generated traffic on the A12 as possible. 

Technology can also be employed to ensure that those who should be using the 

Darsham Park & Ride are doing so. We raise this issue again in light of the 

negative feedback regarding these issues being highlighted during the on-going 

construction work at Hinkley Point C.  

 
3.11 We continue to be concerned that no consideration has been given to the 

safety of the junction of the A145 and A12 despite this being a known accident 

prone junction. Additional traffic flows identified and associated with the 

Sizewell C proposal (both construction and operation) will exacerbate existing 

and known issues with this junction. Blythburgh Parish Council would ask that 

consideration be given to mitigation of these enhanced risks and ensuing traffic 

congestion.  

 
3.12 It is the view of Blythburgh Parish Council that the additional proposed 

habitat creation at Pakenham doesn't make up for loss of habitat and amenity 

in the vicinity of the Sizewell C site. We also urge that Pakenham residents 

should be allowed to register and comment as interested parties 

 

3.13 Under all freight management options we would not wish to lose the 2 

village by-pass 

 

3.14 EDF have previously requested comments regarding the consultation 

process and we again offer the following observations 

 
3.14.1 This Consultation was unexpected. It has occurred during lockdown 

with a 1 month response timescale. This has presented some 

challenges in coordinating responses.  

3.14.2 The negative impacts on Blythburgh, during construction and 

operation, identified in its response to Stage 1, 2, 3 and 4 

Consultations do not appear to have been addressed at any stage 

including in the DCO. There is no references to mitigation action or 

expenditure of specific benefit to Blythburgh.  

3.14.3 There is still insufficient information about the phasing of mitigation 

investment and whether the negative impacts of the early years of 

the construction phase will be mitigated at all let alone prior to the 

commencement of the project. Questions on this have remained 

unanswered.  

3.14.4 There is a lack of clarity as to how EDF will handle responses to this 

Consultation and how these may feed in to the DCO process.  
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3.14.5 On the plus side, Planning Aid England have, again, been extremely 

helpful with aiding our understanding of the process and 

structuring of responses.        

 
  

 

Appendix 1: Outlines the Parish Council’s suggestions for mitigation against the worst 

impacts of increases in traffic flows. 

 

Appendix 2: Parish Council’s responses to Stage 4 consultation (note: also contains and 

references Blythburgh Parish Council’s responses to Stage 1, 2 and 3 Consultations). 

 

 
 

Appendix 1 
 

Blythburgh Parish Council’s suggestions for additional 
mitigation against the worst impacts of increases in traffic 

flows 
 
 

Important note: For the avoidance of doubt, Blythburgh Parish Council 

wishes to reiterate that these MITIGATION requests apply to all 

eventualities regarding freight strategy for the construction of Sizewell C  

Issue Raised by Blythburgh Parish 
Council 

MITIGATION Requested / Suggested by 
Blythburgh Parish Council 

Abnormal Large Loads making their 
way to the Sizewell site along the A12 
from the North, before turning off the 
A12 at Yoxford. 
We draw attention to  
(i) bridge and road surface quality at 
the entrance to Blythburgh village 
from the North, 
(ii) the sharp bend on the A12 at 
Blythburgh (junction with the B1125) 
where issues with traffic flow 
(tailbacks due to “pinch points” on 
the B1125 and the A12) and local air 
quality has already been raised but 
not addressed.  
 

EDF to work with Highways to confirm 
Blythburgh Bridge loading requirements and 
impact of these large loads on road 
subsidence on A12 at entrance (30mph) to 
Blythburgh village from the north. 
 
Baseline air quality survey at junction of A12 
with B1125 and regular on-going checks 
during construction. If problem identified the 
appropriate amelioration measures should 
be taken.   

Baseline traffic figures given for 
Blythburgh location L are an 

We would like to understand why the figures 
we supplied 29/3/19 have seemingly been 
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underestimate and this has been 
further confirmed by a traffic survey 
carried out by Suffolk Highways at the 
request and cost to Blythburgh Parish 
Council (September 2020). 
 
Blythburgh Location L has been 
identified by EDF as one of the 
locations where “the relative increase 
in either bus flows or overall traffic 
volume is substantial but this is from 
a low base level, and would not cause 
the road capacity to be exceeded”.  
 

ignored. 
 
 
 
 
 
Additional traffic on this road exacerbates an 
existing problem and mitigation is required: 
number plate recognition and other traffic 
calming measures to discourage use of this 
road are requested.  

Blythburgh Parish Council has 
identified 2 main “pinch points” 
within the village which impact the 
flow of traffic on the A12. These will 
be exacerbated by SZC traffic 
 

(i) - Narrow entrance to the B1125  from 

the A12 causing tail backs on the 

A12 for traffic from the north and 

also traffic joining the A12 from 

the B1125 

(ii) – the bus stop on the South bound 

side of the A12 (towards Ipswich) 

within the village blocks the 

carriageway and creates traffic 

tailbacks on the A12 towards the 

junction with the B1125  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Number plate recognition on the B1125 to 
discourage rat running and enforce 
utilisation of the Darsham park & ride. 
 
 
 
School children using the school bus must 
cross A12 and the provision of a pedestrian 
crossing or refuge is required. 
 
Create a pull-off for the bus so that traffic on 
the south bound A12 is not disrupted? 
Moving the bus stop may be required?  
 

Issues of rat running and fly parking 
within Blythburgh village and along 
the B1125 have not been addressed. 
We reiterate our concerns and the 
need for mitigation of both (i) rat 
running and (ii) fly parking. We raise 
this issue again in light of the 
negative feedback regarding these 
issues being highlighted during the 
on-going construction work at Hinkley 
Point C.  

Speed cameras with number plate 
recognition located on the B1125 in 
Blythburgh 
 
B1387 from its junction with the B1125 to 
the A12 should be improved as an alternative 
route for displaced traffic 
 
Village roads should be engineered to make 
them unattractive to through traffic 

Safety of the junction of the A145 and 
A12. Additional traffic flows identified 
and associated with the Sizewell C 
proposal (both construction and 
operation) will exacerbate existing 
and known issues with this junction.  

Consideration should be given to mitigating 
these enhanced risks and the ensuing traffic 
congestion. At the very least, a roundabout 
should be considered for this junction. 
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Appendix 2 
 

Parish Council’s responses to Stage 4 consultation  
 

(note: also contains and references Blythburgh Parish 
Council’s responses to Stage 1, 2 and 3 Consultations).
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Sizewell C Proposed Nuclear Development: Stage 4 Pre-Application 

Consultation 

Response from the Parish Council for Blythburgh with Bulcamp and 

Hinton 

 

2. BACKGROUND: CHARACTER AND LOCATION OF BLYTHBURGH  

1.1 Blythburgh, with its hamlets of Bulcamp and Hinton, is a parish in northeast Suffolk, 

nine miles north of the Sizewell C site.  Blythburgh’s small village has grown up 

straddling a trunk road, now the A12, created in 1785.  The parish has approximately 

300 residents (see cover page map for the location of Blythburgh in relation to Sizewell). 

1.2 Blythburgh is set in a landscape designated as an Area of Outstanding Natural 

Beauty (AONB), with tidal river, marsh, heath, small woods, pasture and arable fields.  

AONBs have the highest level of protection in relation to landscape and scenic beauty 

(National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1), section 5.9.9). 

1.3 Blythburgh is a very historic part of Suffolk with nearly 1,400 years of recorded 

history.  The village has a magnificent medieval church, which commands the valley of 

the river Blyth and acts as a beacon for travellers on the A12 trunk road that links 

London and Yarmouth.  It also has other areas of special historical importance within 

the village, protected by a conservation area. 

1.4 Blythburgh should be considered as, and protected as a heritage asset, in terms of 

NPS (EN-1), sections 5.8.2-4. 

1.5 Blythburgh is a very popular tourist destination.  Visitors keen to enjoy the cultural 

and recreational possibilities of the area increase the population of the village at various 

times of the years.  The visitors include church lovers; artists; birdwatchers; music lovers 

and others who come seeking relaxation in a rural environment. 

1.6 The attraction of the area to visitors highlights its equal importance to the residents 

and their desire to protect this amenity. 

1.7 Blythburgh village is divided physically and mentally by the A12 trunk road and the 

B1125.  The roads pass through the centre of the conservation area.  Existing problems 

will be exacerbated by the Sizewell development: traffic density and speed; dangerous 

bottlenecks and junctions; the lack of safe crossing points for pedestrians; 

discontinuous footpaths, and the impact of rat-running vehicles on the B1125.   

1.8 Equally, the demographics of Blythburgh are important to understand.  The parish 

has an ageing population.  Although this is not uncommon in Suffolk or other parts of 

the country, its significance in relation to the proposed development of Sizewell C is 

that many residents of Blythburgh will live through the negative impacts of the 

construction period, but are unlikely to enjoy any of the potential benefits.  Blythburgh 
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parish council therefore urges that this is taken into account in relation to mitigation 

(Appendix 1 refers) and compensatory action and expenditure.   

1.9 With its special history, its specific demographics, and its important link to tourism, 

it is vital that character of the area needs to be carefully considered and protected.  

Blythburgh parish council is therefore keen to ensure that any development of Sizewell 

C takes this into account.   

2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Blythburgh Parish Council would like to state that: 

• the Sizewell C Stage 4 Consultation is an addendum to, rather than a replacement for, 

the Stage 3 Consultation and as such would wish ALL their Stage 3 comments to remain 

valid; 

• comments for Stage 4 address only the new option of “an integrated freight 

management strategy”;  

• there is continued support for a suitable rail-led strategy augmented by certain road 

infrastructure improvements; 

• the integrated strategy seems to merely to address concerns about the deliverability of 

the rail-led strategy and puts forward a worst of all worlds scenario; 

• the Woodbridge to Saxmundham line should be dual tracked to remove further HGVs 

from local road network and provide legacy rail link to operational site; 

• the limited use of a “by sea” strategy is a lost opportunity; 

• little mention has been made of the Abnormal Large Loads and no mitigation (except a 

means to cut across the roundabouts at the entrance to the Darsham Park & Ride and 

at Yoxford) has been proposed regarding these movements; 

• the baseline traffic figures given for Blythburgh location L remain a serious 

underestimate; 

• it has little confidence in this assertion that “the relative increase in either bus flows or 

overall traffic volume is substantial but this is from a low base level, and would not 

cause the road capacity to be exceeded”; 

• issues of rat running and fly parking within Blythburgh village and along the B1125 have 

not been addressed in Stage 4 consultation and we wish to reiterate our concerns in 

this regard and the need for mitigation;   

• no consideration has been given to safety of the junction of the A145 and A12 despite 

this being a known accident prone junction; and 

• it supports the retention of the proposed link road after construction to allow fast 

moving traffic to access the site whilst allowing the almost parallel road to serve more 

“local” traffic, tourists and cyclists. 
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Appendix 1 outlines the Parish Council’s suggestions for Mitigation against the worst 

impacts of increases in traffic flows. 

 

Appendix 2 provides a summary of parishioner comments raised in the Open Forum of the 

Blythburgh Parish Council Meeting held on 12 September 2019. 

 

Appendices 3, 4 and 5 contain the Parish Council’s responses to Stages 1, 2 and 3 

respectively. 

 

4. DETAILED COMMENTS 

4.1 These representations are made on behalf of Blythburgh Parish Council. They 

were drafted by the council’s Planning Advisory Group and agreed after 

discussion at a parish council meeting on 12 September 2019. 

 

4.2 Blythburgh Parish Council consider that the Sizewell C Stage 4 Consultation is an 

addendum to, rather than a replacement for, the Stage 3 Consultation and as 

such would wish ALL their Stage 3 comments, including those on the Rail-led 

and Road-led strategies to remain valid (Reference: Stage 4 Consultation 

Document, Section 1.1.7 page 17).  Appendices 3, 4 and 5 contain the Parish 

Council’s responses to Stages 1, 2 and 3 respectively. 

 

4.3 Blythburgh Parish Council has, therefore, focused their comments for Stage 4 to 

address only the new option of “an integrated freight management strategy”; 

their continued support for a suitable rail-led strategy augmented by certain 

road infrastructure improvements is re-iterated. However, for the avoidance of 

doubt, Blythburgh Parish Council wishes to reiterate that their MITIGATION 

requests (Appendix 1 refers) apply to ALL eventualities regarding freight 

strategy for the construction of Sizewell C be it (i) rail led augmented by certain 

road infrastructure improvements, (ii) a road-led strategy or (iii) an integrated 

strategy . 

 

4.4 It was with dismay, but not surprise, that Blythburgh Parish Council note EDF’s 

comment (Reference; Stage 4 Consultation Document, Section 3.1 page 61) “we 

have become concerned that the rail-led strategy may not be deliverable within 

the necessary timescale to limit the impacts of construction traffic and 

accordingly at this Stage 4 consultation, we are seeking views on a further 

alternative freight management strategy option: an integrated strategy.” Given 

that project timescales are driven solely by EDF, Blythburgh Parish Council fail 

to see and cannot accept that “the rail-led strategy may not be deliverable 

within the necessary timescale” is justification for abandoning the rail-led 

strategy detailed in Stage 3 and supported by many Stage 3 respondents. 
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4.5 Blythburgh Parish Council re-iterates their support for a Rail-led strategy 

augmented by some road improvements to facilitate the necessary increase in 

road traffic whilst maximising the use of rail to keep freight movements on the 

road infrastructure to a minimum. The apparently hastily conceived “integrated 

strategy” described in Stage 4 seems to merely to address concerns about the 

deliverability of the rail-led strategy as previously described and puts forward a 

worst of all worlds scenario where the devil is in the detail. For example: Stage 4 

Consultation Document, Table 3.2 page 65 shows that under the rail-led 

strategy the proposed HGV operation would be from 7am to 11pm with 225 

HGVs at peak (450 movements). The “new” integrated strategy allows for HGV 

operation potentially over “extended hours” with a typical day peak of 325 HGV 

(650 movements). For the road-led strategy the equivalent figures allows for 

HGV operation again potentially over “extended hours” with a typical day peak 

of 375 HGV (750 movements). The potential benefit of moving to the integrated 

strategy (as described) over the rail-led strategy when compared to the road-led 

strategy is neither obvious nor persuasive. Blythburgh Parish Council would 

reiterate their view that the Woodbridge to Saxmundham line should be dual 

tracked to remove further HGVs from local road network and provide legacy rail 

link to operational site. In order to gain real benefits we would urge that in 

addition to freight trains one of the rolling highway train systems should be 

considered.  

 

4.6 The limited use of a “by sea” strategy is explained by EDF but Blythburgh Parish 

Council considers this a lost opportunity. The use of a jetty during the 

construction of Sizewell B reduced the necessity for many large loads being 

transported to the construction site by both road and rail. Whilst appreciating 

the previously described impact on the marine and coastal environment 

Blythburgh Parish Council would urge, even at this late stage, further 

exploration of this option and consideration of the benefits when measured 

against the not inconsiderable disruption to local populations and infrastructure 

links highlighted to date by the other proposed options. 

 

4.7 Furthermore, Blythburgh Parish Council notes that under all strategies 

Abnormal Large Loads will be off-loaded through the port of Lowestoft. These 

loads will make their way to the Sizewell site along the A12 from the North, 

before turning off the A12 at Yoxford – Stage 4 Consultation Document, Section 

2, figures 2.24 and 2.29 refer. Little mention has been made of these loads and 

no mitigation (except a means to cut across the roundabouts at the entrance to 

the Darsham Park & Ride and at Yoxford) has been proposed regarding these 

movements. We particularly draw attention to (i) bridge and road surface 

quality at the entrance to Blythburgh village from the North, (ii) the sharp bend 

on the A12 at Blythburgh (junction with the B1125) where issues with traffic 

flow (tailbacks due to “pinch points” on the B1125 and the A12) and local air 

quality has already been raised but not addressed.  
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4.8 The baseline traffic figures given for Blythburgh location L remain at 1650 for the 

movement of traffic in both directions (Stage 4 Consultation Document, Table 4.2 

page 88 refers). This baseline figure remains the same as at previous consultations 

despite Blythburgh Parish Council meeting with EDF traffic expert on 29/3/2019 to 

discuss and hand over traffic data for this location measured on a regular basis over 

a number of years with a calibrated VAS monitor. The data handed over showed 

conclusively that the 1650 figure presented in Table 4.2 is a serious underestimate. 

Figures measured with the same VAS monitor actually confirm EDF’s baseline data 

for the A12 locations at Blythburgh. No explanation has been forthcoming for the 

discrepancy at Location L regarding the baseline data for which actual 

measurements exist. Comparison with data in table 4.2 for the Westleton Location F 

reinforces our conclusion that the baseline measurement at Location L is in error. 

Section 4.10.3 page 86 identifies Blythburgh Location L as one of the locations 

where “the relative increase in either bus flows or overall traffic volume is 

substantial but this is from a low base level, and would not cause the road capacity 

to be exceeded”. We have little confidence in this assertion when the baseline 

figure at Location L is a serious underestimate and figures provided in a face to face 

meeting to discuss and demonstrate this have seemingly been ignored. The 

subsequent statement at Section 4.10.6 that “EDF energy will continue to engage 

with parish councils with regards to potential additional mitigation in these areas 

following this Stage 4 consultation” would seem to be a tick box statement rather 

than a genuine wish to engage given our experience to date. It is to be hoped that 

this will change or that it will be mandated and monitored by the Inspector. Our 

suggestions for mitigation against the worst impacts of increases in traffic flows in 

already sensitive “pinch points” are detailed in the attached “Mitigation Table”. 

 

4.9 Issues of rat running and fly parking within Blythburgh village and along the B1125 

have not been addressed in Stage 4 consultation. We wish to reiterate our concerns 

in this regard and the need for mitigation of both (i) rat running and (ii) fly parking. 

We raise this issue again in light of the negative feedback regarding these issues 

being highlighted during the on-going construction work at Hinkley Point C.  

 
4.10 No consideration has been given to safety of the junction of the A145 and 

A12 despite this being a known accident prone junction. Additional traffic flows 

identified and associated with the Sizewell C proposal (both construction and 

operation) will exacerbate existing and known issues with this junction. Blythburgh 

Parish Council would ask that consideration be given to mitigation of these 

enhanced risks and ensuing traffic congestion.  

 

4.11 Sizewell Link Road (reference Stage 4 Consultation, Section 2.6.22 page 38). 

EDF are seeking views at Stage 4 as to whether this link road, if built, should be 

retained after construction is completed. Blythburgh Parish Council supports the 

retention of such infrastructure to allow fast moving traffic to access the site whilst 
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allowing the almost parallel road to serve more “local” traffic, tourists and cyclists. 

Both roads should be maintained.      

 
4.12 As part of this consultation, EDF requested comments regarding the 

consultation process and we offer the following observations 

 
4.12.1 Timing of this consultation over the main summer holiday period 

presented some challenges in coordinating responses.  

4.12.2 The negative impacts on Blythburgh, during construction and 

operation, identified in its response to Stage 1, 2 and 3 

Consultations (Appendix 3, 4 and 5 respectively), do not appear to 

have been addressed. The Stage 4 documents contain no references 

to mitigation action or expenditure of specific benefit to 

Blythburgh.  

4.12.3 There is still insufficient information about the phasing of mitigation 

investment and whether the negative impacts of the early years of 

the construction phase will be mitigated at all let alone prior to the 

commencement of the project  

4.12.4 It was disappointing that the Stage 4 documentation provided no 

answers to questions the Parish Council had raised at Stage 3 so 

these still remain unaddressed.  

4.12.5 There is a lack of clarity as to how EDF will handle responses to 

Stage 3 and 4 and deal with the inter-relationship between these 

comments.  

4.12.6 On the plus side, the staff at the Sizewell information centre in 

Leiston and those staffing the “Have your Say” sessions were very 

helpful in providing written material and answering questions that 

were within their remit.   

4.12.7 Planning Aid England have, again, been extremely helpful with 

aiding our understanding of the process and structuring of 

responses.        

 
  

 

Appendix 1: Outlines the Parish Council’s suggestions for additional mitigation against the 

worst impacts of increases in traffic flows. 

 

Appendix 2:  Provides a summary of parishioner comments from the Parish Council Meeting 

Open Forum held on 12 September 2019. 

 

Appendices 3, 4 and 5 contain the Parish Council’s responses to Stages 1, 2 and 3 

respectively. 
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Appendix 1 
 

Blythburgh Parish Council’s suggestions for additional 
mitigation against the worst impacts of increases in traffic 

flows 
 
 

Important note: For the avoidance of doubt, Blythburgh Parish Council 

wishes to reiterate that these MITIGATION requests apply to all 

eventualities regarding freight strategy for the construction of Sizewell C 

be it (i) rail led augmented by certain road infrastructure improvements, 

(ii) road-led strategy or (iii) an integrated strategy . 

Section in 
Sizewell C Stage 
4 Consultation 
Document 

Section in 
Blythburgh 
Parish Council 
Response to 
Stage 4 
Consultation 
Document 

Issue Raised by 
Blythburgh Parish 
Council 

MITIGATION Requested / 
Suggested by Blythburgh 
Parish Council 

Section 2, 
figures 2.24 and 
2.29 refer. 

Response 3.7 Abnormal Large Loads 
making their way to the 
Sizewell site along the 
A12 from the North, 
before turning off the 
A12 at Yoxford. 
We draw attention to  
(i) bridge and road 
surface quality at the 
entrance to Blythburgh 
village from the North, 
(ii) the sharp bend on 
the A12 at Blythburgh 
(junction with the 
B1125) where issues 
with traffic flow 
(tailbacks due to “pinch 
points” on the B1125 
and the A12) and local 
air quality has already 
been raised but not 
addressed.  
 

EDF to work with Highways 
to confirm Blythburgh 
Bridge loading 
requirements and impact 
of these large loads on 
road subsidence on A12 at 
entrance (30mph) to 
Blythburgh village from the 
north. 
 
Baseline air quality survey 
at junction of A12 with 
B1125 and regular on-
going checks during 
construction. If problem 
identified the appropriate 
amelioration measures 
should be taken.   

Section 4, Table 
4.2 page 88 
refers 
 
 

Response 3.8 Baseline traffic figures 
given for Blythburgh 
location L are an 
underestimate. 
 

We would like to 
understand why the figures 
we supplied 29/3/19 have 
seemingly been ignored. 
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Section 4.10.3 
page 86 

Section 4.10.3 page 86 
identifies Blythburgh 
Location L as one of the 
locations where “the 
relative increase in 
either bus flows or 
overall traffic volume is 
substantial but this is 
from a low base level, 
and would not cause the 
road capacity to be 
exceeded”.  
 

Additional traffic on this 
road exacerbates an 
existing problem and 
mitigation is required: 
number plate recognition 
and other traffic calming 
measures to discourage 
use of this road are 
requested.  

 Section 4.10.6 
 
states that “EDF 
energy will 
continue to 
engage with 
parish councils 
with regards to 
potential 
additional 
mitigation in 
these areas 
following this 
Stage 4 
consultation” 

Response 3.8 Blythburgh Parish 
Council has identified 2 
main “pinch points” 
within the village which 
impact the flow of traffic 
on the A12. These will 
be exacerbated by SZC 
traffic 
 

(iii) - Narrow entrance to 

the B1125  from the 

A12 causing tail 

backs on the A12 for 

traffic from the 

north and also traffic 

joining the A12 from 

the B1125 

(iv) – the bus stop on the 

Sorth bound side of 

the A12 (towards 

Ipswich) within the 

village blocks the 

carriageway and 

creates traffic 

tailbacks on the A12 

towards the junction 

with the B1125  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Number plate recognition 
on the B1125 to discourage 
rat running and enforce 
utilisation of the Darsham 
park & ride. 
 
 
 
 
 
School children using the 
school bus must cross A12 
and the provision of a 
pedestrian crossing or 
refuge is required. 
 
Create a pull-off for the 
bus so that traffic on the 
south bound A12 is not 
disrupted? Moving the bus 
stop may be required?  
 

Section 4.10.6 
 
states that “EDF 
energy will 
continue to 
engage with 
parish councils 

Response 3.9 Issues of rat running and 
fly parking within 
Blythburgh village and 
along the B1125 have 
not been addressed. We 
reiterate our concerns 
and the need for 

Speed cameras with 
number plate recognition 
located on the B1125 in 
Blythburgh 
 
B1387 from its junction 
with the B1125 to the A12 
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with regards to 
potential 
additional 
mitigation in 
these areas 
following this 
Stage 4 
consultation” 

mitigation of both (i) rat 
running and (ii) fly 
parking. We raise this 
issue again in light of the 
negative feedback 
regarding these issues 
being highlighted during 
the on-going 
construction work at 
Hinkley Point C.  

should be improved as an 
alternative route for 
displaced traffic 
 
Village roads should be 
engineered to make them 
unattractive to through 
traffic 

Section 4.10.6 
 
states that “EDF 
energy will 
continue to 
engage with 
parish councils 
with regards to 
potential 
additional 
mitigation in 
these areas 
following this 
Stage 4 
consultation” 

Response 3.10 Safety of the junction of 
the A145 and A12. 
Additional traffic flows 
identified and 
associated with the 
Sizewell C proposal 
(both construction and 
operation) will 
exacerbate existing and 
known issues with this 
junction.  

Consideration should be 
given to mitigating these 
enhanced risks and the 
ensuing traffic congestion. 
At the very least, a 
roundabout should be 
considered for this 
junction. 
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Appendix 2 

 
Summary of parishioner comments from the Parish Council 

Meeting Open Forum held on 12 September 2019. 
 

Blythburgh Parish Council hosted an Open Forum Meeting to give Parishioners an 
opportunity to raise their concerns, or otherwise, regarding the Stage 4 Consultation so 
their comments could be represented to EDF. 
19 parishioners attended. 

The meeting opened with a brief background and “next steps” to set the scene. Parishioners 

were invited to put forward their concerns, or otherwise, relating to the Stage 4 pre-

application consultation document. Parishioners were also encouraged to submit their own 

individual response to the Consultation.  

Key areas of comment are given below and, where appropriate, have been included in the 

main body of our response: 

How does an individual respond to EDF?  

A copy of the summary consultation document had been put through parishioners doors 

containing all EDF contact details. The closing date of 27th September 2019 was reiterated 

and Parishioners encouraged to submit their own responses. 

Freight Management Strategy 

Many Parishioners thought that it was wrong for EDF to have discounted a “by sea” option. 

They would like to see this reconsidered. 

Given the expertise France has with trains and freight movement why does EDF not seem to 

favour a rail led strategy? 

Rail-led strategy detailed at Stage 3 should be actively pursued. 

Traffic within the Local Area of Blythburgh  

Regardless of the final freight management strategy adopted the general mood of the 

meeting was that traffic would increase significantly and mitigation of the worst effects of 

this should be considered minimum. Specifically parishioners raise the following points: 

•  B1125 needs to be improved as the traffic will increase.  

• The level of noise increases with the speed of traffic and therefore a method to 

reduce speed is required.  

• The increased volume of traffic will increase pollution levels. How will this be 

managed?  
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• Concerns that Sizewell C subcontractors and delivery vehicles using the B1125 (Angel 

Lane / Dunwich Road) would not be identified by the use of number plate 

recognition. How will the route to site for this traffic be controlled?   

• Road Surface: Are the roads (B1125 and A12) able to sustain the increased level of 

traffic and proposed heavy loads? These roads are already deteriorating with 

current traffic levels. 

• Fly Parking: Already of concern this is reported to be a greater issue than expected 

at Hinkley. Would number plate recognition help with this problem? 

• Pedestrian paths: The amount of pedestrian footway along Angel Lane and Dunwich 

Road (the B1125 close to its junction with the A12) is dangerously low restricting the 

ability of pedestrians to move from one side of the village to the other safely. This 

will be exacerbated with the increased traffic along this road. Number plate 

recognition and speed controls would help but so would an additional footpath.  

• Make B1125 Angel lane / Dunwich Road one way: The Chairman pointed out that 

this is beyond the scope of EDFs remit as it is an existing problem. Requests to EDF 

relate to mitigate for impacts created during construction phase. 

 

“How do we know EDF will react to issues raised?” 

There was disappointment expressed that issues that had been raised in previous 

Consultation responses appeared to have gone unacknowledged. Does this mean that those 

comments / issues had been lost and would not be addressed?  The Council reported that we 

have to rely on the inspectors carrying out their role diligently, which we have every reason 

to believe that they do.    
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Appendix 3 
 

Parish Council’s responses to Stage 1 
 

SIZEWELL C 
 

STAGE 1 CONSULTATION 
 
 
Representations from Blythburgh with Bulcamp & Hinton Parish Council  
  
 
SUMMARY 
 
 
The main concerns of Blythburgh Parish Council with the Sizewell C proposal are 
the direct impacts on the village.   
 
These representations concentrate on the specific traffic impacts on Blythburgh, 
notably safety and linkages within the village.  The Parish Council has sought to offer 
suggested transport improvements to mitigate these impacts. 
 
The unique demographics of the village, its heritage and character, and the 
importance of tourism, must also be considered by EDF Energy.    
 
EDF Energy should ensure additional information is provided before moving to the 
Stage 2 ‘Preferred Options’ consultation stage.  Supplementary stages of consultation 
are requested, and Blythburgh Parish Council wishes to remain engaged with EDF 
Energy throughout this process.   
 
These duly made representations will therefore be put forward as a matter of public 
record for a future independent Planning Inspector to determine whether EDF Energy 
has undertaken the correct process and procedure. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
 
1.1 These representations are made on behalf of Blythburgh Parish Council.   

 
1.2 They were formed in discussions with the Parish Council and local residents, 

which resulted in a specific meeting held on 31st January 2013. 
 
 
 
2.0 CHARACTER AND LOCATION OF BLYTHBURGH  
 
 
2.1 Blythburgh, with its hamlets of Bulcamp and Hinton, is a small village in 

northeast Suffolk.  The village has grown up straddling either side of the main 
road, currently the A12, since 1785.  The population of the village is now at 
approximately 300 residents. 

 
2.2 The village is set in a landscape of outstanding natural beauty with tidal river, 

marsh, heath, small woods, pasture and arable fields.  
 
2.3 Blythburgh is a very historic part of Suffolk with nearly 1,400 years of 

recorded history.  The village has a magnificent medieval church, which 
commands the valley of the river Blyth and acts as a beacon for travellers on 
the A12 trunk road that links London and Yarmouth.  It also has other areas of 
special historical importance within the village. 

 
2.4 Blythburgh is also a very popular tourist destination.  Visitors that are keen to 

enjoy the cultural and recreational possibilities of the area increase the 
population of the village at various times of the years.  The visitors include 
church lovers; artists; birdwatchers; music lovers; and others who come 
seeking relaxation in a rural environment.  

 
2.5  Equally, the demographics of Blythburgh are important to understand, as the 

village has an ageing population.  Although this is not uncommon in Suffolk 
or other parts of the country as a whole, what it means in relation to proposed 
development of Sizewell C is that the residents of Blythburgh are likely to see 
and live through the impacts of the construction period, but are unlikely to 
actually see any of the proposed benefits.  Blythburgh Parish Council 
therefore request this is taken into account during future discussions with EDF 
Energy in relation to potential improvements for the area.   

 
2.6 With its special history, its specific demographics, and its important link to 

tourism, it is vital that character of the area needs to be carefully considered 
and protected.  Blythburgh Parish Council is therefore keen to ensure that any 
development of Sizewell C takes this into account.  
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3.0  TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORT  
 
 
3.1 Blythburgh Parish Council understands that the overall construction and 

commissioning period could last about ten years with significant construction 
activity over a seven-year period. 

 
3.2 It is understood  that any further development at Sizewell will require 

additional transport of materials and workforce.   
 
3.3 The use of sea and rail for transporting freight are supported.  However, 

Blythburgh Parish Council has concerns regarding additional road traffic 
impacts on the A12 and B1125 to the north of the site. 

 
3.4 Overall, it is considered that there is a serious lack of transport information 

provided with this stage of the consultation process, notably an absence of 
traffic figures and detailed analysis.   

 
 
4.0 ROAD  
 
 
4.1  Traffic currently travelling from the ‘north’ towards the Sizewell site must 

pass through Blythburgh.  Therefore, any additional traffic generated as a 
result of any development at Sizewell C will impact to some extent on 
Blythburgh. 

 
 A12 and B1125 
 
4.2 The A12 and the B1125 pass through Blythburgh and there is a genuine 

concern that Sizewell C will increase the usage on both of these roads by: the 
workforce (both on and off duty); transportation vehicles; couriers; deliveries; 
and business associated with Sizewell (either directly or indirectly).  

 
4.3 The A12 is acknowledged as a busy main road, and is a single carriageway at 

Blythburgh.  It is expected the usage of this main route will intensify with the 
development of Sizewell C.  The B1125 is already considered to be well 
established ‘rat-run’, and there is a fear that there will be further leakage of 
traffic onto this road that will eventually pass through Blythburgh.  

 
4.4 Workers from the north using the A12 to travel to the ‘park and ride’ will all 

pass through Blythburgh.  It is however accepted that the ‘park and ride’ 
should in theory minimise the use by the workforce of minor roads.  It is also 
accepted that the permit scheme EDF Energy are proposing should further 
discourage the workforce from travelling to the Sizewell site independently.  
It would be useful to see the statistics of existing ‘park and ride’ schemes 
currently in operation to assess their effectiveness.      
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4.5 However, in reality the Northern ‘park and ride’ is unlikely to solve all of the 
associated workforce traffic issues.  It is noted that current Sizewell workforce 
pass through Blythburgh on the B1125, therefore it is a fair assumption that 
this will only increase with Sizewell C.   

 
4.6 There is also the fear that Blythburgh could become an unofficial ‘drop-off’ 

point for car-sharing schemes, which has happened in the past.  The provision 
of a possible designated car park for the village has been identified as a 
suitable suggestion that would alleviate this problem and would also benefit 
the village at the same time. 

 
4.7 Unless EDF Energy can categorically and legally guarantee that none of the 

Sizewell workforce (either existing or future workforce) will use the B1125 to 
pass through Blythburgh it must therefore be assumed that there will be some 
form of car traffic increase as a result of Sizewell C.   

 
4.8 As EDF Energy has also mentioned, the off-duty workforce will also have 

access to private vehicles.  Therefore, even if they are not travelling through 
Blythburgh for work purposes, there is every likelihood there will be some 
Sizewell related workforce passing through the village on a daily basis.  This 
also represents an increase in traffic.   

 
4.9 As well as the possible increase in workforce traffic, there is also concern 

about the increase in HGVs, lorries, and light vans passing through the village 
that would also be associated with Sizewell C.  These will not be reduced by 
the ‘park and ride’ schemes being proposed.  

 
Transport Statistics 

 
4.10 Blythburgh Parish Council is concerned by the current transport statistics that 

are being used by EDF Energy in their Stage 1 consultation process.   
 
4.11 EDF Energy are quoted as saying there should be a 5-15% increase in 

vehicular traffic on the A12, which they consider to be a “modest addition to 
daily flows”. 

 
4.12 It does not appear there has been any analysis done on the impacts to the 

B1125. 
 
4.13 Blythburgh Parish Council is in the process of preparing their own Traffic 

Strategy, which includes traffic counts and data analysis for traffic flows in 
and around the village.   

 
4.14 This traffic strategy is an on-going process, but immediate assessment of the 

Parish Council’s data would appear to be at odds with the suggested traffic 
flows from EDF Energy.  

 
4.15 The traffic strategy has identified specific ‘Sizewell peaks’ when the current 

Sizewell workforce pass through the village.  The strategy has also identified 
junction black spots that must require further consideration. 



 27 

 
4.16 Blythburgh Parish Council would therefore like the opportunity to discuss the 

transport models used by the developer and to share their traffic data with 
EDF Energy and Suffolk County Council at an appropriate point in the near 
future.  The purpose would be to aid transport discussions for the local area. 

 
 
 Speeding and Safety 
 
4.17 Speeding is a very real issue for the village of Blythburgh, with many vehicles 

passing through the village in excess of the national speed limits for this area. 
  
4.18 As a result of the speeding, there are also very serious safety issues in the 

village.  Like many rural villages in the area, Blythburgh does not have an 
extensive network of pavements.  The result is that the speeding plus the lack 
of existing pavements means it is already difficult to cross from one side of 
Blythburgh roads to the other safely and confidently.  These factors also 
discourage people from walking and attempting to cross the A12 in particular, 
which creates a separation of the village.  This issue will only be intensified 
by any increase in traffic.  

 
 
5.0 RAIL 
 

 
5.1 It is understood and accepted that the railway must be fully utilised, and the 

best possible option for linking directly into the Sizewell site is supported.   
 
5.2 However, there are concerns about where the anticipated trains will actually 

be coming from if the railway is extended into the site.  There are known 
railway ‘issues’ in the surrounding area, including tunnels and line problems, 
which it is unclear if EDF Energy have accounted for or fully understood. 

 
5.3 It is therefore suggested that EDF Energy must undertake further analysis of 

the rail routes being proposed, and also the wider rail network in order to 
understand the true extent of the impacts with providing rail links directly into 
the Sizewell site.       

 
    
6.0 TRANSPORT IMPROVEMENTS  
 
 
6.1 Blythburgh Parish Council has the following suggestions for transport 

improvements, which would need to be discussed as part of further on-going 
transport discussions.  

 
6.2 Traffic management is seen to be the key to the resolution of most of 

Blythburgh Parish Council’s concerns.  It must be remembered that existing 
traffic, plus holiday and tourism traffic, must be carefully managed with any 
further Sizewell traffic. 
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 Speeding  
 
6.3 Possible solutions to tackle the problem of speeding through the village are 

required.  Specific traffic calming measures should be explored for the B1125, 
with the specific aim of essentially making this stretch of road more 
unattractive for speeding and rat-running.  

 
6.4 Options for potential traffic calming could include: physically reducing the 

speed limit through the village; improved road markings; road narrowing (to 
possibly incorporating additional pavement space); warning lights at the 
entrances to the village; or additional signage. 

 
 Safety  
 
6.5  Any opportunities for improving safety in the village would be very much 

welcomed by the Parish Council and residents of Blythburgh. 
 
6.6 This could include introducing additional pavements, or increasing existing 

pavements.  
 
6.7 Some form of pedestrian crossing should also be considered at a suitable 

point(s) on the A12 within the village.  This could be on a similar principle to 
that already used in Farnham. 

 
6.8 Introducing ‘crossing islands’ into the middle of the road at either end of the 

village, would provide people an element of safety and security while crossing 
the road.  This would assist both the elderly and the young in crossing the 
road, and would also increase the linkage between both sides of the village. 

 
Alternative Options 
 

6.9 Complementary to these proposals is the improvement of the B1387 from the 
Water Tower crossroads to the Toby’s Walks junction with the A12.  This 
would provide a ‘Blythburgh southern bypass’ for traffic displaced by 
measures taken to minimise the use of the B1125 through the village.    

 
 Overall  
 
6.10 It is acknowledged that any transport improvements would need to be 

discussed and agreed with Suffolk County Council.    
 
6.11 Blythburgh Parish Council would therefore request that further discussions 

take place between EDF Energy, Suffolk County Council, and the Parish 
Council to discuss these issues as part of the on-going dialogue between 
developer and stakeholders.   

 
 
7.0 NOISE, VIBRATION AND LIGHT POLLUTION 
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7.1 There are concerns regarding potential noise, vibration, and light pollution 

associated with the proposed Sizewell C development.  Some of these will 
have a direct impact on Blythburgh, such as a result of any increased traffic, 
while others will have a much wider impact on the surrounding area. 

 
7.2 It is understood that various measures will be undertaken to mitigate these 

issues, such as bunding and planting at, for example, park and ride sites.  
However, the lack of information and detail at this stage makes it difficult to 
assess these impacts. 

 
7.3 Appropriate noise, air quality, vibration, and light assessments must be 

prepared by EDF Energy in order to provide a full understanding of the 
impacts proposed on Blythburgh and other affected villages. 

 
 
8.0 EDF ENERGY OPTIONS 
 
 
8.1 Blythburgh Parish Council remains largely indifferent to the options for 

developments away from the village, such as new road and rail links and the 
location of an on-site campus.  The council nevertheless recognises the 
indirect benefit of housing a high proportion of the workforce on-site.  Their 
main concerns are however related to the direct impacts to their village, 
notably through the increase in traffic. 

 
8.2 Of the ‘park and ride’ options being proposed through the consultation, 

Blythburgh Parish Council are most interested in the Northern options. 
 
8.3 Blythburgh Parish Council’s preference is for Option 2 at Darsham off the 

Northern ‘park and ride’ options presented.  The benefit of the site being 
located adjacent to the existing railway station is seen to offer the best and 
most suitable option, with the potential for the longer-term improvement of 
parking arrangements at Darsham station. 

 
 
9.0 IMPACTS ON TOURISM AND LOCAL SERVICES 
 
 
9.1 Blythburgh Parish Council is also very concerned about the impacts on local 

services, especially the tourist industry in the area. 
 
9.2 Blythburgh is a very historic place, and benefits greatly from tourism in the 

area at various points throughout the year.  This includes walkers, and those 
who stop off to use the village public house and shop. 

 
9.3 It is hoped that any development at Sizewell C will actually benefit the 

village, by the increase use of its public house, shop and facilities.  However, 
an increase in traffic, and wider impacts of the Sizewell C development could 
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actually be detrimental to the tourist industry in the region.  This would have a 
knock-on effect on villages such as Blythburgh. 

 
9.4 Any increase in population into this part of Suffolk as a result of Sizewell C 

will also have an impact on the services in the surrounding area.  This 
includes: police; health; schools and education; and other emergency services.  
It is expected EDF Energy will consider any responses from these 
organisations very carefully, as they are best placed to advise on impacts to 
their services.  The Parish Council is also concerned about a possible 
reduction in availability of tradesmen to the local population, and cost 
inflation.   

 
 
 
10.0 CONCLUSIONS  
 
 
10.1 Blythburgh Parish Council is concerned about the impacts on their village as a 

result of any development of Sizewell C. 
 
10.2  Transport impacts are of serious concern, and must be properly addressed.  

This must include assessment of speeding and safety issues.  
 
10.3  Any future development at Sizewell will have an impact on the surrounding 

area, local communities, visual appearance, and amenity facilities.  These will 
collectively have an impact on tourism in this area of Suffolk, which will have 
a knock-on effect on Blythburgh. 

 
10.4 The important heritage of Blythburgh, plus its general aging population must 

also be taken into account. 
 
10.5 Blythburgh Parish Council has taken the opportunity to offer some suggestion 

to mitigate these issues.  Together with their additional transport analysis, 
Blythburgh Parish Council hopes these issues can be discussed with EDF 
Energy and Suffolk County Council as part of an on-going dialogue with the 
affected villages during this consultation process. 

 
10.6 Further detailed information and additional stages of consultation are 

requested before EDF Energy should progress to the Stage 2 consultation. 
  
10.7 It is expected that feedback and experiences from Hinckley Point will be 

learned from, and should assist EDF Energy through future consultation 
stages. 
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Appendix 4 

 
Parish Council’s responses to Stage 2 
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A. SUMMARY 
 
Blythburgh Parish Council is concerned that the Sizewell C project will have 
negative impacts on the village. 
 
The demographics of the village, its heritage and character, its location within an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and the importance of tourism, have yet to 
be considered adequately by EDFE.    
 
These representations describe the specific traffic impacts on Blythburgh, 
notably safety and linkages within the village.  The Parish Council makes 
proposals to mitigate these impacts. 
 
Blythburgh parish council supports the maximization of the use of sea and rail 
transport but is not convinced that the current proposals demonstrate that this 
objective will be achieved.   
 
Blythburgh parish council does not believe that the proposed use of the B1122 
for access to the construction site is feasible.  The building of a new link road is 
supported.  
 
The proposals for a workers’ campus on site fail to recognize the negative 
impacts on local communities and fail to provide legacy housing. 
 
Insufficient time has been allowed for consultation. The consultation process is 
not transparent, the information provided is inadequate, and the difficulty of 
preparing constructive responses is thereby increased. 
 
 

B. MITIGATION PROPOSALS 
 
 See Appendix A. 
 

 
C. DISCUSSION 
 
 

1. SIZEWELL C PROPOSALS: OVERALL 
 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
 
1.1.1 These representations are made on behalf of Blythburgh parish council.   

They are presented as responses to the questions in the Stage 2 Pre-
Application Consultation questionnaire.  
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1.1.2 They were agreed after discussion at a parish council meeting held on 24 
January 2017. 

 
1.1.3 The council is concerned that the negative impacts on Blythburgh, during 

construction and operation, identified in its response to Stage 1 
Consultation (Appendix B – given as Appendix 3 in Stage 4 Consultation 
Response), do not appear to have been addressed. The Stage 2 documents 
contain no references to mitigation action or expenditure of benefit to 
Blythburgh.  

 
1.1.4 There is no information about the phasing of mitigation investment and 

whether the negative impacts of the early years of the construction phase 
will indeed be mitigated. 

 
 

1.2  CHARACTER AND LOCATION OF BLYTHBURGH  
 
 
1.2.1 Blythburgh, with its hamlets of Bulcamp and Hinton, is a small village in 

northeast Suffolk, nine miles north of the Sizewell C site.  The village has 
grown up straddling a trunk road, now the A12, created in 1785.  The 
village has approximately 300 residents. 

 
1.2.2 Blythburgh is set in a landscape designated as an Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty (AONB), with tidal river, marsh, heath, small woods, 
pasture and arable fields.  

 
1.2.3 Blythburgh is a very historic part of Suffolk with nearly 1,400 years of 

recorded history.  The village has a magnificent medieval church, which 
commands the valley of the river Blyth and acts as a beacon for travellers 
on the A12 trunk road that links London and Yarmouth.  It also has other 
areas of special historical importance within the village. 

 
1.2.4 Blythburgh is a very popular tourist destination.  Visitors keen to enjoy 

the cultural and recreational possibilities of the area increase the 
population of the village at various times of the years.  The visitors 
include church lovers; artists; birdwatchers; music lovers; and others 
who come seeking relaxation in a rural environment. 

 
1.2.5 The attraction of the area to visitors highlights its equal importance to 

the residents and their desire to protect this amenity. 
 
1.2.6 Blythburgh is divided physically and mentally by the A12 trunk road and 

the B1125.  Existing problems will be exacerbated by the Sizewell 
development: traffic density and speed; dangerous bottlenecks and 
junctions; the lack of safe crossing points for pedestrians; discontinuous 
footpaths; and the impact of rat-running vehicles on the B1125. 
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1.2.7  Equally, the demographics of Blythburgh are important to understand.  
The village has an ageing population.  Although this is not uncommon in 
Suffolk or other parts of the country, its significance in relation to the 
proposed development of Sizewell C is that many residents of Blythburgh 
will live through the negative impacts of the construction period, but are 
unlikely to enjoy any of the potential benefits.  Blythburgh parish council 
therefore urges that this is taken into account in relation to mitigation 
and compensatory action and expenditure.   

 
1.2.8 With its special history, its specific demographics, and its important link 

to tourism, it is vital that character of the area needs to be carefully 
considered and protected.  Blythburgh Parish Council is therefore keen to 
ensure that any development of Sizewell C takes this into account.  

 
 

2. MAIN DEVELOPMENT SITE: ENVIRONMENT 
 
 

Blythburgh parish council recognizes that the Sizewell project will 
inevitably have an environmental impact and cause disruption.  The 
council is concerned that the use of green-field sites has not been 
minimized.  Every effort must be made to return any area, used during 
construction and not required for operation, to its original condition, 
with the enhancement of environmental quality where this is possible. 

 
 
 

3. MAIN DEVELOPMENT SITE: NEW ACCESS ROAD 
 
 

Blythburgh parish council would support a solution that minimized the 
use of land and, by bridging rather than physically separating parts of 
SSSI, avoids the fragmentation of natural habitats.  The views of specialist 
agencies such as Natural England must be taken into account. 

 
 

4. MAIN DEVELOPMENT SITE: MANAGING CONSTRUCTION 
MATERIALS 

 
Blythburgh parish council would, in principle, support a “near location” 
for borrow pits during construction to keep HGV traffic off the proposed 
B1122 access route, although the council is concerned about the scale of 
the proposals.  However, the creation of a new access route (See 12.7) to 
facilitate the movement of material to the south, would obviate the need 
for borrow pits.  Transport by sea would be even more acceptable.   On 
environmental damage, we would lend our support to the views of 
Natural England (as experts in this field) regarding the preferred option. 
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Once the plant is operating we would urge that the impact of the creation 
of borrow pits during the construction phase be mitigated and the land 
restored as soon as possible to its former state (or better). 

 
 

5. ACCOMMODATION: OVERALL STRATEGY 
 
 
 
5.1 Blythburgh parish council supports the principle of housing workers at a 

campus to reduce traffic flows on the local road networks during the 
peaks associated with shift changes and day worker patterns.  Its location 
(or the location of multiple campuses) should take account of the ready 
availability of recreational opportunities outside work. 

The accommodation facility would provide job opportunities for local 
communities during the construction phase and the possibility to move 
to jobs on site during the operational phase. 

5.2 The council has concerns about utilising a green field site for the campus 
and the concomitant impact on local residents and tourism. 

The campus should be built at a location or locations, and to a standard to 
provide legacy housing for local communities or, for example, student 
accommodation. 

Any sports facility or facilities should be located to leave a legacy facility 
and the sharing between campus employees and local residents should 
be considered. 

5.3 The parish council has concerns regarding the recreational and 
homeward journeys of workers housed in the proposed campus.  Such 
movements are not controlled and have the potential to swamp local 
communities and increase traffic flows on the B1125.  (See also 7 on 
control of traffic). 

5.4 The exacerbation of traffic problems in Blythburgh should be mitigated 
by deterring through (rat-running) vehicles from using the B1125 
(Dunwich Road and Angel Lane) in the village.  Speed cameras should be 
located on the B1125 at the southern entrance to Blythburgh.  The B1387 
from its junction with the B1125 (at the water tower) to the A12 (Toby’s 
Walks) should be improved as an alternative route for displaced traffic.  
The village roads should be engineered to make them unattractive for 
through traffic. (See also section 10). 

5.5 The creation of local job opportunities at the campus, and the provision 
of legacy housing would represent mitigation. 

 
 

6. ACCOMMODATION: CAMPUS LAYOUT 
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 Blythburgh parish council considers that the location of the proposed 

campus and the failure to provide legacy accommodation do not satisfy 
the criteria set out in section 5 above.  

 
 

7. TRANSPORT: OVERALL STRATEGY 
 
 

Blythburgh parish council supports action to reduce the volume of freight 
carried by road; every effort should be made to maximize the use of sea 
and rail.  The council believes that while the proposals for campus 
accommodation (see sections 5-6) and the park and ride facilities 
(section 10) will have positive advantages for EDFE, and will reduce the 
number of vehicles on the roads between the A12 and the Sizewell site, 
there will be negative consequences for existing businesses, tourism and 
local communities.  There is insufficient evidence in the Stage 2 
documentation of action to mitigate negative impacts.   See Section 10.  
Blythburgh parish council is concerned that only HGVs will be controlled; 
LGVs and private cars will be controlled only indirectly through parking 
permission at the site and the provision of Park and Rides.  Blythburgh 
parish council urges that all site traffic should use only designated routes 
and control measures to guarantee this should be established. 

 
 

8. TRANSPORT: RAIL 
 
8.1 Blythburgh parish council notes the plan to include up to five freight 

trains a day (10 movements) either running onto the Sizewell C site via 
the Green route of a new rail connection or to a freight yard close by the 
current Leiston freight terminal for transfer by road onto the site. 

 
The parish council welcomes the claimed removal by each train of the 
equivalent to 50 HGV loads, thereby removing 250 HGV trips per day or 
500 movements. Even so this still leaves a large number (450 to 500) of 
HGV movements on the roads each day. 
 

8.2 Blythburgh parish council supports the improvement of the 
Saxmundham - Leiston branch line with automatic level crossings and 
necessary upgrades to the track.   The Woodbridge to Saxmundham 
section of the East Suffolk line, currently single track, should be improved 
by reinstating the double track over the entire section. This would be an 
important legacy development, permitting increased freight and 
passenger traffic during the construction and operational phases of 
Sizewell C.  (See also 10.4). 

 
8.3 In addition to the freight trains, the use of one of the various types of 

'Rolling Highway' systems should be considered, comprising of a series of 
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very low flat wagons. Lorries drive up a ramp and then along the length 
of the train to the furthest empty wagon. At the destination the 
locomotive is removed, a ramp swung into place and the trucks driven 
off. 

 
If such a train could take 25 HGVs, running five trains a day of this type 
would remove 250 HGV movements from the roads.  Such a scheme 
would require a depot in the Ipswich area.   
 
These systems are in use in France, Italy, Austria and Switzerland among 
other countries . 

 
 

9. TRANSPORT: SEA 
 
 
 Blythburgh parish council supports the maximization of the use of sea 

transport.  The council is not qualified to comment on the merits of the 
jetty proposals but is concerned that full account has not been taken of 
the fragility of the coastline and its probable retreat, the probability of 
more frequent tidal surges, and the expected rise in sea level. 

 
 

10. TRANSPORT: PARK AND RIDE 
 
 
10.1. Blythburgh parish council acknowledges that the creation of Park and 

Ride facilities will decrease the number of vehicles travelling to the 
construction site, the area needed for vehicle parking there, and facilitate 
the use of designated routes.    

 
10.2 However, no Park and Ride on the A12 south of Blythburgh will be of any 

advantage to the village.  The full flow of traffic from the north to 
Darsham Park and Ride will pass through the village, adding to the HGV, 
bus, LGV and other private car traffic generated by the project.  It should 
be noted that Blythburgh church and the village hall are on one side of 
the A12, and the White Hart and the village shop on the other.  
Schoolchildren must cross the A12 to catch school buses. (See 10.10).  
The provision of a pedestrian controlled crossing is required in 
mitigation. 

 
10.3 The project documentation includes a tacit acceptance that Sizewell C 

traffic will use the B1125 route through the village.  Existing problems 
with traffic flows through Blythburgh on the A12 and B1125 will be 
exacerbated and the recognized dangers at A12 junctions in the parish 
between the A145 (to Beccles) and Hazel Lane (to Wenhaston) will 
increase. 
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10.4 The proposed Park and Ride at Darsham is 4½ miles south-west of 
Blythburgh.  It offers the prospect of a legacy facility of value to users of 
Darsham station.  However, the likely interruption to A12 traffic caused 
by the design and operation of the Park and Ride will have a ripple effect 
to the disadvantage of Blythburgh.  Vehicles entering and leaving the Park 
and Ride must cross streams of through traffic.  It seems essential that 
the entrance must controlled by traffic lights.  A result will be that even 
short interruptions to a heavy traffic flow will cause significant tailbacks.   

 
10.5 The experience of the Latitude Festival at Henham Park is relevant.  

Traffic flow data show that vehicle numbers were less important than the 
speed with which the vehicles left the A12 for the festival site.   A failure 
to get traffic off the A12 onto the festival site quickly caused many miles 
of tailbacks until 2016 when a traffic management plan dealt successfully 
with that and other issues. 
 

10.6 A12 delays will have a cost for regular users.  Access to Darsham station 
will be affected with consequences for rail travellers.  Regular 
southbound travellers from north of Blythburgh will be tempted to avoid 
delays by seeking alternative routes along minor roads, including the 
B1125 through Blythburgh village. 
 

10.7 The speed of traffic is as important as the numbers of vehicles.  
Blythburgh parish council believes that, for example, the village will be 
exposed to danger from late-evening north-bound traffic at shift change.  
There is a history of vehicles leaving the road at the White Hart bend, 
resulting in fatalities, at such times when the traffic flow is light. 
Protection of the properties on the east side of the A12, from the White 
Hart to the Blyth river bridge, is required in mitigation. (See 10.10 and 
www.eadt.co.uk ‘Blythburgh, crash’ reports). 

 
10.8 Tailbacks of northbound traffic on the A12, south of the Park and Ride, 

will have the potential to delay traffic in Yoxford, blocking the B1122 
junction, affecting the viability of that route for access to the Sizewell site. 
 

10.9 It must also be noted that the Darsham level crossing on the A12 will 
close up to twice every hour between 0700 and 2300 hours.  Park and 
Ride traffic in both directions will be affected. 
 

10.10 Given that the Park and Ride facility offers no benefits to Blythburgh, and 
will add to problems already exacerbated by the Sizewell project traffic 
flow through the village, Blythburgh parish council urges that the 
following mitigation action is taken:  

 
1. A safe light-controlled crossing on the A12 within the village is 

provided for pedestrians, with school children of particular 
concern.  It is noted that a pedestrian crossing is proposed for 
Theberton. 
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2. Permanent speed cameras are installed on the A12 north and 
south of the village.  Blythburgh must become known as a place 
where speeding will always be penalized. 

 
3. Barriers are installed on the east side of the A12 between the 

White Hart and the river bridge, to protect properties from 
speeding vehicles that leave the road. 

 
4. Through (rat-running) traffic should be deterred from using the 

B1125 (Dunwich Road and Angel Lane) in the village.  Speed 
cameras should be located on the B1125 at the southern entrance 
to the village.  The B1387 from its junction with the B1125 (at the 
water tower) to the A12 (Toby’s Walks) should be improved as an 
alternative route for displaced traffic.  The village roads should be 
engineered to make them unattractive for through traffic. 

 
 

 
 

Figure.  Blythburgh traffic issues and proposed mitigation 
 
 

11. TRANSPORT: ROAD IMPROVEMENTS – A12 
 
 

11.1. Blythburgh parish council supports the principle of improving the A12, 
not only to facilitate the movement of vehicles to the Sizewell site, but 
also to minimize the disruption of existing A12 traffic. 
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11.2 The council supports the proposal for a two-village bypass around 
Farnham and Stratford St Andrew, as beneficial to existing users of the 
A12 and the villages concerned. 
 

11.3 Blythburgh parish council is not convinced of the merits of a four-village 
bypass, in the context of the Sizewell project.  It would deliver traffic 
more quickly to the potential bottleneck at Yoxford (see Section 12) and 
the large investment involved could be better spent in mitigation action 
elsewhere. 
 
 

12. TRANSPORT ROAD IMPROVEMENTS – YOXFORD/B1122 
 
 

12.1. Blythburgh parish council is not convinced that the proposal to use the 
B1122 as the route to the Sizewell site, even with improvements, is 
feasible. 
 

12.2. The road would carry the combined flow of traffic from north and south, a 
combination of HGVs, buses, LGVs and cars.  The probability of an 
accident, with the heavy two-way flow, would be high. 
 

12.3. No alternative routes have been identified.  Blythburgh parish council 
fears that in the event of an incident, traffic from the north will be routed 
on the B1125 through the village.  Blythburgh parish council is concerned 
that possible alternative routes, such as the B1125, could not without 
improvement safely carry heavy Sizewell traffic. 
 

12.4. The B1122 proposal will load the villages of Yoxford and Theberton with 
the full flow of traffic with its concomitant noise, pollution and accident 
potential. 
 

12.5. A roundabout or light-controlled junction at Yoxford will interrupt A12 
traffic, just as the Darsham Park and Ride will.  Tailbacks through Yoxford 
to the south will greatly increase the difficulty of access to the A12 from 
the A1120, a key tourist route.  A possible negative interaction between 
the Park and Ride and the junction at Yoxford has already been identified 
(Section 10).  It is difficult to see how the A1120 junction could be 
improved without unacceptable consequences for the fabric of Yoxford.  
 

12.6. The B1122 proposal, by imposing a heavy load on a key access route, and 
with the probability of incidents that block the road, will increase the 
difficulty of responding to any emergency at Sizewell. 
 

12.7. Blythburgh parish council supports the building of a new access road 
from the A12 to Sizewell, south of Yoxford (for example the D2 route 
considered in the development of Sizewell B).  This would relieve Yoxford 
of much of the proposed traffic load, and avoid the creation of a 
bottleneck.  A12 traffic would flow more freely.  The risk of interruption 
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to the flow of men and materials to the Sizewell site would be reduced.  A 
valuable legacy would be created, of continued value during Sizewell C 
operation.  Responses to an emergency at Sizewell would be facilitated.  

 
12.8. Blythburgh parish council is aware that responses to some of its concerns 

about highway matters will be the responsibility of EDFE and for others 
the Highways Authority.  The parish council urges close cooperation 
between the relevant agencies to ensure that the optimum solution, 
reflecting the communities’ interests as well as those of EDFE, is adopted. 
 
 
 

13. PEOPLE AND ECONOMY 
 
 

13.1.   Blythburgh parish council welcomes the prospect of attracting more 
people to live in the village during the construction and operational 
phases, especially young families who would balance the community’s 
age profile, and engage in local activities,  
 

13.2. The council is concerned that the tourist trade will be damaged, through 
the loss of accommodation, disturbance at attractive locations, and 
deterring visitors by congestion and delays on the A12 and tourist routes.  
In Blythburgh the White Hart, the village shop and local B&Bs depend 
upon tourists.  The church attracts thousands of visitors every year and 
they make a significant contribution to the cost of maintaining the fabric.  
 

13.3. Mitigation through grant aid to enhance tourist facilities and their 
promotion is proposed. 
   

13.4. Blythburgh village hall hosts many organisations and functions, from the 
village and beyond.  The church houses prestigious events such as the 
Aldeburgh Festival.  Noise, disturbance and unauthorized parking in the 
village must not be allowed to reduce the attraction of Blythburgh for 
such activities. 
 

13.5. Blythburgh parish council is concerned about the prospect of the village 
being used for day-long parking by car-sharing pools.  The council 
expects that sharing with a driver authorized to park at Sizewell will be 
attractive.  The church car park is especially vulnerable, and Chapel Road 
and Angel Lane are locations where long-term parking already happens.  
Mitigation is urged through the imposition of parking restrictions on 
village roads (minimizing the effect on residents) and financial support 
for the church authorities if experience shows that a barrier is needed at 
their car park. 
 

13.6. Blythburgh parish council welcomes any increased educational and job 
opportunities arising from the Sizewell project, and the benefits that arise 
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from the supply of goods and services.  SZC should partner with local 
schools and colleges to highlight opportunities.  
 

13.7. The council is concerned that the Sizewell project’s terms of employment 
will attract local tradesmen so that residents will find it difficult to obtain 
plumbers, electricians and other services.  Mitigation should include the 
provision of training opportunities for local young people to fill skills 
gaps and deal with the consequences of skills’ migration. 
 

13.8. The possibility of employment at Sizewell for young people and others 
who may not have their own transport would be enhanced if buses from 
Lowestoft and Ipswich picked up passengers at points along the route to 
Sizewell.  The establishment of mini-bus shuttle services to the Park and 
Ride facilities, from such places as Halesworth through local villages, 
should also be considered.  Consideration should be given to the 
provision of mopeds for local workers where other means of travel to the 
site or Park and Rides are not viable. 
 

13.9. Sizewell needs to be self-sufficient for its workers’ health care, to avoid 
placing an additional load on stretched local resources.  Sizewell’s 
recruitment policy should avoid damaging local facilities by poaching 
staff.  Mitigation by providing financial support to local health services 
should be considered. 
 
 

14. CONSULTATION PROCESS 
 
 

14.1. Blythburgh parish council is concerned that its response to Stage 1 
Consultation does not appear to have had any effect on proposals 
concerning Blythburgh. 

 
14.2 Blytburgh parish council is concerned at the lack of transparency in the 

consultation process.  The responses to Stage 1 Consultation are not 
publically available (unless respondents themselves have chosen to share 
them).  The Stage 2 proposals cannot be related to Stage 1 responses.  The 
existence of confidentiality agreements between EDFE and some 
organisations further inhibits public debate. 
 

14.3. Blythburgh parish council considers that the timing of the Stage 2 Pre-
Application Consultation over the Christmas and New Year period was 
unnecessary and unfortunate and created difficulties for organisations 
preparing a response. 
 

14.4. The local exhibitions were a valuable opportunity to gain information and 
ask questions. 
 

14.5. The provision of help from consultants from Planning Aid England was 
valuable to some extent; about the process of consultation if not the 
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content of responses.  However, the consultants admitted that they had 
been engaged at a very late stage and they clearly lacked local knowledge. 
Therefore the support was not as valuable as it could have been. 

 
 

APPENDIX A 
 

 MITIGATION PROPOSALS 
 
 
SECTION IN 
BLYTHBURGH 
PARISH COUNCIL 
RESPONSE TO 
CONSULTATION 

ISSUE RAISED BY 
BLYTHBURGH PARISH 
COUNCIL 

MITIGATION REQUESTED BY 
BLYTHBURGH PARISH COUNCIL 

 

Summary Proposals to use B1122 
for access to 
construction site not 
feasible 

Building of a new link road is 
supported by Bythburgh Parish 
Council 

  

4. Main 
Construction Site. 
Managing 
Construction 
Materials 

Borrow Pits used during 
construction phase 

Return to former state or better at 
end of construction phase / start of 
full operation 

  

5. Accommodation. 
Overall Strategy 

Exacerbation of traffic 
issues in Blythburgh by 
vehicles using B1125 

Speed camera located at southern end 
of B1125 at the southern entrance to 
Blythburgh 

      

  Exacerbation of traffic 
issues in Blythburgh by 
vehicles using B1125 

B1387 from its junction with the 
B1125 to the A12 should be improved 
as an alternative route for displaced 
traffic 

      

  Exacerbation of traffic 
issues in Blythburgh by 
vehicles using B1125 

Village roads should be engineered to 
make them unattractive to through 
traffic 

      

    Creation of local job opportunities at 
the Campus would provide some 
mitigation for disruption.  

      

    Provision of legacy housing 
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7. Transport. 
Overall Strategy 

Insufficient evidence of 
action to mitigate the 
negative impacts of the 
park & ride at Darsham  

Better Access and Egress to the 
Darsham park & ride. Includes traffic 
light controls and legacy parking for 
the period of full operation and for 
Darsham train station users. 

      

  Only HGV Vehicles will 
be controlled. Light 
goods vehicles will only 
be controlled indirectly 
by parking permissions  

All site traffic should use only 
designated routes and control 
measures to guarantee this should be 
established for both construction and 
the period of full operation 

     
Maintain number recognition systems 
for the period of full operation of 
Sizewell C, NOT just during 
construction phase. 

  

8. Transport Rail Removing 250 HGVs per 
day from road network is 
supported but more is 
needed.    

The Woodbridge to Saxmundham line 
should be dual tracked to remove 
further HGVs from local road network 
and provide legacy rail link to 
operational site 

      

    In addition to freight trains one of the 
rolling highway train systems should 
be considered 

  

10. Transport. Park 
& Ride 

Park & Ride Darsham 
will have NO impact on 
the additional traffic flow 
through Blythburgh 

School children using the school bus 
must cross A12 and the provision of a 
pedestrian crossing is required. 

      

  The Park & Ride will 
create interruptions to 
traffic flows on A12 and 
create ripple effect which 
will impact Blythburgh 
Village. Experience of 
Latitude Festival at 
Henham Park is relevant. 
Traffic flow data showed 
that vehicle numbers 
were less important than 
the speed with which 
traffic left the A12 to the 
Festival site. A failure to 
get traffic off the A12 
onto the Festival site 
quickly caused many 
miles of tailback 

1. Safe, light controlled pedestrian 
crossing on the A12 within the village.  
2. Permanent speed cameras installed 
on the A12 north and south of the 
village.  
3. Barriers installed on East side of 
A12 between White Hart and River 
Bridge.  
4. Through traffic deterred from using 
B1125 by speed cameras located at 
the southern edge of the village.  
5. B1387 should be improved as an 
alternate route. 
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11. Road 
Improvements. 
A12 

Blythburgh Parish 
Council does not support 
the 4 villages by-pass 

Monies could be better spent on other 
mitigation measures. 

  

12.Transport. Road 
Improvements 
Yoxford B1122  

No route specified for 
when B1122 blocked for 
an Emergency situation - 
road blocked by crash 

Need to have an alternate route 
specified which is not the B1125 
through Blythburgh which is not 
capable of carrying the heavy traffic. 

      

  No route specified, if 
B1122 blocked, for an 
Emergency on the 
nuclear site. 

Build new access road from A12 to 
Sizewell site e.g. D2 route raised as 
part of the Sizewell B consideration 

  

13. People and 
Economy 

Parish Council concerned 
that tourist trade 
damaged through loss of 
accommodation or traffic 
impact on tourist routes. 

Grant Aid to enhance and promote 
tourist facilities 

      

  Parish Council concerned 
the use of village parking 
facilities for day long 
parking for car share 
pools to the Sizewell site 
during both construction 
and operation will 
impact many 
organisations and 
functions e.g. Aldeburgh 
Festival. 

Parking restrictions on village roads 
and, if necessary, mitigation against 
use of free car parking areas. 

      

  Tradesmen unavailable 
to local community 
through Sizewell C 
Terms of employment 

Training opportunities for local young 
people to fill skills gap and loss of 
tradesmen. 

      

  Positively support the 
employment of people 
from the local areas 

1. Buses to pick up along the route to 
Sizewell.  
2. Mini-bus shuttle service to park & 
ride.  
3. Consideration of provision of 
mopeds under special circumstances 

      

  Sizewell should be self-
sufficient for its health 
care  

Recruitment policy to avoid damaging 
local facilities by "poaching" without 
concomitant support for the local 
services. 
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14. Consultation 
Process 

Timing of the Stage 2 
pre-application 
consultation over the 
Christmas and New Year 
period was unnecessary 

This should be taken in to account in 
considering if the Consultation 
process was robust. 

  

 
APPENDIX  B - given as Appendix 3 in Stage 4 Consultation response 
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Appendix 5 

 
Parish Council’s responses to Stage 3 
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SIZEWELL C Proposed Nuclear Development 
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1.  SUMMARY 
 
1.1 Blythburgh parish council is concerned that the Sizewell C project will 

have negative impacts on the village, and that there are no specific 
mitigation proposals. 

 
1.2 The Stage 3 consultation document shows that some attention has been 

paid to matters raised by communities in the Stage 2 process, but there 
has been no response to concerns raised about the direct impacts on 
Blythburgh.  There is no evidence of the criteria used to measure the 
negative impacts on communities’ amenity. 

 
1.3 The demographics of Blythburgh, its heritage and character, its location 

within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, and the importance of 
tourism, have yet to be considered adequately by EDFE.    

 
1.4 Traffic through Blythburgh village, divided by the A12 and B1125, will 

increase but Blythburgh parish council cannot reconcile its own traffic 
figures with those presented by EDFE. 

 
1.5 These representations describe the specific impacts on Blythburgh, 

notably safety and linkages within the village.  The parish council makes 
proposals to mitigate these impacts. 

 
1.6 Blythburgh parish council supports the maximization of the use of sea 

and rail transport but the current proposals demonstrate that this 
objective will not be achieved.   

 
1.7 The council is concerned about coastal erosion to the north of the site and 

possible impacts on the Blyth estuary. 
 
1.8 Blythburgh parish council does not believe that the use of the B1122 for 

access to the construction site is feasible.  The building of a new link road 
south of Yoxford is supported, with a connection to it for traffic from the 
north.   The link roads should also be part of the rail-led strategy if 
adopted. 

 
1.9 Certain improvements to the rail system as part of the rail-led strategy 

should be adopted as part of the road-led strategy. 
 
1.10 The proposals for a workers’ campus still fail to recognize the negative 

impacts on local communities, fail to provide legacy housing, and will 
have considerable negative environmental impacts. 

 
1.11 The council urges that mitigation improvements to the road and rail 

infrastructure should be completed before the SZC project generates 
significant increases in traffic.  Such timing for the improvements should 
be a condition for the approval of the project.  The council is concerned 
that ‘many of these [mitigation] measures would not be in place during 
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the early years of the construction phase [Stage 3 doc. ref. 6.6.29].’  See 
Appendix B for Blythburgh parish council’s mitigation proposals. 

 
1.12 The consultation process is not transparent, the information provided is 

inadequate, and the difficulty of preparing constructive responses is 
thereby increased.  However, the proposal to consult with individual 
communities is welcomed [Stage 3 doc. refs 5.2.25 and 6.12.2].  
Blythburgh parish council proposes the following topics for direct 
discussion: 

 
  
1.12.1 The reconciliation of Blythburgh and EDFE traffic data. 
 
1.12.2 The density and speed of traffic on the A12.  A safe light-

controlled crossing on the A12 within the village is 
provided for pedestrians, with school children of particular 
concern.   

 
1.12.3 Permanent number recognition speed cameras are installed 

on the A12 north and south of the village.  Blythburgh must 
become known as a place where speeding will always be 
penalized. 

 
1.12.4 Barriers are installed on the east side of the A12 between 

the Angel Lane junction and the river bridge, to protect 
properties from speeding vehicles that leave the road. 

 
1.12.5 Through (rat-running) traffic should be deterred from 

using the B1125 (Dunwich Road and Angel Lane) in the 
village.  Number recognition speed cameras should be 
located on the B1125 in the village.   

 
1.12.6 The B1387 from its junction with the B1125 (at the water 

tower) to the A12 (Toby’s Walks) should be improved as an 
alternative route for displaced traffic.  Consideration should 
be given to linking this road with Wenhaston Lane at a new 
roundabout.  The B1125 in the village should be engineered 
to make it unattractive for through traffic. 

 
1.12.7 The potential for fly-parking in Blythburgh should be 

recognized and proposals developed to minimize it. 
 
(See below 2.7.2-15 and 2.10.)  
 
Blythburgh parish council’s response to Stage 1 and 2 Consultations is included 
as Appendix C, in italics -- given as Appendix 3 and 4 respectively in Stage 4 
Consultation response. 
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2.  DETAILED RESPONSE 
 
 

2.1 SIZEWELL C PROPOSALS: OVERALL 
 
 

2.1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
 
2.1.1.1 These representations are made on behalf of Blythburgh parish council.  

 
2.1.1.2 They were drafted by the council’s Planning Advisory Group, modified in 

the light of Planning Aid England’s comments, and agreed after discussion 
at a parish council meeting on 25 March 2019. 

 
2.1.1.3 The council is concerned that the negative impacts on Blythburgh, during 

construction and operation, identified in its response to Stage 1 and 2 
Consultations (Appendix C), do not appear to have been addressed. The 
Stage 3 documents contain no references to mitigation action or 
expenditure of specific benefit to Blythburgh.  

 
2.1.1.4 There is insufficient information about the phasing of mitigation 

investment and whether the negative impacts of the early years of the 
construction phase will indeed be mitigated [Stage 3 doc. 6.6.29]. 

 
 

2.1.2  CHARACTER AND LOCATION OF BLYTHBURGH  
 
 
2.1.2.1 Blythburgh, with its hamlets of Bulcamp and Hinton, is a parish in 

northeast Suffolk, nine miles north of the Sizewell C site.  Blythburgh’s 
small village has grown up straddling a trunk road, now the A12, created 
in 1785.  The parish has approximately 300 residents.  (See map p.1 for 
the location of Blythburgh in relation to Sizewell.) 

 
2.1.2.2 Blythburgh is set in a landscape designated as an Area of Outstanding 

Natural Beauty (AONB), with tidal river, marsh, heath, small woods, 
pasture and arable fields.  AONBs have the highest level of protection in 
relation to landscape and scenic beauty (National Policy Statement for 
Energy (EN-1), section 5.9.9). 

 
2.1.2.3 Blythburgh is a very historic part of Suffolk with nearly 1,400 years of 

recorded history.  The village has a magnificent medieval church, which 
commands the valley of the river Blyth and acts as a beacon for travellers 
on the A12 trunk road that links London and Yarmouth.  It also has other 
areas of special historical importance within the village, protected by a 
conservation area. 
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2.1.2.4 Blythburgh should be considered as, and protected as a heritage asset, in 

terms of NPS (EN-1), sections 5.8.2-4. 
 
2.1.2.5 Blythburgh is a very popular tourist destination.  Visitors keen to enjoy 

the cultural and recreational possibilities of the area increase the 
population of the village at various times of the years.  The visitors 
include church lovers; artists; birdwatchers; music lovers and others who 
come seeking relaxation in a rural environment. 

 
2.1.2.6 The attraction of the area to visitors highlights its equal importance to 

the residents and their desire to protect this amenity. 
 
2.1.2.7 Blythburgh village is divided physically and mentally by the A12 trunk 

road and the B1125.  The roads pass through the centre of the 
conservation area.  Existing problems will be exacerbated by the Sizewell 
development: traffic density and speed; dangerous bottlenecks and 
junctions; the lack of safe crossing points for pedestrians; discontinuous 
footpaths, and the impact of rat-running vehicles on the B1125.   

 
2.1.2.8  Equally, the demographics of Blythburgh are important to understand.  

The parish has an ageing population.  Although this is not uncommon in 
Suffolk or other parts of the country, its significance in relation to the 
proposed development of Sizewell C is that many residents of Blythburgh 
will live through the negative impacts of the construction period, but are 
unlikely to enjoy any of the potential benefits.  Blythburgh parish council 
therefore urges that this is taken into account in relation to mitigation 
and compensatory action and expenditure.   

 
2.1.2.9 Blythburgh also has a number of schoolchildren and their safety in using 

school buses that stop on the A12 is an important consideration. 
 
2.1.2.10 With its special history, its specific demographics, and its 

important link to tourism, it is vital that character of the area needs to be 
carefully considered and protected.  Blythburgh parish council is 
therefore keen to ensure that any development of Sizewell C takes this 
into account.   

 
 

2.2 MAIN DEVELOPMENT SITE: ENVIRONMENT 
 
2.2.1 Blythburgh parish council recognizes that the Sizewell project will 

inevitably have an environmental impact and cause disruption.  The 
council is concerned that the use of green-field sites has not been 
minimized.  Every effort must be made to return any area, used during 
construction and not required for operation, to current land use, with the 
enhancement of environmental quality where this is possible. 
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2.2.2 Blythburgh parish council is not convinced that sufficient account has 
been taken of the negative impacts on the internationally important 
Minsmere nature reserve, in respect, for example, of contamination from 
waste and surface water, and noise and light pollution. 

 
2.2.3 The disturbance of coastal processes is also of concern to the council.  

The loss of shingle from the Walberswick and Minsmere coastline, and 
impact on the tidal character of the Blyth estuary, with its implications 
for the flooding of properties in Blythburgh, must be avoided.  (See 
section 2.9 below and Appendix A.) 

 
 

2.3 MAIN DEVELOPMENT SITE: NEW ACCESS ROAD 
 

Blythburgh parish council would support a solution that minimized the 
use of land and, by bridging rather than physically separating parts of 
SSSI, avoids the fragmentation of natural habitats.  The views of specialist 
agencies such as Natural England must be taken into account. 

 
 

2.4 MAIN DEVELOPMENT SITE: MANAGING CONSTRUCTION 
MATERIALS 

 
Blythburgh parish council would, in principle, support a “near location” 
for borrow pits during construction to keep HGV traffic off access routes, 
although the council is concerned about the scale of the proposals.  
However, the creation of a new access route to facilitate the movement of 
material to the south, would obviate the need for borrow pits.  On 
environmental damage, we would lend our support to the views of 
Natural England (as experts in this field) regarding the preferred option. 
 
Once the plant is operating we would urge that the impact of the creation 
of borrow pits during the construction phase be mitigated and the land 
restored as soon as possible to its former state (or better). 

 
 

2.5 ACCOMMODATION: OVERALL STRATEGY 
 
2.5.1 Blythburgh parish council recognizes that housing workers at a campus 

reduces traffic flows on the local road networks during the peaks 
associated with shift changes and day worker patterns, and would 
provide job opportunities for local communities during the construction 
phase and the possibility to move to jobs on site during the operational 
phase.  This would represent mitigation of some adverse impacts. 

2.5.2 However, the council has concerns about utilising a green field site for 
the campus.  The lack of provision of legacy housing where it is needed, is 
also a matter for concern.  The campus should be built at a location or 
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locations, and to a standard to provide legacy housing for local 
communities or, for example, student accommodation. 

The proposal for a sports facility to leave a legacy facility for local 
residents is welcomed. 

2.5.3 The parish council has concerns regarding the recreational and 
homeward journeys of workers housed in the proposed campus.  Such 
movements are not controlled and have the potential to swamp small 
local communities and increase traffic flows on the B1125.   (See 2.7.6-12 
and 2.10.3 below) 

 

2.6 ACCOMMODATION: CAMPUS LAYOUT 
 
 Blythburgh parish council considers that the location of the proposed 

campus and the failure to provide legacy accommodation do not satisfy 
the criteria set out in section 2.5 above.  

 
 

2.7 TRANSPORT: OVERALL STRATEGY 
 
2.7.1 Blythburgh parish council supports action to reduce the volume of freight 

carried by road; the council regrets the elimination of the sea option and 
the pessimism about the use of the rail-led strategy.  The council believes 
that while the proposals for campus accommodation (see sections 2.5-
2.6) and the park and ride facilities (section 2.10) will have positive 
advantages for EDFE, and will reduce the number of vehicles on the roads 
between the A12 and the Sizewell site, there will be negative 
consequences for existing businesses, tourism and local communities.   

 
2.7.2 Blythburgh parish council is pleased that EDFE has recognized the 

concerns of several consultees about speeding traffic and the 
exacerbation by SZC traffic of existing problems [Stage 3 doc. 5.2.25].  
Blythburgh parish council welcomes the proposal for EDFE discussions 
with individual communities.  EDFE should provide appropriate 
specialists for such discussions.  See 1.12.1-7 above for a list of proposals 
for discussion. 
 

2.7.3  The recognition of the impact on some local villages and the provision of 
bypasses is welcomed.  However, there is no evidence in the Stage 3 
documentation of action to mitigate the specific negative impacts on 
Blythburgh already identified in the Stage 2 response (see 2.10 below and 
Appendix C).   Blythburgh parish council is concerned that only HGVs will 
be controlled; LGVs and private cars will be controlled only indirectly 
through parking permission at the site and the provision of Park and 
Rides.  Parking permits linked to name but not vehicle number would 
make it impossible to monitor rat-running or non-contractual use of 
minor roads. 
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2.7.4 Concerns about the B1125 have already been recognized by Suffolk 
County Council’s Highways Unit, with ‘Blythburgh Village Only’ signs 
installed at each end of the village route.  However, the signs are 
generally ignored.  Blythburgh Conservation Area Appraisal (Suffolk 
Coastal District Council July 2012) p.17 states ’The road from Blythburgh 
to Leiston … could be altered to make it accessible to the village but no 
longer a through road.’ 

 
2.7.5 Blythburgh has a commendable record in action to mitigate the impact of 

high traffic flows on the village.   The village has had to raise its own 
money for Vehicle Activated Signs for use on the A12 and B1125, and for 
Gateway Signs on the A12.  Blythburgh has a Community Speedwatch 
Group, the first to be formed in Suffolk.   

 
2.7.6 The EDFE proposals – for a road-led strategy - would leave Blythburgh 

with even higher traffic flows and one of the few communities between 
the M25 and Lowestoft not to be bypassed.  Wrentham to the north has a 
light–controlled pedestrian crossing and to the south, Farnham, for 
example, has pedestrian refuges, but Blythburgh, where traffic on the A12 
(Location W), includes that joining from the A145, A1095, and B1125 has 
no safe pedestrian crossings.  Yet more traffic is proposed without 
mitigation.  Using the capacity of a road as the sole criterion for the 
acceptance of proposals neglects the amenity of residents.   

 
2.7.7 Additional noise, extending beyond the current high-traffic-flow periods, 

is of concern.  NPS (EN-1) 5.11.4-5 requires a prediction of how the noise 

environment will change with the proposed development, in the shorter 
term such as during the construction period and the noise impact of 
ancillary activities associated with the development, such as increased road 
and rail traffic movements, or other forms of transportation, should also be 
considered.  

 
2.7.8 Blythburgh parish council’s traffic data for the B1125 cannot be 

reconciled with the much lower figures at location L presented by EDFE 
[Stage 3 doc. Table 6.2].1    

 
2.7.9 EDFE show an average base-line daily two-way flow at Location L as 

1650 rising to a daily peak of 2500-2550 in the road-led strategy.  
Blythburgh parish council’s monitoring gives 1260-1665 for current 
northbound traffic ONLY, depending on the time of year.  EDFE’s flows 
seem to be only half what they should be.   A much higher flow assumed 
by EDFE on the B1125 in Westleton, at Location F (2400 rising to 3500-
3600) also demands explanation. 

 

 
1 Blythburgh parish council, in correspondence with EDFE, has received 
confirmation that traffic flows are the sum of two-way movements.  The council 
will be meeting EDFE to discuss the significant discrepancy between its and 
EDFE’s figures. 
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2.7.10 The project documentation includes a prediction that peak morning flows 
on the B1125 will increase by 27% at location L.  The assumption that the 
B1125 can carry additional traffic [Stage 3 doc. 6.12.4] takes no account 
of the 100m Angel Lane bottleneck at the junction with the A12.  Vehicles 
of SUV size and larger cannot pass one another and tailbacks are 
common.  There is no footpath for pedestrians.  (See also 2.10 below.)    

 
2.7.11 Blythburgh parish council understands that the assumption of increased 

traffic on the B1125 is partly attributable to outages for Sizewell B (Tom 
McGarry presentation to parish council, 12.03.19).  The council questions 
why this traffic cannot be instructed to use the improved routes to the 
site that will be provided for the SZC development. 

 
2.7.12 Number recognition speed cameras should be located on the B1125 in 

Blythburgh.  The B1387 from its junction with the B1125 (at the water 
tower) to the A12 (Toby’s Walks) should be improved as an alternative 
route for displaced traffic.  This was proposed in a traffic strategy 
document prepared by the parish council in 2013 and not excluded by 
the county council’s consultants Keir MG, although a cost would be 
involved.  The village roads should be engineered to make them 
unattractive for through traffic. 

  
2.7.13 Fly-parking happens in Blythburgh. The prospect of it becoming a regular 

feature, on an increased scale, in the church car park and in Angel Lane 
for example, is of concern.  (See 2.13.5 below). 

2.7.14 Blythburgh parish council urges that all site traffic should use only 
designated routes and control measures to guarantee this should be 
established. 

 
2.7.14 Blythburgh Parish Council is concerned that EDFE makes no reference to the 

monitoring of air quality associated with increased traffic flows through 
Blythburgh, particularly at the A12 / B1125 junction.  We would urge that air 
quality be included in future discussions with Blythburgh parish council.   

 

2.8 TRANSPORT: RAIL 
 
2.8.1 Blythburgh parish council supports a rail-led strategy but is concerned at 

the pessimistic tone adopted in the Stage 3 documents.   However, road 
improvements included in the road-led strategy should also be adopted 
as part of the rail-led strategy.  

 
2.8.2 If EDFE go ahead with the road-led strategy, Blythburgh parish council 

urges that certain rail improvements included in the rail-led strategy 
should also be part of the road-led strategy.   

 
2.8.3 The improvements should include development of the Saxmundham - 

Leiston branch line with automatic level crossings and necessary 
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upgrades to the track (Vol.1, Chapter 9, Stage 3 Consultation).   The 
Woodbridge to Saxmundham section of the East Suffolk line, currently 
single track, should be improved by reinstating the double track over the 
entire section.  Repairs or replacement of existing track to freight 
standard and signalling upgrades are needed in some areas.  This would 
be an important legacy development, permitting increased freight and 
passenger traffic during the construction and operational phases of 
Sizewell C.  

 
2.8.4 In addition to the freight trains, the use of one of the various types of 

'Rolling Highway' systems should be considered, comprising of a series of 
very low flat wagons. Lorries drive up a ramp and then along the length 
of the train to the furthest empty wagon. At the destination the 
locomotive is removed, a ramp swung into place and the trucks driven 
off. 

 
If such a train could take 25 HGVs, running five trains a day of this type 
would remove 250 HGV movements from the roads.  Such a scheme 
would require a depot in the Ipswich area.   
 
These systems are in use in France, Italy, Austria and Switzerland among 
other countries . 

 
 

2.9 TRANSPORT: SEA 
 
 Blythburgh parish council regrets the loss of sea transport, except for a 

possible beach facility.  The council is concerned that full account has not 
been taken of the fragility of the coastline and its probable retreat, the 
probability of more frequent tidal surges, and the expected rise in sea 
level.  (See 2.2.2 above.)  The merits of the beach-landing facility require 
further consideration.   

 
See Appendix A for discussion of the coastal infrastructure and impact on 
Sizewell marshes, in relation to the National Policy Statement on Energy. 

 
 

2.10 TRANSPORT: PARK AND RIDE 
 
2.10.1. The proposed Park and Ride at Darsham is 4½ miles south-west of 

Blythburgh.  Blythburgh parish council acknowledges that its creation 
will decrease the number of vehicles travelling to the construction site, 
the area needed for vehicle parking there, and facilitate the use of 
designated routes.    

 
2.10.2 However, the full flow from the north on the A12 of HGV, bus, LGV and 

private car traffic generated by the project will pass through Blythburgh 
village.  It should be noted that Blythburgh church and the village hall are 
on one side of the A12, and the White Hart and most of Blythburgh’s 
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population on the other.  Schoolchildren must cross the A12 to catch 
school buses. (See also section 2.7 above and 2.10.9.) 

 
2.10.3 It is clear that existing problems with traffic flows through Blythburgh on 

the A12 and B1125 will be exacerbated and the recognized dangers at 
A12 junctions in the parish between the A1095 (to Southwold) and Hazel 
Lane (to Wenhaston) will increase. 

 
2.10.5 The A12/A145 junction is of particular concern.  Its layout is confusing 

and hazardous.  Vehicles turning right from the A145, crossing two 
streams of traffic, have problems and tailbacks are common.  Sizewell 
traffic will exacerbate these problems and the junction should be 
modified, possibly with a roundabout.  This would have the additional 
benefit of reducing the speed of vehicles entering Blythburgh from the 
north. 
 

2.10.6 The Park and Ride offers the prospect of a legacy facility of value to users 
of Darsham station but there is no reference to this.  The provision of a 
roundabout to improve access is welcomed and should form part of 
EDFE’s final submission.  

 
2.10.7 The experience of the Latitude Festival at Henham Park is relevant.  

Traffic flow data show that vehicle numbers were less important than the 
speed with which the vehicles left the A12 for the festival site.   A failure 
to get traffic off the A12 onto the festival site quickly caused many miles 
of tailbacks until 2016 when a traffic management plan dealt successfully 
with that and other issues. 
 

2.10.8 A12 delays will have a cost for regular users.  Access to Darsham station 
will be affected with consequences for rail travellers.  Regular 
southbound travellers from north of Blythburgh will be tempted to avoid 
delays by seeking alternative routes along minor roads, including the 
B1125 through Blythburgh village. 
 

2.10.9 The speed of traffic is as important as the numbers of vehicles.  
Blythburgh parish council’s speed-monitoring data show that speeding is 
a particular problem early and late in the day.   The council believes that 
the village will be exposed to danger from speeding traffic at shift 
changes.  There is a history of vehicles leaving the road at the White Hart 
bend, resulting in fatalities. Protection of the properties on the east side 
of the A12, from the Angel Lane junction to the Blyth river bridge, is 
required in mitigation. (See www.eadt.co.uk ‘Blythburgh, crash’ reports.) 

 
2.10.10 It must also be noted that the Darsham level crossing on the A12 

will close up to twice every hour between 0700 and 2300 hours.  Park 
and Ride traffic in both directions will be affected. 
 

2.10.11 Given that the Park and Ride facility offers no direct benefits to 
Blythburgh, and that Sizewell traffic will exacerbate existing traffic 
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problems, the parish council urges that these issues and proposed 
mitigation (see also 2.7 above) form an outline for direct discussions 
between EDFE and Blythburgh parish council.   

 
See 1.12 above for a list of topics for discussion.  Fig.1 below illustrates 
the traffic issues and proposed mitigation. 

 
 
 

 
 

Figure 1.  Blythburgh traffic issues and proposed mitigation 
 
 
 

2.11 TRANSPORT: ROAD IMPROVEMENTS – A12 
 

2.11.1 Blythburgh parish council supports the principle of improving the A12, 
not only to facilitate the movement of vehicles to the Sizewell site, but 
also to minimize the disruption of existing A12 traffic. 
 

2.11.2 The council supports the proposal for a two-village bypass around 
Farnham and Stratford St Andrew, as beneficial to existing users of the 
A12 and the villages concerned. 
 

2.11.3 Blythburgh parish council were not convinced of the merits of a four-
village bypass, in the context of the Sizewell project and support its 
removal from the Stage 3 proposals.  The basis of this view was that a 
four-village bypass would deliver traffic more quickly to the potential 
bottleneck at Yoxford (see Section 2.12) and the large investment 
involved could be better spent in mitigation action elsewhere.  However, 
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if public funding could be secured the four-village bypass could be 
supported. 

 
2.11.4 Blythburgh parish council also welcomes the proposal to build bypasses 

for Middleton Moor and Theberton.  The parish council does not have the 
local knowledge necessary to judge the particular routes chosen.   

 
 

2.12 TRANSPORT ROAD IMPROVEMENTS – YOXFORD/B1122 
 
2.12.1 Blythburgh parish council welcomes the proposal to build a link road 

from the A12 south of Yoxford.  The parish council does not have the local 
knowledge necessary to judge the particular route chosen.   
 

2.12.2 The connection for A12 traffic from the north to the proposed link road is 
also welcomed.   Blythburgh parish council is concerned that the link road 
is not also part of the rail-led strategy.  It is highly desirable as a means of 
bypassing Yoxford, to protect the village, the junction with the A1120, 
and existing users of the A12.   
 

2.12.3 No alternative routes in the event of road blockages or emergencies have 
been identified.  Blythburgh parish council fears that in the event of an 
incident, traffic from the north will be routed on the B1125 through the 
village.  Blythburgh parish council is concerned that possible alternative 
routes, such as the B1125, could not without improvement safely carry 
heavy Sizewell traffic. 

 
2.12.4 A link road from south of Yoxford would provide a valuable legacy, of 

continued value during Sizewell C operation.  Responses to an emergency 
at Sizewell would be facilitated.  

 
2.12.5. Blythburgh parish council is aware that responses to some of its concerns 

about highway matters will be the responsibility of EDFE, and for others 
the Highways Authority.  The parish council urges close cooperation 
between the relevant agencies to ensure that the optimum solution, 
reflecting the communities’ interests as well as those of EDFE, is adopted. 

 
 

 

2.13 PEOPLE AND ECONOMY 
 
2.13.1  Blythburgh parish council welcomes the prospect of attracting more 

people to live in the village during the construction and operational 
phases, especially young families who would balance the community’s 
age profile, and engage in local activities,  
 

2.13.2 Nevertheless, the council is concerned that the tourist trade will be 
damaged, through the loss of accommodation, disturbance at attractive 
locations, and deterring visitors by congestion and delays on the A12 and 
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tourist routes.  In Blythburgh village the White Hart, and B&Bs in the 
parish depend upon tourists.  The church attracts thousands of visitors 
every year and they make a significant contribution to the cost of 
maintaining the fabric.  
 

2.13.3 Mitigation through grant aid to enhance tourist facilities and their 
promotion is proposed.  NPS (EN-1) 5.12.3 requires that such socio-
economic impacts be addressed. 
   

2.13.4 Blythburgh village hall hosts many organisations and functions, from the 
village and beyond.  The church houses prestigious events such as the 
Aldeburgh Festival.  Noise, disturbance and unauthorized parking in the 
village must not be allowed to reduce the attraction of Blythburgh for 
such activities. 
 

2.13.5 Blythburgh parish council is concerned about the prospect of the village 
being used for fly parking by car-sharing pools.  The council notes that 
driver-based authority to park at Sizewell is expected to reduce car-
sharing.  However, the church car park is especially vulnerable, and 
Chapel Road and Angel Lane are locations where long-term parking 
already happens.  Mitigation is urged through the imposition, if 
necessary, of parking restrictions on village roads (but minimizing the 
effect on residents) and financial support for the church authorities if 
experience shows that a barrier is needed at their car park.  (See also 
2.7.13 above.) 
 

2.13.6 Blythburgh parish council welcomes any increased educational and job 
opportunities arising from the Sizewell project, and the benefits that arise 
from the supply of goods and services.  EDFE should partner with local 
schools and colleges to highlight opportunities.  EDFE should seek to 
partner with local business suppliers where feasible. 

  
2.13.7 The council is concerned at the prospect of attracting local workers for 

the Sizewell project, in an area of low unemployment.  The employment 
of local tradesmen would denude existing businesses of their workforces.   
Residents would find it difficult to obtain plumbers, electricians and other 
services.  Mitigation should include the provision of training 
opportunities for local young people to fill skills gaps and deal with the 
consequences of skills’ migration. 
 

2.13.8 The possibility of employment at Sizewell for young people and others 
who may not have their own transport would be enhanced if buses from 
Lowestoft and Ipswich picked up passengers at points along the route to 
Sizewell.  The establishment of mini-bus shuttle services to the Park and 
Ride facilities, from such places as Halesworth through local villages, 
should also be considered.  Consideration should be given to the 
provision of mopeds for local workers where other means of travel to the 
site or Park and Rides are not viable. 
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2.13.9 Sizewell needs to be self-sufficient for its workers’ health care, to avoid 
placing an additional load on stretched local resources.  Sizewell’s 
recruitment policy should avoid damaging local facilities by poaching 
staff.  Mitigation by providing financial support to local health services 
should be considered. 
 
 

2.14 CONSULTATION PROCESS 
 

2.14.1 Blythburgh parish council is concerned that its response to Stage 1 and 2 
Consultation (See Appendix C) does not appear to have had any effect on 
proposals concerning Blythburgh.  The new proposal to consult with 
individual parish councils, including Blythburgh, is welcomed and should 
be a necessary part of the process.  (See 1.12 and 2.10.11 above.) 

 
2.14.2 Blytburgh parish council is concerned at the lack of transparency in the 

consultation process.  The responses to Stage 1 and 2 Consultation are 
not publically available (unless respondents themselves have chosen to 
share them).  The Stage 2 proposals cannot be related to Stage 1 
responses.  The existence of confidentiality agreements between EDFE 
and some organisations further inhibits public debate. 

 
2.14.3 The local exhibitions were a valuable opportunity to gain information and 

ask questions. 
 

2.14.4 The provision of help from consultants from Planning Aid England was 
valuable; about the process of consultation and the presentation, if not 
the content, of responses.  The consultants admitted that they lacked local 
knowledge.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
(See Section 2.9 above.) 
 
Coastal Infrastructure  
 
1. There are concerns at the lack of detail provided in regard to the design of the 

proposed coastal infrastructure and the lack of evidence regarding potential 
environmental impacts.  

 
2. We are pleased to note that the importance of the catchment area of Minsmere 

Old River and its tributaries has been recognised (8.11.2-3).  However, the effects 
of these impacts of the development on coastal processes and on flooding 
remains the most serious concern about the proposed development. This is an 
area of low lying poorly protected coastline, which is already prone to serious 
flooding problems. The long term effects could dangerously endanger areas of 
international nature conservation importance, such as RSPB Minsmere, whose 
frontage adjoins the proposed site, as well as other International designated 
sites, further up the coast at Walberswick and Benacre. 

 
3. It needs to be understood how Sizewell C might place additional pressures on this 

coastline and it’s underlying processes. At this stage there is insufficient detail 
available to enable any understanding of the implications for the coast and its 
environs or any reference of potential mitigation options prior to the 
development. 

 
4. A significantly greater level of detail is required to underpin more robust evidence 

(including Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA)) of potential impacts, and a plan 
of any required mitigation to ensure that adverse effects on the integrity of 
designated sites are avoided.  

 
5. The following are just a few of the designated sites along this part of the 

Suffolk coast: 
  

The Minsmere-Walberswick Heaths and Marshes Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI)  

The Minsmere to Walberswick Special Protection Area (SPA 
The Minsmere-Walberswick Heaths and Marshes Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC) 
The Minsmere-Walberswick Heaths and Marshes Ramsar 

 
6. These sites contain a complex mixture of habitats, including mudflats, shingle 

beach, reedbeds, heathland, fen and wet grazing marsh, with important birds, 
including breeding wetland and heathland species and wintering raptors, 
wildfowl and waders. It also supports scarce plants and invertebrates. While 
breeding and wintering bird populations, include Bittern, Marsh Harrier, 
Avocet, Stone Curlew, Nightjar, Woodlark and several wildfowl species.  
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7. We also have major concerns relating to the location and potential impacts of 

the proposed Beach Landing Facility (BLF), as described in paragraphs 
7.5.91-98. This indicates that the BLF could form an important part of the 
coastal defences should the shoreline to the North retreat. If the BLF is not 
developed, what alternative construction will be required for landing the 
proposed rock armour? 

 
8. These proposals for better harder protection here will almost certainly affect 

coastal processes and sediment transportation, causing an acceleration of 
erosion problems to the North. 

 
9. Paragraph 7.4.79 states that there have been no significant changes to the 

majority of the design of the permanent Sizewell C sea defence since the Stage 
2 consultation.  We understand that the primary coastal defence is to be an 
embankment with a crest height of 10.2m AOD, with a layer of rock armour 
embedded within it (paragraphs 7.4.78-81). This will entail the removal of 
County Wildlife Site (CWS) grassland along the length of the frontage. This 
grassland is of high value for plants and invertebrates and migrant birds. 

 
10. We are concerned that insufficient attention has been given to the potential 

seriousness of any effect on changes to erosion rates or flow patterns in this 
area, more research and local advice should be sort before any work is 
approved.  

 
11. For a brief description of potential impacts we have to refer to the Stage 2 

documentation. Paragraph 7.9.60 indicates that the primary concerns would 
be effects on shape and geomorphology of Sizewell Bay and longshore with 
paragraph 7.4.69 indicating that the BLF could act as a foreland causing the 
shoreline to the North to retreat. However, paragraph 7.4.68 states that the 
BLF will have minimal impacts on sediment processes and monitoring will 
be in place to ensure impacts are detected and managed. We feel this is 
untrue and how will this be managed ?   

 
12. The lack of sediment processes are certainly going to impact even more on 

the bay between Dunwich and Walberswick increasing the risk of flooding 
around Walberswick harbour area, and further up steam on the Blyth 
Estuary including Tinkers and St Felix marshes and more importantly a 
much increased threat to properties in Blythburgh.    

  
13. It is noted in paragraph 7.4.60 (Stage 2) that a landscaping scheme is 

proposed to reinstate coastal dune grassland following construction. It is 
also stated that the defence could be raised to a crest height of 14m AOD at a 
later stage if monitoring suggests further improvements to defences are 
necessary. It is concerned that planting following construction will probably 
not produce habitat of similar quality to that lost, also that repeated 
disturbance (if defences require upgrading) would cause further damage to 
any recovering vegetation/invertebrate populations. Given the importance 
of this dune grassland and the specialist species it supports, our view is that 
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consideration should be given to providing compensatory habitat, which 
should be established before work commences. The work already carried 
out to create wetland to the West of Sizewell B is totally inadequate and 
poorly designed.    

 
14. Paragraph 7.4.12 (Stage 2) notes that the new Sizewell C sea defence 

embankment would be positioned further to the East than that of Sizewell B. 
Whilst we acknowledge that this reduces the land take for Sizewell C, the 
ground disturbance alone will create loss of habitat.  

 
Sizewell Marshes SSSI  
 
15. The Sizewell C proposals include part of Sizewell Marshes SSSI within the 

development site.  Is there no alternative location for this expansion? 
The Site Assessment for Sizewell C in Vol. II of EN-6 (Annexes to the 
National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power Generation) states in 
paragraph C.8.65 that: 

  
‘The Government has also noted that there will be further assessment of any 
proposal for the site at project level and that EN-1 sets out detailed 
consideration that must be given to issues related to nationally designated 
sites, should an application for development consent come forward.’  

 
16. This refers to policies set out in EN-1 (Overarching National Policy Statement 

for Energy). Paragraph 5.3.11 of EN-1 states:  
 

‘Where a proposed development on land within or outside an SSSI is likely to 
have an adverse effect on an SSSI (either individually or in combination with 
other developments), development consent should not normally be granted. 
Where an adverse effect, after mitigation, on the site’s notified special interest 
features is likely, an exception should only be made where the benefits 
(including need) of the development at this site, clearly outweigh the impacts 
that it is likely to have on the features of the site that make it of special 
scientific interest and any broader impacts on the national network of SSSIs. 
The IPC [now PINS] should use requirements and/or planning obligations to 
mitigate the harmful aspects of the development and, where possible, to 
ensure the conservation and enhancement of the site’s biodiversity or 
geological interest.’  

 
17. This is essentially consistent with the policy set out in the National Planning 

Policy Framework with regard to SSSIs. The tests set out in paragraph 5.3.11 
of EN-1 are intended to ensure that SSSIs are only damaged (i) where there 
is no alternative location for the development and (ii) where the benefits of 
development at that site clearly outweigh both the impacts on the features 
of the SSSI itself and any broader impacts on the national network of SSSIs. 
Compensation should be considered as a last resort only when it has been 
proven that no alternatives to the proposal exist. 
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18. We note that Section 14 is concerned with assessments that are subject to 
their own regulations and requirements.  We request that further detail, 
supported by evidence, is provided to show that these potential impacts 
have been considered in relation to all statutory requirements and if 
necessary, mitigated. Evidence should be provided to enable understanding 
of the potential construction impacts, the scenarios under which these 
coastal protection elements would come into play, and the likely effects of 
this defence on ecological receptors and designated sites. 

 
We expect to see greater detail regarding the potential environmental 
impacts of this, and are particularly concerned about effects on flood risk (in 
terms of frequency, severity, extent or duration). 

 
19. We are concerned that the proposed defence line could act as a hard point 

and intensify erosion elsewhere along the frontage and to areas to the 
North.  
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APPENDIX B 
 

MITIGATION PROPOSALS 
 
Blythburgh parish council wishes it to be noted that the majority of its 
mitigation proposals are little changed from those presented in response to the 
Stage 2 consultation and are evidence that thus far the direct impacts on the 
village have not been recognized by EDFE. 

 
 
SECTION IN 
BLYTHBURGH 
PARISH COUNCIL 
RESPONSE TO 
CONSULTATION 

ISSUE RAISED BY 
BLYTHBURGH PARISH 
COUNCIL 

MITIGATION REQUESTED BY 
BLYTHBURGH PARISH COUNCIL 

 

Summary Use of B1122 for access 
to construction site not 
feasible 

Building of a new link road, with the 
by-passing of Yoxford, is supported. 

  

4. Main 
Construction Site. 
Managing 
Construction 
Materials 

Borrow Pits used during 
construction phase 

Return to former state or better at end 
of construction phase / start of full 
operation 

  

5. Accommodation. 
Overall Strategy 

Impact on communities 
and environment 

Creation of local job opportunities at 
the Campus would provide some 
mitigation for disruption. 

    Provision of legacy housing 

  

7. Transport. 
Overall Strategy 

Improvement of access 
to park and ride 
welcomed. 

Provide legacy parking for the period 
of full operation and for Darsham 
train station users. 

   Exacerbation of traffic 
issues in Blythburgh by 
vehicles using B1125 

Speed cameras with number plate 
recognition located on the B1125 in 
Blythburgh 
 
B1387 from its junction with the 
B1125 to the A12 should be improved 
as an alternative route for displaced 
traffic 
 
Village roads should be engineered to 
make them unattractive to through 
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traffic 

  Only HGV Vehicles will 
be controlled. Light 
goods vehicles will only 
be controlled indirectly 
by parking permissions  

All site traffic should use only 
designated routes and control 
measures to guarantee this should be 
established for both construction and 
the period of full operation 

 Ability to monitor rat-
running 

Use number plate recognition system 

  
Maintain number recognition systems 
for the period of full operation of 
Sizewell C, NOT just during 
construction phase. 

  

8. Transport Rail Removing HGVs from 
road network is 
supported but more is 
needed.    

The Woodbridge to Saxmundham line 
should be dual tracked to remove 
further HGVs from local road network 
and provide legacy rail link to 
operational site 

   Some road 
improvements are not 
part of the rail-led 
strategy. 

 The road improvements described in 
the road-led strategy are also required 
with the rail-led strategy. 

    In addition to freight trains one of the 
rolling highway train systems should 
be considered 

  

10. Transport. Park 
& Ride 

Park & Ride Darsham 
will have no impact on 
the additional traffic flow 
on the A12 through 
Blythburgh 

School children using the school bus 
must cross A12 and the provision of a 
pedestrian crossing or refuge is 
required. 

      

  The Park & Ride could 
create interruptions to 
traffic flows on A12 and 
create ripple effect which 
will impact Blythburgh 
Village. Experience of 
Latitude Festival at 
Henham Park is relevant. 
Traffic flow data showed 
that vehicle numbers 
were less important than 
the speed with which 
traffic left the A12 to the 
Festival site. A failure to 
get traffic off the A12 
onto the Festival site 
quickly caused many 
miles of tailback 

Safe, light controlled pedestrian 
crossing on the A12 within the village.  
 
Permanent speed cameras installed 
on the A12 north and south of the 
village.  
 
Barriers installed on East side of A12 
between Angel Lane and the River 
Bridge.  
 
Through traffic deterred from using 
B1125 by speed cameras in the 
village.  
 
B1387 should be improved as an 
alternate route. 
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11. Road 
Improvements. 
A12 

Blythburgh parish 
council does not 
support the 4 villages 
by-pass. 

Monies could be better spent on other 
mitigation measures, but alternative 
source of funds would be welcomed. 

  

12.Transport. Road 
Improvements. 
Link roads. 

No alternative routes 
specified when roads 
blocked or an Emergency 
situation. 

Need to have an alternate route 
specified which is not the B1125 
through Blythburgh.  The B1125 is  
not capable of carrying the heavy 
traffic. 

      

  No route specified, if 
B1122 blocked, for an 
Emergency on the 
nuclear site. 

A new access road from A12 to 
Sizewell site will provide emergency 
cover and a legacy facility. 

  

13. People and 
Economy 

Parish council concerned 
that tourist trade 
damaged through loss of 
accommodation or traffic 
impact on tourist routes. 

Grant Aid to enhance and promote 
tourist facilities 

      

  Parish council concerned 
about fly parking by car 
share pools to the 
Sizewell site during both 
construction and 
operation will impact on 
residents, functions and 
organisations e.g. 
Aldeburgh Festival. 

Parking restrictions on village roads 
and, if necessary, mitigation against 
use of free car parking areas. 

      

  Businesses damaged and 
tradesmen unavailable to 
local community through 
Sizewell C Terms of 
employment 

Training opportunities for local young 
people to fill skills gap and loss of 
tradesmen. 

      

  Positively support the 
employment of people 
from the local areas 

Buses to pick up along the route to 
Sizewell.  
 
Mini-bus shuttle service to park & 
ride.  
 
Consideration of provision of mopeds 
under special circumstances 

      

  Sizewell should be self-
sufficient for its health 
care  

Recruitment policy to avoid damaging 
local facilities by "poaching" without 
concomitant support for the local 
services. 
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14. Consultation 
Process 

Concerns of individual 
consultees. 

Discussions with individual parishes, 
including Blythburgh, is a necessary 
part of a robust  consultation process 
and ‘promised’ in the Stage 3 
consultation document. 

  

 
 
 
 
APPENDIX C  
given as Appendix 4 in Stage 4 Consultation response. 
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CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED CHANGES TO SIZEWELL C PLANS 
 
Response from Felixstowe Travel Watch 
 
Felixstowe Travel Watch was formed in 1972 to promote the use of   
public transport in the Ipswich to Felixstowe corridor, and in 
particular the Ipswich to Felixstowe rail line. 
A section of this busy line – between Ipswich and Westerfield 
Junction– lies along the route which would be used by trains 
accessing and  exiting the proposed  Sizewell C development.  
Our comments are confined to the sections in the consultation which 
relate to the rail aspects of the Freight Management Strategy, in 
particular, section 2.2 (Project overview) and Chapter 3, and are as 
follows: 
 
Chapter 2:  Project overview 
1.1 Whilst we are pleased to note the statement in section 2.2.4 
regarding the intention to maximise the use of rail for the transport 
of material during the construction period, we feel strongly that the 
consultation does not adequately address detailed aspects of this 
intention. This is in marked contrast to the very detailed modelling  
which has been carried out in relation the effect and traffic flow 
implications of increased HGV traffic, as instanced in Chapter 4, 
(Doc.Ref.  8.5) of the Transport Assessment in the Planning  
Statement. We refer to this aspect in more detail in our comments 
on the Chapter 3, Freight Management Strategy, below. 
 
1.2 We note with great concern the statement in section 2.2.10 that, 
as regards the consultation on a rail-led option ‘work with Network 
Rail identified that the necessary rail works (on the East Suffolk Line) 
were not deliverable within the required timescale necessary for the 
project’.  This is unsatisfactory. We are referring here to a project of 
major national importance, and it is clear that despite the good 
intentions for a higher proportion of goods to be moved sustainably, 
this cannot be achieved, and therefore the number of HGV 



movements would remain unacceptably high. There must be a 
reopening of negotiations with Network Rail to enable the rail-led 
option to be re-assessed. 
 
1.3 In this context, paragraph 2.2.10 refers to the possibility that ‘the 
work could conclude that the additional train capacity cannot be 
delivered’, thereby forcing a higher proportion of goods being 
transported to the site by HGV.  In the light of the vital need to 
achieve a reduction of carbon emissions (and the consequent 
reduction in greenhouse gases and air pollution) this is an 
unacceptable outcome. 
 
Chapter 3: The Freight Management Strategy  
2. 1 In section 3.1.4, third bullet point, one of the principal 
characteristics of the Freight Management Strategy (FMS) 
states that up to 300 HGVs per day (600 movements) would be 
required in the early years and up to 500 HGVs (1,000 movements) 
would be required. On the assumption that a typical working day 
would extend to (say) 16 hours, the maximum of 1,000 movements 
equates to over 1 HGV movement per minute, which must surely be 
an unacceptable level of HGV traffic, calling for a solution which 
demands a more sustainable alternative, namely to transport a 
greater proportion of materials by rail and sea.  
 
2.1.1. As a rider to this, assuming that a substantial number of HGV 
movements will take place in even the most optimistic sustainability  
scenario, and given that the peak construction period is around eight 
years away, what steps are being taken or envisaged in the 
meantime to enable that HGV movements are undertaken by 
vehicles utilising alternative technology which is not reliant on fossil 
fuels? 
 
2.2  The rail proposals described in section 3.2.1 state that rail 
operations would consist of up to 2 freight trains per day operating 
from the main East Suffolk Line along the upgraded Saxmundham to 



Leiston branch line to the newly constructed sidings. It also states 
that trains would arrive on the branch line at night and be held there 
overnight. Furthermore, section 3.2.4 states that the number of 
trains could increase to 3 trains per day, five days per week. 
However, in order to access the main East Suffolk Line, these trains  
would no doubt travel a considerable distance from their point of 
origin, which as indicated in section 3.2.30 (first bullet), may be as far 
afield as Somerset, presumably Merehead.  
 
2.3 In order to arrive on the branch line at night, these trains would 
need to travel along the ‘mainline’ (referred to in section 3.2.7 but 
not defined) during the daytime, and indeed across several mainlines 
en route, unavoidably attempting to traverse these mainlines during 
peak traffic periods when suitable paths may not be available. 
 
2.4  Whilst we have noted that several hundred pages in the 
Transport Assessment have been devoted to the modelling of road 
traffic flows to a degree of the utmost detail, we cannot see any 
modelling of potential train paths for the 2/3 daily trains quoted 
above.    In fact, this modelling could be performed by reference to 
the Network Rail Working Freight Timetable. Given that this 
timetable is always likely to change, such changes may be monitored  
by reference to future working timetables, but a feasibility exercise 
based on the current timetable would indicate potential pinch points 
on the network which may be addressed. 
 
2.5 In fact, two of the major pinch points are located in Network 
Rail’s Anglia region, namely at Haughley Junction and Ely North 
Junction.  Owing to the constraints which these junctions impose, 
accentuated by the limitations caused by the 4.5 mile single section 
through Soham, east of Ely, the line between Ipswich and 
Peterborough is already close to its capacity, and with the potential 
for additional trains serving the Port of Felixstowe  to be introduced 
before the timescale for trains serving Sizewell during the 
construction period starts, there is the very strong possibility that the 



capacity for train paths will not be available. The alternative of using 
the Great Eastern Main Line to accommodate these trains would 
encounter similar pathing constraints, in particular along the North 
London line, where trains currently operate at an off peak frequency 
of every 7.5 minutes. 
 
2. 6  It is proposed in section 3.2.5  that trains are likely to be hauled 
by class 66 locomotives with a capacity of up to 20 wagons. We draw 
your attention to the fact that a class 70 locomotive is more 
powerful (3,820 hp versus 3,300 hp). By the time of the peak 
construction period, the class 66 locomotive will be around 
30 years old and may be more prone to suffer unreliability than the 
more modern class 70 machines, which may be able to haul a larger 
number of wagons. 
  
 
2.7  Section 3.2.9 alludes to the potential effect on the East Suffolk 
line passenger train service if the additional ‘construction’ trains 
were to operate during the daytime. At present one conditional ‘Q’ 
path exists for trains to serve the current Sizewell site, departing 
Ipswich at 0753 and returning from Sizewell at 1542. Even to 
accommodate this single train, the hourly passenger service along 
the East Suffolk Line has to be amended, principally owing to the fact 
that the line between Woodbridge and Saxmundham is a single track 
section. 
 
2.8   Whilst sections 3.2.8 and 3.2.9 discuss the possibility of between 
4 and 5 trains per day serving the site, the statement in 3.2.9, 5th  
line, that ‘it is not yet known whether the additional (5th )                  
daily train would operate overnight ‘ demonstrates a lack of detailed 
planning in relation to rail modelling which contrasts most markedly 
with the very detailed scenarios presented in the Transport 
Assessment, to which we have alluded in 2.4 above.  
 



2.9 Furthermore, section 3.2.9 also asserts that ‘Additional daytime 
movements (of freight trains) would require the current passenger 
train service on the East Suffolk Line to be amended. Once the 
operational modelling is complete, it will be possible to quantify the 
change required to the existing passenger train service to  
accommodate the additional freight train movements and to test 
whether this might be feasible’.  
 
2.10  The above assertions beg several questions, one of which we 
have referred to already, namely that this modelling exercise should 
have been carried out alongside the most extensive and detailed 
modelling which has been undertaken in relation to the projected 
road traffic flows. It therefore appears that the rail traffic alternative 
has been regarded as an afterthought. In fact, any disturbance to the 
hourly pattern of passenger service on the East Suffolk Line is likely 
to have an adverse effect on passenger levels which in recent times 
have increased substantially, resulting from the multi-million pounds 
investment in a passing loop at Beccles, enabling the hourly service 
to be introduced. 
 
2.11 In addition, there would be a ‘knock on’ impact on passenger 
and freight train movements on the Ipswich to Westerfield Junction    
section of the Felixstowe branch line, on which an hourly passenger 
train operates, together with up to 72 daily freight train movements, 
a figure which may increase contemporaneously with the Sizewell C 
construction period.  There does not appear to have been any 
modelling of the effect of Sizewell C construction trains upon this 
busy line which carries a substantial proportion of container traffic to 
and from the Port of Felixstowe, the largest container port in the UK. 
 
 
Conclusion 
3.0   The consultation does not pay sufficient attention to the 
advantage of maximising the proportion of the construction traffic to 
utilise rail as opposed to road. The highest volume of HGV traffic 



during the peak construction period is quoted at 1,000 HGV 
movements per day. The length of the peak construction period is 
not specified, but is likely to exceed two years. On the basis that 
1,000 HGVs per day operate on a 260 days per year basis for two 
years, this equates to 520,000 HGV movements alone.  In reality, the 
total number of such movements will almost certainly exceed this 
figure, possibly by a large margin.  
It is our view that this prospect is unsustainable on an  
environmental basis and that far more emphasis must be given  to 
explore the greater use of rail to convey construction traffic. 
This may well require that the major improvement projects, 
particularly those referred to in 2.5  above at Haughley and Ely , are 
brought forward in the timescale (currently the earliest estimate for 
completion of the Ely scheme is 2028)  and in view of the current 
national financial constraints , we consider that there is a very strong 
case for a substantial proportion of the project to be funded by EDF 
as a condition for the project to be granted permission to proceed.  
 
 
Felixstowe Travel Watch 
15 December 2020 



From:  
Sent: 15/12/2020 16:13:29 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
CC: sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk

,info@stopsizewellc.org 
Subject: Consultation 5 on sizewell C. Ref 20026292 
Body: 
 
 
I submitted my representation on your application for a DCO back in 
September. I found it surprising, to say the least, that immediately after 
submitting your application you came up with some new proposals and a 
further so called consultation. Having read what you now propose, I find 
that they are mostly not commitments but vague promises of further 
investigation. Investigations that you could have carried out in the last five 
years. I can only therefore conclude that this is simply a smoke screen to 
try to offset some of the major objections that you have received such as 
Suffolk County Council’s statement that they cannot support your 
application. During the five years or so that these consultations have been 
going on, it has been depressing to local residents that all of the feedback 
and suggestions for improvement have been consistently ignored. This has 
not been a helpful approach and has eroded any trust that people may 
have in EDF. All of the points in my representation remain valid and my 
view therefore remains that your application for DCO should be rejected. I 
would like to comment further on the environmental issues. We have a 
climate emergency and we have a biodiversity emergency. You state that 
sizewell C is beneficial to the former, albeit that power generation is 
probably 15 years away and a further 10 years will be needed to offset the 
carbon emissions during construction But on the biodiversity emergency, 
Government has recently issued a ‘green agenda’ that calls, inter alia, for 
larger areas of the environment to be protected. Given that your 
development site is in an AONB and that parts of it are designated SSSI, 
one might have thought that you would have taken note of this government 
policy While of course your neighbour, the RSPB reserve at Minsmere, is 
one of the most important sites in the country from a biodiversity viewpoint 
yet you have not made any serious attempts to protect this reserve from 
the devastating effects of your proposed development. And then only this 
week you have destroyed a precious woodland, happily ignoring the fact 
that you did not have clearance from EN concerning the bat colony that you 
have now wiped out. And of course you do not need that site unless your 
DCO is approved One can only describe your actions as cynical in the 
extreme, totally ignoring not only local residents wishes but also 
government policy and the law. If a company behaves in this fashion, you 
can only expect local people to do everything in their power to try to stop 
the development going ahead.  Sent from my iPad 
 



From:  
Sent:19/11/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:EDF Consultation Document 
I would like to make the following remarks concerning , in the main, section 
3 of your consultation document, and appendix 1. 
 
We live at  and the subjects of vibration 
and noise are of paramount importance to us. The noise and vibrations 
from the hourly scheduled passenger trains are manageable,  the main 
point being that they are always going slowly, either slowing down to stop , 
or accelerating gently from stop to resume the journey to Ipswich. However 
the new trains are noisier and produce more vibration than the old trains 
which they replaced. 
 
The ‘work trains ‘however which come through usually between midnight 
and 2 am , are a different problem. These trains actually shake our bed and 
rattle glasses in the cabinet. From observation these trains are much longer 
than the passenger trains, and I assume that each unit, truck etc, is also 
much heavier. You can see from this that we are really apprehensive about 
the bulk material hauling trains which you propose. These will be at night. 
That in itself is alarming. If you add to this that they will be longer, heavier 
and non stopping  you will understand our concern.  There are 8 other 
houses as near or nearer to the line and we are all very concerned about 
the future. 
 
I must emphasise that we are not opposed to Sizewell C , far from it. We 
need clean Nuclear energy production to compensate for all the coal fired 
power stations which have already been scrapped. Our main concern is for 
the noise, vibration and inconvenience to the residents of Saxmundham, 
close to the line, especially as you propose that no trains will run through 
Leiston at night.  
 

 
 



From:  
Sent: 16/12/2020 10:38:17 
To: SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk,sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Sizwell C 
Body: 
 
 
I wish to raise deep and serious concerns about the current 
proposals to further develop the nuclear power station site at 
Sizewell. The revised proposals do not adequately deal with the 
concerns about traffic in particularly lorries, nor with the long term 
stability of the site in relation to sea levels and coastal erosion. The 
proposals are not definite enough or sufficiently substantiated as to 
the long term effect. yours  
 





 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Middleton-cum-Fordley Parish Council 

Response to EDF Sizewell C  

Post-DCO Application Public Consultation Stage 5 

13th December 2020 

 

 

The village of Middleton-cum-Fordley lies between the B1122, which crosses Middleton Moor on its way 

from Yoxford to Leiston, and the B1125, which connects Blythburgh with the B1122. Each of these roads is 

expected to be subject to profound additional traffic during the construction of the proposed new twin 

nuclear power station at Sizewell (SZC). As such, its residents, many of whom live within a few metres of the 

edge of these roads, will be heavily affected, while others will be subject to delays and frustration trying to 

join these roads when exiting the village.  

 

Middleton PC has robustly responded to each of the previous four Stages, lamenting the dire lack of 

information provided on a range of extremely important issues, effectively preventing meaningful 

conclusions from being reached. In addition to our conviction that the two aforementioned roads do not 

have the capability of absorbing the envisaged traffic levels, their use will cause intolerable delays, 

disruption, greater incidence of accidents and health issues from pollution upon the residents living on those 

routes. We have also expressed considerable concern regarding other matters: 

 

1. The destruction of natural habitat and effects on wildlife at Minsmere and areas designated AONB 

and SSSI; 

2. The disfiguring of the area’s beauty and tranquillity; 

3. The effects upon the local tourist economy; 

4. The disruption caused to, and by, the inevitable clash of agricultural vehicles with construction traffic; 

 



5. The additional pressure likely to be imposed on health services, schools, policing and social services; 

6. The inadequate explanations concerning EDF’s plans for the source of water for construction, the 

monitoring of water table levels and appropriate sea defences. 

 

We expected, therefore, that Stage 5 would properly address at least some of these issues. In fact it does 

nothing to allay the concerns we have set out above and in our previous responses. It merely tinkers with 

some of the Stage 3 and 4 proposals, while couched in “ifs, buts and maybes”. 
  
We reiterate that the lack of substantiated information provided by EDF has made an utter nonsense of 
every stage of the consultation process. The timings of each of these consultations have been ill-judged, 
aligned with periods when respondents are on holiday or heavily concerned by other matters, while the 
options they have proposed for consideration have frequently been misleading, irrelevant or slanted to 
provide EDF with their preferred answer. 
 

1. We are not convinced that any benefits of proceeding with SZC will outweigh the profound degree 

of detriment, a view shared with more than two dozen other local councils, Suffolk County Council 

and the Environment Agency. We therefore still draw the same conclusion as that expressed in our 

previous responses, viz: 

 

1. We do not accept that there is a need for any new nuclear power station to be in the Suffolk AONB.  

2. The negative impacts of the proposed development of SZC are so severe that adequate mitigation is 

not possible.   

3. There is considerable doubt that a twin reactor station can be successfully accommodated within the 

allocated 32-hectare site, leading to yet more clandestine land-grabs.  

 
Stage 5 offers nothing in the way of succinct information on any of the vital topics mentioned above.  
 

1. It proposes a “possibly this, possibly that” transport strategy of an extra train, to the additional 
annoyance and disturbance of the dozens of residents close to the line and always subject to 
agreement with Network Rail, and a larger beach landing facility, with the threat to coastal erosion 
and upset to marine life, while subject to the feasibility of its construction and the (unpredictable) 
effects of weather and tides.  

2. It proposes a 30metre “bridge” (actually a wider version of the originally proposed culvert) that is not 
expected to assist the transit of wildlife and does not lessen its impact on the SSSI. 

3. An additional wildlife sanctuary in West Suffolk, with no explanation of how threatened flora or small 
animals will find their way there, nor how migratory birds will be redirected. 

4. Misleading sketches indicating small revisions to the proposed sea defences, which do not define 
their depth or how much further forward towards the sea they have been moved. Despite EDF’s 
statement that the design is based on ‘current good science’, it suggests that the basic protection of 
rock armour will be covered over, thus negating its requisite wave-breaking purpose! 

 
Middleton’s previous response therefore remains relevant and unaffected by anything that has arisen from 
this latest consultation.  
 

 
 
Transport Strategies 
 



While the maximum use of rail is to be welcomed, we are concerned at some of the ramifications that could 

arise, as outlined by EDF within Stages 3 and 4.  

 

The possible closure or revision of several foot or road level crossings would create considerable hardship 

for some residents.  

  

The new link road would not be built initially, imposing traffic levels on the B1122 even higher than those 

envisaged at Stage 1, which were seen even then as beyond the road’s capability and a totally unacceptable 

imposition on residents along the route.  It is therefore fundamental that a new access road is built before 

any work starts on site. 

 

On the subject of a new access road, the route should be the original D2 (or the similar W) and not the ‘Link 

Road’ first raised in Stage 3 and perpetuated in Stage 4. This Link Road offers no legacy benefit, will 

noticeably scar the landscape, rob or render useless productive farmland and sever vitally important side 

roads that would provide local residents (in Theberton in particular) a safe egress from their village. 

 

Concern was raised in our previous Responses regarding the methodology being used by EDF for traffic 

modelling. From the scant information revealed during discussions with EDF Transport personnel at their 

past presentations, the clear impression gained is their modelling has provided for regularly spaced traffic, 

allowing them to declare that the roads have sufficient capacity. Local knowledge, experience gained from 

the construction of Sizewell B and observation of even present day volumes shows this not to be the case. 

The traffic tends to bunch up into strings of vehicles, sometimes quite long. With the huge additional 

numbers projected during even the early years of construction, this will lead to long tailbacks and severe 

delays at Woodbridge and Martlesham, and potential gridlock at Yoxford. 

 

That their traffic modelling is suspect is borne out by experiences to date at Hinkley. The entire area around 

Bridgewater continues to be subject to frequent day-long traffic jams, causing delays sometimes of more 

than an hour. A spokesperson for EDF has stated that this has at times been due to road repairs and water 

supply fractures, beyond their control. That may be so, but with the huge increase in traffic, much of it heavy, 

to which these roads are being subjected, failures are to be expected and should have been built into EDF’s 

modelling. This was clearly not done. 

 

Other Concerns 

 

It is now open to serious question as to whether or not the Sizewell site is a suitable location or an adequate 

size for a twin station. From the Government’s NPS paper EN-6, Sizewell was merely listed as a ‘potential’ 

site, though its location on a fast-eroding coast and among such fragile surroundings, along with its many 

detrimental impacts on local life, now call this into doubt. In ecological terms, it would be difficult to find a 

less suitable site anywhere in England. 

 

From that same paper, it is stated that a single nuclear station site will generally require 30 hectares. As a 

guide, the Hinkley twin station will occupy 45 hectares on completion. Yet SZC is expected to be wedged into 

just 32 hectares. It makes no sense just reading it, and a recent event illustrates it cannot be done in practice. 

The locally cherished Coronation Wood is being destroyed and part of a nearby public amenity area called 

Pill Box Field is under threat ahead of EDF even obtaining development consent, to make more room 



available. There is every reason to believe that there may be further examples of underhand land-grabbing 

like this. 

 

Conclusion 

 

Over the 8 years since Stage 1, we have observed the constancy of two things – the lack of adequate 

information or evidence provided by EDF to substantiate any of their proposals or claims, and the arrogant 

disregard of the meaningful input of knowledgeable local people in the 5 rounds of ‘Consultations’. 

 

Small wonder, therefore, that the attitude of Middleton Parish Council has hardened from one of growing 

concern to the deepest suspicion of EDF’s competency. The resultant mistrust has led to our total opposition 

to the building of SZC. This project will bring death and destruction to East Suffolk’s natural habitat and 

human population, the latter by way of increased road accidents, delays to emergency services and a rise in 

health issues among the very young and old from worsening pollution. 

 



 

 

UFFORD PARISH COUNCIL 
, Clerk to the Council 

 
 
 

Tel: 01394 411405 / 07739 411927 ufford.pc@hotmail.com 
 
 
 

17th September 2020 
 
Letter sent to: 

 
 

 
Sizewell C Planning Inspectorate case team 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 

Re: Sizewell C Development Consent Order 
 
Ufford Parish Council would like to register their objections to the construction of Sizewell C and to 
oppose the granting of a Development Consent Order.  We have already written during the 
consultation process at stages 3 and 4, but do not wish the impression to be gained that the 
reasons for objection have been overcome. Our reasons fall into the following chief headings: 

Flawed Transport Strategy 

We are particularly concerned about EDF’s plans for an “integrated transport strategy,  which in 
reality would see a very significant proportion of the construction and other materials transported 
by road. By comparison at Hinkley Point a much smaller proportion is road-based and EDF and its 
partners have invested heavily in sea and rail supply capability. The scale of the lorry and 
construction machinery traffic proposed for Sizewell C is unacceptable, as it will have significant 
impact on local communities, road infrastructure and the environment, as described in more detail 
below.  

We urge the Planning Inspectorate to require further consideration of the transport and supply 
strategy in favour of greater use of sea and rail transport. 

Traffic Congestion and Pollution 

The plans include 1,140 HGVs and 700 buses a day travelling along the A12 and local roads, with 
peak numbers during the morning rush hour at the height of construction. This does not include the 
vans and cars which will travel either to Sizewell or to the southern Park and Ride planned to be 
located just north of Wickham Market.   

The impact of this additional traffic will be huge to our local community. The A12 is already very 
busy.  People from Ufford use Wickham Market as a local service centre, and deplore the plans 
which do not include realistic mitigation for the impact of vehicles coming to the Park and Ride. 
Particularly the effect on the B1078 along its entire length, and particularly in Coddenham. 
Undoubtedly this is a short cut to the westbound A14 used by many local people, and there is no 
practical way to prevent the construction workers using this route to Wickham Market. 





 
 
 Environmental Hazards and 

Emergencies Department 
Centre for Radiation, Chemical and 
Environmental Hazards (CRCE) 
Seaton House 
City Link 
London Road 
Nottingham 
NG2 4LA  

 nsipconsultations@phe.gov.uk 
 
www.gov.uk/phe  
 
PINS Ref: EN010012 
Our Ref: 53802/55501 

 
Dear , 
 
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project 
Public Consultation for the Sizewell C Project, Suffolk [PINS Reference: EN010012] 
 
Thank you for your consultation regarding the above development. Public Health England (PHE) 
welcomes the opportunity to comment on your proposals at this stage of the project. Our records 
show that we have previously responded to the following enquiries / consultations regarding this 
proposal: 

- Stage 1 Consultation:    7th January 2013 
- Request for Scoping Opinion:   22nd May 2014 
- Stage 2 Pre-application consultation:  31st January 2017 
- Stage 3 Section 42 public consultation: 28th March 2019 
- Scoping consultation:    20th June 2019 
- Stage 4 Section 42 Public Consultation: 26th September 2020 
- Registration of Interest:   30th September 2020 

 
It is understood this public consultation is being undertaken by the applicant and that in January 
2021 the applicant will be submitting a formal application to change the proposals to the Planning 
Inspectorate. Following review of the public consultation documents provided, PHE have no further 
comments at this stage and will undertake a further review following submission of the formal 
application. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have any questions or concerns.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
On behalf of Public Health England 
nsipconsultations@phe.gov.uk 

FAO:  
info@sizewellc.co.uk 
 

16th December 2020 



 
 
 
 
 
 

16 December 2020 
 

 
SZC Consultation 
info@sizewellc.co.uk 
 
 
CONSULTATION RESPONSE: QUESTION 10: OTHER MAIN SITE 
CHANGES, e) BRIDLEWAY 
 
Potential change: A new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills 
 
This proposed bridleway link is in addition to the proposed changes affecting 
Bridleway 19 Leiston cum Sizewell. 
 
The access requirements for horse riders are very different from those of walkers.  
The proposed bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills may benefit 
pedestrians, who can use public rights of way of any status as well as permissive 
footpaths such as those at Kenton Hills, but will not benefit horse riders at all, as the 
route of Bridleway 19 beyond the Kenton Hills car park is proposed to be diverted. 
 
The current route of Bridleway 19 follows a wide historic alignment bounded by many 
mature trees and important hedgerows from the Sizewell Gap road, via Sandy Lane, 
with a short section subsumed in Lover’s Lane, passing the Kenton Hills car park 
and continuing to the Eastbridge road. 
 
Bridleway 19 forms part of a network of well used bridleway routes between 
Aldeburgh and Southwold.  Local riders have customarily had access to the beach at 
Sizewell, and at low tide can make a circular route along the beach from Sizewell to 
the bridleway at Dunwich Heath and returning via bridleways in Dunwich and 
Westleton, past the Eel’s Foot pub where there is a tethering rail for horses, and 
Bridleway 19 Leiston cum Sizewell back to their starting point.  This route passes 
through some of the best landscapes in the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and is 
an absolute joy to ride.  

The proposal to permanently divert the whole of Bridleway 19 to a route adjacent to 
or on busy roads with 3 uncontrolled bridleway crossings and 4 controlled Pegasus 
crossings will not  ‘improve recreational connectivity and enhance the north-south 
recreational routes within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB’* for horse riders.  

Most concerning is the double Pegasus crossing at the roundabout where the 
Sizewell Link Road connects to the B1122.  This roundabout will carry all the usual 
heavy traffic of the B1122 as well as the heavy plant and lorries accessing the 





EDF’s new proposed changes to its DCO application to build a new nuclear power station at Sizewell 

do not change the East Suffolk Liberal Democrat’s (ESLD) position on the project: we remain firmly 

opposed to the construction and operation of a new nuclear power station at Sizewell.  

The changes EDF have proposed in this 5th consultation do nothing to alleviate the overall 

environmental, economic and social damage to the East Suffolk area and consequently to the 

wellbeing and livelihoods of its residents. The new proposals simply shift the negative impacts.  

Worse still, it is clear from the presentation of the proposals that EDF is unsure of the viability of 

these proposed changes while at the same time, given the scale and scope of detail of the 

document, we question why EDF could not have made these proposals in its PINs submission a few 

months ago. Both of these facts further undermine EDF’s credibility and so are further cause for 

concern.  

Regarding the new proposals:   

• Traffic: the proposals might reduce the HGV traffic, but they will not reduce the anticipated 

bus, LGV and car traffic. The traffic volumes will still be the cause of significant CO2 

emissions, air pollution and congestion and will still present a very real threat to road safety. 

These traffic impacts will be most extreme on the A12, on the routes leading into the site 

and at and around Felixstowe. If the project goes ahead, we reiterate that a 4-village by-pass 

is essential, that the D2 relief road must be built (rather than the proposed link road) and 

that they and all associated transport infrastructure must be completed and ready for use at 

the start of the construction of the power station. These measures might go a little way 

toward mitigating the negative impacts of the projected traffic volumes.    

• Coastal damage: the proposals to increase the use of sea freight will require significantly 

more infrastructure for sea defences and freight unloading on the vulnerable and changing 

coastline which will increase further the probability of detrimental effects on the eco-

structure of the fragile Suffolk coastline.  

• Rail transport: the new proposals will result in increased night-time rail transport which will 

further impact upon residents of the towns along the route. EDF has recognised as much 

saying that the rail transport will present ‘a major adverse effect’ both in terms of noise and 

potentially damaging vibrations for residents alone the rail line. If the project is to go ahead, 

the only effective solution to avoid night-time resident disturbance is to enhance the 

capacity of the route by doubling the line and so eliminating the need for overnight freight 

movements. This is not an ideal solution, but coupled with EDF’s suggested approach of 

providing double glazing and sound insulation to affected residents, it would mitigate the 

worst impacts.   

The new proposals do nothing to alleviate a wide range of other significant longer-standing 

concerns:  

• Destruction of the environment: the construction will cause extensive noisy, dusty and 

unsightly development in a beautiful coastal environment which includes the Minsmere 

RSPB nature reserve, Sites of Scientific Interest and which is a designated Area of Natural 

Beauty.  



• Social impacts: the construction of the site will bring thousands of workers to an area which 

already experiences pressures on housing, blue-light services, health services and 

recreational facilities. 

• Overdevelopment: housing 3000 workers will require a campus completely out of keeping in 

size and form with the local area and the construction of a large site caravan park. Further 

south, the proposed use by EDF of Innocence Farm in Kirton is most unwelcome, especially 

as the Planning Inspector (in the review of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan) recently rejected 

the use of the same site for the expansion of the Port of Felixstowe. While EDF may utilise 

the site for only 10-12 years it would become a brownfield site and therefore be re-opened 

to future industrial or housing development. 

• All of the above will significantly reduce the appeal of the area to tourists and so damage 

one of the largest providers of employment and business of the area. At the same time, the 

construction will not generate the stated local economic benefits as most of the workers are 

expected to be employed from outside of the area.  

In conclusion, the new proposals do not change ESLD opposition to the construction of a new 

nuclear power station at Sizewell as they do not reduce the overall negative environmental, 

economic and social impacts that the construction would wreak upon the area. Moreover, the 

new proposals do nothing to enhance EDFs credibility – the fact that EDF is unsure of the 

viability of these new proposals which have been put forward seemingly as an “afterthought” to 

the PINs submission this summer raise further questions as to EDF’s appropriateness to 

undertake such a project. And lastly, there is the question of the value and purpose of the power 

station itself. ESLD reiterate our view that the power station will prove to be a very costly white 

elephant: 

• the agreed price/KWhr is significantly more expensive that the current cost of renewable 

power generation and by the time the power station is completed the price difference will 

be greater still; furthermore, the recent news that China General Nuclear Power is 

considering withdrawing from the project means that the Government is now having to 

consider taking a financial stake – if this happens, consumers will again pay the price 

• the national debate on energy has also moved on significantly since the project was first 

announced; given renewable electricity generation trends and other available energy 

generating solutions, it is questionable whether there will be a need in 2034 for the power 

that Sizewell C is planned eventually to generate. 
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Response to EDF Sizewell C Stage 5 Post-Application Consultation 
 

 & 
 

 
12 December 2020 

 
This paper sets out our response to EDF’s latest consultation.  We are husband and wife, both retired 

, who have held senior positions in the public and private sectors.   We live at  
 which we have owned since .   

 
From the Government’s NPS paper EN-6, Sizewell was merely listed as a ‘potential’ site, though its location 
on a fast-eroding coast and among such fragile surroundings, along with its many detrimental impacts on 
local life, now call this into doubt.  In fact, in ecological and environmental terms, it would be hard to find a 
less suitable site anywhere in the country. 
 
We responded at length to Stage 3 consultation and in less detail to Stages 1, 2 & 4.  We were particularly 
concerned about the lack of meaningful information provided by EDF making a mockery of the consultation 
process.  EDF may have fulfilled their consultation obligations under the word of the law, but there is no way 
they have fulfilled such obligations in the spirit of the legislation.  The whole process has involved EDF making 
unsupported assertions – and expecting the public to believe them.  Without proper data, it is impossible to 
test their proposals in a meaningful way. 
 
Our other concerns include: 

1. the inadequacy of the road local road network to take the predicted volume of traffic safely; 
2. the appalling proposal for a new road running close to the B1122 which gives no long-term benefit (and 

may need to be dug up once construction is complete disfiguring the countryside and severing the minor 
roads and lanes that are so important to the local community; 

3. the destruction of natural habitat and effects on wildlife at Minsmere and areas designated AONB and 
SSSI; 

4. the disfiguring of the area’s beauty and tranquillity; 
5. the effects upon the local tourist economy; 
6. the disruption caused to, and by, the inevitable clash of agricultural vehicles with construction traffic; 
7. the additional pressure likely to be imposed on health services, schools, policing and social services; and 
8. the inadequate explanations concerning plans for monitoring water table levels and sea defences. 

Stage 5 does nothing to allay the concerns we have set out above and in our previous responses. It merely 
tinkers with the Stage 4 proposals.  One is tempted to talk about rearranging deckchairs on the Titanic – the 
latest proposals do nothing to allay our fears of an environmental and ecological catastrophe 
 
We reiterate that the lack of information provided by EDF has made a nonsense of every stage of the 
consultation process. Their timings have been ill-judged, aligned with periods when respondents are on 
holiday or heavily engaged in other matters, while the questions it has asked have been misleading, 
irrelevant or slanted to provide EDF with the answers they want. 
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EDF has failed to convince us that the benefits of proceeding with SZC will outweigh the disbenefits, a view 
shared with the surrounding parishes, Suffolk County Council, East Suffolk Council, RSPB, Minsmere Levels 
Stakeholders Group, local Action Groups and the Environment Agency et al. We therefore still draw the 
same conclusion as that expressed in our Stage 3 response, namely: 

1. We do not accept that there is a need for a new nuclear power station in the Suffolk AONB.  
2. The negative impacts of the proposed development of SZC are so severe that adequate mitigation is not 

possible.   
3. There is doubt that a twin reactor station can be successfully accommodated within the allocated 32-

hectare site.  

Stage 5 offers nothing in the way of substantive changes on the vital topics mentioned above, but merely 
proposes minor changes – the more important ones of which are contingent on further work and/or 
negotiations with third parties. 
 
Our Stage 3 Response therefore remains relevant and unaffected by anything that has arisen from this latest 
consultation.  It augments and reinforces our comments that follow.  
 
Why now and what exactly is EDF seeking consent for? 
 
When consultation started eight years ago, one of the principal concerns of the local community was the 
transport of building materials to the construction site.  We acknowledge that more use of sea and rail to 
bring in materials would make the impact of the scheme marginally less bad for those who live along or near 
access routes.  But we cannot understand why after all this time EDF has come forward with its latest 
proposals.  Given the company’s caveats, it is quite likely that the use of more trains and bringing more by 
sea, may not be possible.  If they are possible, we understand EDF might scrap the relief road.  Neither we 
nor the company know how construction materials will be brought to the site.  Quite how an inquiry can 
proceed properly without this vital information is beyond us. 
 
EDF has been in an unholy rush to put in its application and is now making changes after only a few months.  
We fear that EDF will be making further changes before, during and after the inquiry.  (Should the scheme 
get the go-ahead, experience from Hinkley suggests that the company will be coming back to seek variations 
in various conditions incorporated in the DCO – none of which have made life more comfortable for the local 
populace.)   Given its shameful treatment of the local community and its performance at Hinkley, we simply 
do not trust EDF. 
 
Other Concerns 
 
Stage 5 has brought a number of other issues to the fore. 
 

Sea defences 
 
EDF has proposed a two-stage sea defence strategy – increasing their height should rising sea levels 
necessitate.  We are not hydrologists, but we are concerned whether the defences will be adequate.  
Come what may, their impact on the sand dune foreshore will be dreadful.  Massive concrete walls 
– and for that matter massive nuclear power stations have no place in an AONB. 
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Hydrology and Water 
 
We remain unconvinced that construction of the power station will not affect water levels, 
irreparably damaging nearby sites of national environmental importance.  And we do not know 
where EDF will get the water from for all its construction work. 
 
Compensatory Habitats 
 
We note that EDF proposes to establish a compensatory habitat in West Suffolk.  Why not nearby?  
Who is going to tell the marsh harriers to move on?  Have the residents in West Suffolk been 
consulted? 
 
Timing of works 
 
We would reiterate that, should the project go ahead all road/rail/marine works should be put in 
place before any start on site.  We are not convinced that the B1122 which itself will be liable to 
works will be able to handle the expected level of traffic. 
 
Job creation 
 
EDF has been pushing hard on the benefits of local job creation.  Yet it is on record as saying it wants 
to move its workforce from Hinkley.  The local population is sparse – and unemployment low.  The 
lasting damage to the local tourist industry will outweigh the benefit of jobs for locals – which will be 
principally in cleaning and catering.   
 
We know government will be looking to create employment post pandemic.  But the £20bn cost 
equates to around £20m per full time job or around £400k per man-year of temporary construction 
employment – appalling value for money for any project – let alone one which will be doing so much 
harm to the local community and environment. 
 

Conclusion 
 
EDF’s latest proposals do nothing to allay our fears that the construction of SZC will be anything other than 
an environmental catastrophe.  Our concerns expressed in previous rounds of consultation still stand. 
 
We are at a loss as to why, having disregarded feedback from eight years consultation, the company has 
now come forward with amended plans.  Its new proposals are subject to all sorts of conditions and caveats.  
What exactly is EDF proposing and how do they intend to build it and bring construction materials to the 
site?  How can we be expected to respond properly when we do not know what EDF truly intends?  Does 
EDF know?  We expect there will be many other changes before, during and after the inquiry (should the 
scheme get the go-ahead).   
 
Come what may, our experience to date tells us EDF is not to be trusted. 
 
 

 
December 2020 

 
 



From:  
Sent: 16/12/2020 16:40:58 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION 5 
Body: 

Dear Sir, 

These are the points I would like to make.1 EDF’s Consultation 5 purports to address mitigation. I have raised a number

 of issues on past consultations and EDF have consistently failed
to address them. At this stage in the DCO process, it is unacceptable that EDF should continue to do so. 

2 I am a member of  but write here in my personal capacity, as the owner and occupier of , which

 I run for business purposes through AirBnB and other platforms
and which must be counted as a tourism asset. I have woodland, which is important for bio-diversity. I have daily occur

rences of seeing or hearing owls, hares, deer, kestrels or buzzards 
which forage between my woodland and other woods.   My private woodland (and others’) has not been examined prop

erly by EDF and consequently its analysis of its alignment for the 
2Vb is deeply flawed. This must be rectified. 

3 Noise levels will be greatly increased, especially with the prevailing wind.  I have asked several times as to what type of 

tarmac is going to be used to try and reduce noise levels and
had no reply.  I understand now the design speed has been increased from 50 mph to 60 mph but where is the revised no

ise assessment? Vehicles accelerating and going through the 
gears away from the roundabout on the A12 (including heavy lorries) will add significant noise and pollution. I have not

 had a satisfactory explanation about the noise and pollution 
impact on my particular property nor, therefore, adequate information about potential mitigation. 

 4   An increase in pollution will be detrimental to health.  With the projected increase in lorry traffic during construction o

f Sizewell C, there is a clear need to identify what increase in
air pollution there will be and indeed whether this will be air pollution beyond the WHO guidelines. 

5 Light pollution is a serious concern. 

6   The  is a handsome  property and out of the ordinary for a small rural . I sup

port the building by running a busy tourism business. My guests
choose my house as I live in a peaceful, tranquil location. A big part of what I offer is the rural walk from 

 to Foxburrow Wood. EDF have failed to bring forward 
mitigation for noise, pollution and other detrimental effects on my home and business, especially during the constructio

n phase, with no meaningful mitigation planting or sound
barrier fencing.  EDF has not shown through this process that there is any real care about the people or wildlife who live

 here.7  EDF ignores the fact that Nuttery Wood feeds a lot of wildlife from Great Glemham BAP (Biodiversity Action Plan) including

many hares and red, roe and muntjac deer to my wood 
at , which is a  BAP woodland and connects directly to Pond Wood (now classed as ancient woodland an

d county wildlife site). These migrate through my wood and 
Pond Wood to Foxborrow Wood, as this is their wildlife corridor.  I have numerous birds in my woods; buzzards and kes

trels, for example, use the trees, especially on the
woodland edges , Pond Wood and western edge of Foxburrow Wood to nest and forage in the arab

le land between.
8 There is a drainage issue for the field where EDF is proposing to put the staggered junction., with a substantial flow of wa

ter. I trust that EDF can demonstrate that it will secure road
safety here and a detailed explanation must be given of its road design in this respect.   

 9 EDF has consistently failed to address properly what would be a much better route for the 2VB, going east of Foxburr

ow Wood, as put forward by the Parish Council, but is not even 
demonstrating any concern to address the very real concerns that I have about the proposed alignment in the DCO.   Purpo

rting to address mitigation without looking specifically at
individual effects is unacceptable. 
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Farnham with Stratford St Andrew Parish Council 

Response to EDF Consultation on Proposed Changes to the Development 

Consent Order for 

Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station 

 

 

TWO VILLAGE BYPASS 

Changes to the Application Order Limits 

The changes proposed are to ensure a 215m visibility distance is maintained 
as required for a 60mph road. The parish council objects to a 60mph speed 
limit on this road due to the close proximity of residents and the subsequent 
noise and vibration from traffic travelling at this speed. The original proposal 
was for a speed limit of 50mph which the council considers more 
appropriate. 

EDF are undertaking further speed survey work on the access road and we 
suggest the speed limit generally be revisited as part of this work. 

Public Rights of Way changes 

EDF are proposing changes to the Public Right of Way around Walk Barn 
Farm. This would formalise the route already used by the public as the current 
PRoW is poorly signposted. The parish council prefers the proposed option 2a 
rather then 2b as this is the route already used by most walkers and is less 
complicated than option 2b. 

The parish council agrees the proposal to upgrade the footpath to a 
bridleway as requested by Suffolk County Council. The landowner has 
already given permission for a local rider to use the route so formalisation 
would make sense. 
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Proposed route of the two village bypass 

In addition as stated in previous consultations and our Relevant 
Representation to the Planning Inspectorate we are still wholly dissatisfied 
with EDF’s intransigence in continuing to single-mindedly pursue a bypass 
route to the west of Foxburrow Wood, to the exclusion of a more easterly 
alignment which has the support of our residents, this parish council, our 
neighbouring Benhall & Sternfield Parish Council, our County Councillor and 
others. 

Increased use of rail/sea 

The parish council is in support of any changes that will take additional traffic 
off the road. 

 





14 DECEMBER 2020 

RESPONSE OF WALBERSWICK PARISH COUNCIL TO 5TH SIZEWELL C CONSULTATION  

From the start of consultations, local communities, including Walberswick, have pointed out 
the severe logistical, economic and environmental flaws in EDF’s plans for Sizewell C.  Each 
time, EDF has proceeded with its preferred options rather than seriously addressing 
consultation input.  In this unexpected 5th consultation, EDF seems to be again dangling 
transport options without any indication whether these options are deliverable.   It is also 
unclear why, having dismissed such sea and rail options in earlier rounds, EDF is now 
suggesting these could be put back on the table.   While we would welcome the opportunity 
to consider any serious alternatives to the current DCO, the proposals in this consultation 
unfortunately do not meet this test.   In particular, none of the proposals related to rail or 
sea transport are guaranteed and none contain analysis on which to judge whether they 
would alter the impact on local communities, the environment, coastal processes or the 
construction timeline for the better or for the worse.  There is also nothing in any of the 
proposals to move forward the timeline of measures to avoid EDF undertaking years of 
construction without any transportation mitigation measures whatsoever.  There are no 
meaningful changes to address the severe environmental impacts on the natural 
environment.   

Points of particular concern 

• Rail: In earlier consultations, WPC supported more use of rail.  The proposals offered 
by EDF, however, would depend on considerable changes being accepted by 
Network Rail including in passenger train timetabling.   Even if this were feasible or 
likely, the possible decade of disruption of the rail movements in Suffolk and 
beyond, may be untenable.  Moreover, the impact of 7 trains at night, without a 
much stronger commitment by EDF to mitigation measures, would have a 
devastating impact on all the communities along the rail line.   

• Sea:  In earlier consultations, WPC supported more use of sea transport.  However, 
in the possible options in this consultation for the temporary and/or permanent 
beach landing facility, EDF does not provide evidence that the plans are feasible, 
environmentally sound nor whether they would negatively impact on coastal erosion 
and coastal communities north and south of the site.   Moreover, given that EDF has 
not made clear where its aggregate would come from, even if sea facilities were 
built, there would be no guarantee that HGVs would be taken off the road.    

• Failure to address ‘early years’: These new proposals would not have any impact on 
reducing road traffic during at least the first two years prior to the completion of any 
new roads, Park & Rides, rail or sea options.   This would see 600 lorries per day, plus 
workers and those for other Energy Projects in the area using the current A12 and 
connecting B roads.   This is completely untenable and unacceptable.  No work must 
start until transport mitigation is fully constructed.   

•  Sea Defences. EDF proposes to increase the minimum height of the permanent sea 
defence from 10.2m to 14m and up to 15m with the adaptive option, in order to 
"provide confidence the defence will be sufficient".  But as many others point out – 
both in this consultation and in the DCO,  EDF  has not submitted a complete design. 
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We have severe concerns that the sea defence would increase erosion north and 
south of Sizewell, as the new defence starts 8 metres closer to the shoreline and 
plans for future adaptations will encroach even further into the beach.   Moreover, 
EDF itself says that they cannot predict impact more than 10 years into the future – a 
disaster for a project that will not even begin to contribute to carbon neutral until 
2040 and will have spent fuel onsite for a hundred years after that and the site 
would not be decommissioned until 2190.   As a coastal community, already 
suffering from coastal erosion, Walberswick cannot support any proposals that will 
accelerate coastal erosion and certainly cannot give support to any plans that are 
not fully developed and provide full environmental impact analysis.   

• Destruction of AONB, SSSI and impact on Minsmere:   EDF is proposing new 
compensatory fen meadow habitat at Pakenham in West Suffolk. Like the other two 
compensatory habitats proposed at Benhall and Halesworth, the Pakenham site is 
miles away and does not adequately compensate for rare fen habitat loss in the 
Sizewell Marshes SSSI.  It does not explain how species like the Marsh Harrier, which 
was saved from extinction in the UK because of the AONB and Minsmere, will be 
protected by putting compensatory habitat dozens of miles away.  Legally, 
compensatory habitats that are at least equivalent to those lost must be put in place 
before construction. We support the view of Suffolk Wildlife Trust that EDF’s plans 
are nowhere close to mitigating the impact on the environment.    

In conclusion, there is nothing offered in this consultation that can alter our objection to the 
Sizewell C project as it currently stands.   
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Dec 2020 
 
Suffolk Coast & Heaths AONB Partnership comment on proposed changes to Sizewell 
C Development Consent Order 
 
The Suffolk Coast & Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) maintain the 
position it outlined within its submitted Relevant Representations made in September 
2020. 
 
This representation is made on behalf of the Suffolk Coast & Heaths AONB Partnership. The 
Partnership is made up of around 25 organisations who are committed to the purposes of the 
AONB designation, to conserve and enhance natural beauty.  
 
For the avoidance of any doubt, some members of the Partnership are public bodies or 
statutory undertakers who have duties to conserve and enhance natural beauty and it 
is anticipated these members will provide separate representations reflecting their 
complete interests and responsibilities. Other Partnership members are likely to make 
their own representations reflecting their purposes. 
 
The AONB Partnership’s main concerns relating to the changes to the Development Consent 
Order submitted as part of the planning process are outlined below in points 1-7: 
 
1) The AONB Partnership considers it has not had enough time to fully consider the 

proposed changes to the Development Consent Order in the timescales available. The 
AONB Partnership consider it unfortunate at best that: 
 
• The changes were submitted a few days after the deadline for the submission of 

Relevant Representations. 
• That the consultation process for the consideration of these changes was limited to 

one month, meaning that organisations such as the AONB Partnership had very little 
time to come to a common view on the proposed changes. 

• That organisations such as the AONB Partnership, and we understand that many 
community based organisations, environmental Non-Government Organisations and 
others were lacking capacity. This was easily foreseeable given other Nationally 
Significant Infrastructure Projects that impact on the AONB and natural environment in 
the immediate area. 

 
2) The AONB Partnership consider that a lack of detail in the Consultation Document. 

Consultation on Proposed Changes November – December 2020 does not allow for 
proper consideration of the impacts of the changes on the nationally designated AONB. It 
has concerns about lack of: 
 
• Lack of detail in proposals for an enhanced beach landing facility making any 

assessment of impacts on the AONB is speculative.  
 
• Lack of detail in proposals for a temporary beach landing facility meaning any 

assessment of impacts on the AONB is speculative. There is little detail in terms of  
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o Design of temporary beach landing facility, such as dimensions, use of colour 
etc. 

o Lighting on temporary beach landing facility.  
o Assessment of noise such as from conveyor and other mechanisms for moving 

loose aggregate within the AONB. 
o Height of structures associated with temporary beach landing facilities. 
o Assessment of increased vehicle movements within the development site 

(inside the AONB) associated these proposed changes.  
 

The AONB Partnership concurs with the findings of a report, in para 3.2.4, it commissioned1 
that state the impacts on the AONB include: 

• Loss of tranquillity, due to noise from hopper usage and movement of aggregate  
• Further loss of tranquillity due to use of night time lighting 
• Loss of naturalness of the coast and simple geometry through the introduction of new 

manmade elements  
 
These changes will have negative impacts on the defined characteristics of the AONB 
including landscape quality, scenic quality, relative tranquillity, relative wildness, natural 
heritage features. 

There appears to be no detailed assessment of the impacts of the proposals in relation to the 
statutory purpose of the AONB, to conserve and enhance natural beauty. The AONB 
Partnership considers that such an assessment should be undertaken to demonstrate the 
applicant’s duty to the purposes of the AONB. 

3) The AONB Partnership considers that the proposals would virtually double the width of 
the development site during construction in a west to east orientation. It is considered 
that this would increase the impact of the development during construction phase from 
receptors within the AONB to north and south. 
 
Furthermore, the increase in vessels in near shore waters using the beach landing 
facilities will negatively impact the qualities of the AONB and Heritage Coast. The AONB 
Partnership consider that the applicant should assess the visual and tranquillity (noise and 
light) implications of the proposals on receptors within the AONB. It is considered that the 
line of sight and direct line of noise from the temporary beach landing facility will be 
significantly increased. 
 
The Alison Farmer Associates report1 makes the following comment on this topic: 
 
The consideration of the four Temporary Beach Landing Facilities will require a 
comparison of the visual effects of each.  Use of Zone of Theoretical Visibility for each 
option will help to demonstrate how a longer length of pier will give rise to increased 
visibility of structures in the offshore environment and thus along the coast.  This will also 
inform how this increased visibility may affect the special qualities of the AONB 
 
Particular viewpoints which will need review include: 6, 17, 26 and 31. 
 

4) The AONB Partnership considers that the proposals will have a significant impact on the 
experience of being in a nationally designated landscape through a significant increase 

 
1 Sizewell C Beach Landing Facility: Comments on Preliminary Environmental Information, Alison Farmer 
Associates December 2020 
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in the number of vessels in inshore waters adjacent to the AONB and within the 
Heritage Coast area 24 hours a day, ie with lights in a dark area. These ship movements 
will impact on the scenic quality, relative tranquillity, and relative wildness of the AONB. As 
the Alison Farmer Associates1 report puts it: 

the more activity and deliveries by barge the greater the effects on landscape character 
and special qualities of the AONB 

5) The AONB Partnership has concerns about the proposals impact on access to parts of the 
AONB that are currently publicly accessible, such as the route of the Suffolk Coast Path, 
that may shortly become part of the England Coast Path National Trail. The 
consultation document states: 
 
The coast path would remain open during construction, operation and removal of the 
temporary BLF [Beach Landing Facility] as far as it is reasonably practicable and safe 
to do so. [our emphasis] 
 
The lack of detail in this statement does not allow for appropriate assessment of the 
impacts on access within the nationally designated AONB, along a promoted Long 
Distance Route and the likely route of a National Trail. 
 

6) The AONB Partnership recognises natural heritage features as part of the defined 
characteristics of the AONB. The proposed crossing of the Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) will have significant negative impact on both the landscape quality of 
the AONB and the wildlife contained within it. The loss of SSSI to this proposal is 
regrettable and cannot be satisfactorily offset. The AONB Partnership considers that the 
best mitigation for this part of the proposal would be a SSSI crossing that incorporated a 
triple span bridge rather than the proposed culvert design. It considers this to be 
preferable as: 
 
• This design would seek to minimise negative impacts on wildlife. 

 
7) The AONB Partnership commissioned Alison Farmer Associates2 to undertake a review of 

the proposed changes. The report identified a range of information that was missing 
from the consultation document that would be required to understand the impacts of 
the changes on the AONB. These are reproduced below: 

 
• Width and height of pier and hopper. 
• Layout plan showing both Temporary and Permanent Piers, hopper, conveyor, access 

road, coastal path, sea defence, main construction site and any new temporary 
storage facilities for aggregate. 

• Underpass of coastal path beneath the conveyor (noted on page 50 table 3.7 of PEI). 
• Zone of Theoretical Visibility of enhanced beach landing facility options and in 

association with temporary beach landing facility – consideration of design of 
structures to work visually together. 

• Assessment of cumulative effects of structures on the foreshore. 
• Liaison with assessment of noise/vibration and recreational effects.  The former should 

include effects on users of the Coastal Path. 
• Confirmation that no aggregate or delivered materials will be stored on the beach and 

that it will be directly transported to stockpiles within the main construction site. 

 
2 Sizewell C Beach Landing Facility: Comments on Preliminary Environmental Information, Alison Farmer 
Associates December 2020 



 
Page 4  S u f f o l k  C o a s t  &  H e a t h s  A O N B  P a r t n e r s h i p   

C o n s u l t a t i o n  R e s p o n s e  t o  c h a n g e s  t o  S Z C  D C O  A p p l i c a t i o n  
 

• Confirmation that no vehicular access onto the temporary beach landing facility pier is 
required and that the pier will only accommodate the conveyor. 

• Details of proposed lighting. 
• Preparation of new visualisations showing day and night time views and cumulative 

effects. 
• Information of length of time it takes to unload a 3,000 tonne delivery from one barge. 

 
The conclusion of the Alison Farmer Associates3 report states: 

 
• The proposed alterations for delivery of freight to the site especially during 

construction has sought to enhance the capacity for sustainable freight 
transport and at the same time respond to stakeholders advocating the 
maximum use of rail and sea.  The proposed enhancement of the Permanent 
Beach Landing Facility and options for a temporary Beach Landing Facility seek 
to address this, nevertheless, they will give rise to additional structures and 
activity within the AONB.  These proposed changes will see additional negative 
impacts on the defined qualities of the nationally designated in the proposed 
development area 

 

• The Environmental Statement identified that there would be significant adverse 
effects on the landscape, visual receptors and special qualities of the AONB in 
the vicinity of the site and along the coast to the north/south.  The proposed 
changes to the PBLF and possible addition of a Temporary Beach Landing 
Facility will not alter the category of effects where they are determined as 
already significant adverse.  However, from some locations further along the 
coast, the proposed changes may result in an increase in effect and this will 
need to be clearly set out. 
 

• In reaching an optimum balance between road, rail and sea transportation of 
materials it is essential that the high value of the AONB coastal landscape is 
given sufficient weight in decision making.  It does not appear from the current 
documentation that an assessment of that balance has been undertaken. 
 

• The proposed changes to the Development Consent order application would 
increase the harm to the defined AONB qualities in this part of the nationally 
designated landscape. Any preferred Beach Landing Facilities proposals should 
demonstrate minimisation of adverse effects on the AONB through careful 
design and mitigation. 

 
The AONB Partnership considers the proposed changes to the Sizewell C will substantially 
increase the negative impacts on the nationally designated AONB and Heritage Coast. It 
cannot support the proposals in the current form due to the unacceptable level of negative 
impact on the nationally designated landscape. 
 

 
 

 
On behalf of Suffolk Coast & Heaths AONB Partnership 

 
3 Sizewell C Beach Landing Facility: Comments on Preliminary Environmental Information, Alison Farmer 
Associates December 2020 



From:  
Sent: 16/12/2020 16:46:21 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Sizewell C 
Body: 
 
 
Dear Sizewell I want you to know that I am totally opposed to the Building of 
Sizewell C This is a crime against Nature and endangers the entire planet. 
Not to mention the destruction of the Suffolk coastline Unnecessary, 
Destructive and Highly Dangerous Yours sincerely  

 Sent from my iPad 
 



From:  
Sent: 16/12/2020 15:11:22 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Sizewell C Project 
Body: 
 
To Whom It May Concern; 
  
I am writing in response to your recent letter dated the 16th November 2020 in relation to 
the Sizewell C Project and how my rights may be affected. 
  

 
.  This is on the boundary of the park and ride car park for Sizewell C.  We are 

not nimbies and fully support the project, but there seems some people, me and my family 
for one are being affected to a far greater extent than most; for example 1) light pollution, 
car park 2) noise, road traffic, increased rail movements 3) increased traffic 4) security,  

.   
  

the railway system but the way freight 
trains and individual wagons were built back then, they are not as heavy as they are now.  
  
Importantly to me is the increase in the nighttime freight trains, the current train flow in the 
day is one down rail and up rail per hour.  The last train down rail to Lowestoft is 23:00hrs 
and the last train up rail to Ipswich is 21:50hrs.  When the trains run  

 and during the leaf fall season, the Sandite trains (rail adhesion) and 
occasional engineering trains which can be some of the longest freight trains, causes 
massive disturbance, vibration and pounding from the block rail joint on the up rail which is 
adjacent to the cottage.   
  

 
 

It would cause great disruption and upset 
within the family should there be further rail flow without any modifications to try and 
eliminate vibration and pounding, as one of the main factors is that it wakes you up in the 
night.  
  
Can we suggest the block rail joint be replaced to help in resolving the vibration issue?  Also, 
there is no doubt that the landowner (farmer) is being heavily, heavily compensated for the 
rent of his field and the loss of his crops over the time period but is not effecting him 
personally on a day to day basis, whereas with us it will affect us day in day out for the 
duration of the project.  We would appreciate some form of compensation to help alleviate 
our stresses going forward. 
  
Lastly, I have noticed in the Sizewell C Community Newsletter that it was noted â€˜there is 
potential to increase the amount of freight coming by to the main site during the peak of 
constructionâ€™.  
  
I look forward to a speedy reply.  
  
Kind regards, 
  

 

 



















From:  
Sent: 17/12/2020 13:16:56 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: logistics 
Body: 
 
 
Dear sir/madam, 
Please tell me why the idea to transport materials to Sizewell via a sea terminal has been 
dropped. 
Please bear in mind that an invading army with heavy duty armour was successfully landed 
in a day 
on a previous occasion in 1944. 
I suggest the ‘can do’ attitude, so popular in that previous generation, be adopted  to 
preserve the integrity of the Suffolk countryside. 
Yours Faithfully, 

 
  
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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16 December 2020 
FREEPOST SZC Consultation 

 
 

Our ref: 20-351-Sizewell C Proposed Changes  
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 

 
The Sizewell C Project – Consultation on Proposed Changes 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Changes to the Development 
Consent Order (DCO) application.  

1. Introduction and scope of response 

1.1 While Martlesham Parish Council (MPC) shares the wider concerns of local Parish Councils 
about the impacts of the Applicant’s proposals for mitigating the impact on local 
environmental habitats (enhancing biodiversity out of the area, namely, West Suffolk and 
Halesworth) climate change and tourism, and supports the views of the Environment Agency 
and national and local conservation groups, our submission concentrates on the impact of 
traffic congestion along the A12 at Martlesham. 

 
1.2 The concerns listed below have been detailed in our responses to each of the four 

consultation stages carried out by EDF. It is fair to say that these concerns, which are shared 
with other local parishes, have been largely ignored.  

 
1.3 The proposed changes simply tinker at the edges. The shaving of HGV movement numbers 

does little to address the problem of traffic volume and excludes lighter goods vehicles 
(LGVs) movement. There is no evidence of the consequential impact that such traffic volume 
would make on the local community of Martlesham.  

 
1.4  We support: 

 
• A cross - party approach to comprehensively plan for traffic movement within and 

around Martlesham, considering all strategic developments set to affect Martlesham  
• A wider traffic strategy to facilitate low carbon emission policies 
• Greater use of public transport provision in the short and long term 
• Greater investment in rail and sea options 
• Increasing the local legacy of rail provision across the region. 

 
 
 
 

Martlesham Parish Council 
Parish Room 
Felixstowe Road  
Martlesham   
Woodbridge 
Suffolk        IP12 4PB    
Clerk:   
Telephone:  
Email:   
Website: http://martlesham.onesuffolk.net  
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2.    Traffic flow and congestion  

2.1 The Applicant has consistently underestimated traffic flows along the A12.  It handles a high 
volume of local, residential and arterial traffic.  It delivers traffic to Martlesham Heath which is 
the main employment area east of Ipswich and delivers tourism traffic to the coast.  

2.2 Traffic flow along the A12 at Martlesham is currently interrupted by 4 major roundabouts less 
than a mile apart. A 5th intersection is planned at Brightwell Lakes, Martlesham, to 
accommodate a development of 2000 houses.  Traffic lights are proposed for all these 
junctions with the A12.  Has the impact of the construction of Brightwell Lakes been factored 
into the impact of the construction of Sizewell C on local communities and traffic? 

2.3 Any additional Sizewell volume, road works or traffic accident, will exacerbate traffic 
congestion at Martlesham. 

Sizewell Transport Strategy 

 

• The Application forecasts that approximately 40% of construction materials (by volume) 
would be moved by rail or sea. This leaves 60% as the target to be transported by HGV. 

• There is no consistent definition for HGV across the DCO application and proposed 
changes. 

• The Applicant’s change in transport strategy results from stakeholder pressure and is said 
to be accommodated by an increase in the frequency of freight train movements. The 
option could be increasing 5 overnight and one daytime rail movements (presumably per 
day?) to 7 overnight and one daytime movement, increasing the frequency to six days 
per week including Saturdays or similar small increases to facilitate carriage of bulk 
materials by rail; and the enhancement of the single permanent Beach Landing Facility 
with options for one new temporary Beach Landing Facility to facilitate material imports by 
sea. 

• The capacity of each train is equivalent to that of 67.5 HGVs (135 two-way HGV 
movements). 

• The total capacity for rail transport (i.e., availability of the network lines for use by Sizewell), 
has not been confirmed by Network Rail. 

• If that reduction to 40% can be achieved, however, the Applicant would expect that 
HGVs could be reduced to approximately 250 on a Typical Day (500 movements reduced 
from 650 movements daily) and 350 on the Busiest Day (700 movements daily reduced 
from 1000 movements daily). This could represent a reduction of 150 HGVs on the Busiest 
Day (300 2-way movements) daily compared to the DCO submission.  

• Even if there was enough combined capacity to potentially transport up to 60% of the 
total volume of materials by rail and sea, the volume of material moved by HGV is unlikely 
to be less than 40% of the total “as this proportion of materials is best suited to road 

transportation”. (unexplained)  
 

2.4 We have previously outlined Martlesham’s safety needs and local impact assessment within our 
Stage Three and Stage Four consultation responses, highlighting that our HGV and traffic 
concerns are peculiar to Martlesham and its location on the A12 approach to Sizewell.   

2.5 The projected cumulative effect of all traffic movements will starve Martlesham of the 
accessibility needed to move around Martlesham’s three key employment areas – the retail 
park, the business park and the research park – and its 2 residential areas (3 residential areas with 
Brightwell Lakes). 

2.6 We would welcome an explanation of why 40% of the total is the “proportion of materials  best 

suited to road transportation”. 
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3.  The Seven Hills Transport Hub 

The Applicant had projected 1,140 private car, 700 minibus and 700 HGV movements each 
day.  The proposed change is to reduce this by 150 traffic movements daily, controlling traffic 
flow from the transport hub at the A14/ Seven Hills junction. 

The Seven Hills roundabout struggles to cope with traffic circulation to the Crematorium, the 
local and very busy minor road to Ipswich, and A14 to Felixstowe (and Port), to Ipswich, with 
onward access to London and the Midlands.  When the A12 grinds to a halt with stationary or 
slow-moving traffic to and from the Seven Hills transport hub, as we predict it will, both 
Martlesham residents and the Sizewell construction workers will be deprived of vital access to the 
sole, regional hospital accessed via the A1214 at Martlesham. 

4.     Health and Well Being 

4.1   We note the Planning Inspectorate’s list of Principal Issues includes an examination of Air Quality 
data, mitigation measures and alternatives. This is essential.   

4.2   Traffic congestion will adversely impact on Martlesham’s air quality (which is already a concern 
at current traffic levels).  Transporting consignments of construction materials and nuclear 
material exclusively by Rail and Sea would bring problems of their own, but not to the same 
extent. 

4.3   The effect of traffic congestion on health and wellbeing cannot be understated. Traffic noise, 
vibration, air-borne particulates, can and will bring about effects detrimental to residents living in 
the area and to the appeal of Martlesham as a place to work.  

4.4 The consequences may well be employment relocation out of area, and the loss of the 
Martlesham amenities currently vital to service the new 2000 home Brightwell Lakes 
development.   Martlesham may fail to thrive as a desirable place to live and work because of 
Sizewell.  

4.5   The 900 job “opportunities” offered by Sizewell will then simply compensate for lost employment 
opportunities at Martlesham. 

4.6  Traffic congestion on the A12 means the A12 would not effectively link Sizewell to the hospital 
and medical resources in Ipswich in an emergency, depriving construction workers and 
residents of critical medical care. 
 

4.7   In leaving improved passenger rail infrastructure in place to alleviate traffic congestion, Sizewell 
could leave a beneficial lasting legacy to Martlesham. 

5.  Rat-running 
 

MPC has continually expressed concern about rat- running down Felixstowe Road, Main Road, 
The Street & Top Street, Martlesham, during times of traffic congestion on the A12. The Applicant 
says they will install ANPR cameras to detect and subsequently ban HGVs which use non - 
designated routes but have made no proposals to control LGVs and private cars.   

The Street is currently particularly badly hit with rat-running traffic (88,100 vehicles a week). Main 
Road itself (24,100 vehicles a week), from the A12 roundabout to the Red Lion Public House, is 
protected with a weight limit but this has led to an HGV rat run from the A12 at the Foxhall 
roundabout, down to the Newbourne Road crossroads then left to School Lane/Red Lion PH, 
right into The Street and onwards to join the A12 again at the Woodbridge roundabout.  ANPR 
cameras to enforce the weight limit in Main Road will not prevent this rat run, which will be 
exacerbated by Sizewell C traffic. 
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6. Other Issues 
 
6.1   The Planning Inspectorate’s list of Principal Issues includes an examination of the cumulative and 

in-combination effects of other major energy proposals on the local communities. This is 
essential. 

 
6.2   There is little information on the new, independent, Environmental Trust. No information is given 

on financing the Trust or the proposed legal structure (essential to its independent status) nor the 
Trust’s powers (before, during and post Sizewell construction). 

 
6.3   We note the significant risks and uncertainties recognised by the directors in their Annual Report 

and Director’s Statements for the year ended 31st December 2019. In particular, 

 
• “the continuation of the Sizewell C project is conditional upon a robust investment 

framework being agreed by the Applicant, NNB Generation Company (SZC) Ltd, with its 

shareholders (EDF 80% and CGN 20%) and parent company in advance of the financial 

investment decision anticipated late 2021.” 

 

• “EDF is supportive of financing the project provided there is a cap to the risk exposure for 

cost overruns. This financing model has apparently never been implemented for projects 

of this scale (presumably, including Hinckley Point C) and securing the appropriate risk-

sharing mechanism and funding structure is key to the project” 

 

• “There are identified political risks and regulatory risks which are being mitigated by 

management engaging with local residents, regulators and politicians in addressing the 

safety needs, local impacts and the need to meet the current and future national energy 

demand” 

 

• “The Applicant wishes to see a labour mobile immigration system following Brexit for the 

Applicant to access and utilise a non- UK workforce.” 
 
6.4 We question why the consultation presents such limited rail and sea options. 

 
6.5 The rail strategy is presented as reliant upon Network Rail agreeing capacity and working within 

the constraints of the East Suffolk Line as it is now. As finance has not yet been decided, MPC 
would like to see a change option to expand the East Suffolk rail network.  

 
6.6 There is an urgent need locally for “joined up thinking” in meeting the current and future 

demand for energy - to assess the Sizewell impact alongside the East Anglia Energy Hubi and its 
renewable energy application which will impact neighbouring communities to Sizewell, and 
coordinate with UK Government’s commitment to investigate nuclear fusionii . 

 
6.7 The so-called “job opportunities” on offer locally, are clearly a small concession offered in 

recognition of the massive employment opportunities to be opened up to foreign labour 
markets. 

 
 

7 In Summary 
 

We feel there is insufficient information to support the Development Consent Order either as 
submitted or with the proposed changes. We do not support: 

 
• The transport of build materials and nuclear waste through Martlesham by road 
• The failure to leave a lasting transport legacy to Martlesham  
• The failure to assess whether alternative emerging technologies will displace the 

need for Sizewell C before it comes on stream 
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• A consultation ignoring the cumulative effects of the overall energy picture for East 
Suffolk 

• The decommissioning proposals for the plant; these are untried and untested 
• The plans for medical care; for a temporary workforce, for emergencies and 

evacuation, the traffic congestion on the A12 means the A12 would not effectively 
link Sizewell to the hospital and medical resources in Ipswich 

• Habitat mitigation being addressed by relocating species out of area and through 
enhancement of biodiversity sites out of area, at the expense of the Sizewell 
habitats. The special qualities of the Suffolk Coasts and Heath Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty (AONB) are being ignored.  

 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 

 
 
 
Cc  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
i ScottishPower Renewables, part of the Iberdrola group, is now progressing its £6.5 billion East Anglia 
Hub programme, which comprises three windfarm projects – East Anglia ONE North, TWO and THREE. 
Collectively, the windfarms will generate up to 3.1GW of green energy – enough to power the 
equivalent of more than 2.7 million homes. Subject to planning considerations, construction of the 
three projects is expected to commence in 2022, with completion by 2026.  
 
 
ii The UK Government has commenced its search for a suitable site adjacent to the National Grid site 
to hold the Spherical Tokamak for Energy Production (STEP), a next-generation tokamak fusion 
reactor planned for breaking ground in 2030 and productive fusion in 2040. 



From:  
Sent:16/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:   
Subject:Fw: Response to your Stage 5 Consultation 
Dear EDF 
  
Our response to your Stage 5 Consultation 
  
We were astonished  that you should have launched yet another stage of 
consultation on your plans for Sizewell C at the point when all the community’s 
‘Relevant Representations’ on your application to the Planning  Inspectorate  have 
already  been submitted and its public examination of your proposals is about to 
start. 
  
We have two very serious issues to raise in our response: 
  
The first  is very specific. Your Stage 5 consultation shows no evidence that you have 
given any consideration to the alarm in  Theberton and Eastbridge about the 
extreme difficulties there will be  in accessing the  essential  services in Saxmundham 
and Leiston on which we are absolutely dependent. We face being  ‘kettled in’ on 
the B1122  and to get to Leiston we will have to navigate a very challenging T 
junction to join the new link road, then negotiate  the roundabout  at the site 
entrance and then  get through the new  railway crossing. Experience at Hinkley 
suggests that the traffic jams will be immense and that a journey  that currently 
takes 5 minutes  may take up to an hour .  The journey to Saxmundham  will be even 
more fraught. Ours is an ageing and increasingly vulnerable population for whom 
swift response by the emergency services, particularly ambulances has become ever 
more important, as are deliveries given the total lack of shops and the absence of 
any transport 
  
Many of these problems could be overcome it you did not continue to insist of 
closing off  Pretty Road to road traffic  and replaced your proposed pedestrian 
bridge  with one constructed to carry vehicles.  You accompanied this stage  of the 
consultation with  the launch of your elven pledges to the local community. The first 
of these is to ‘Minimise the disruption to the local community’. If you want to 
demonstrate that there was  any meaning to this and that it was not just another 
piece of cynical window dressing,  you would very swiftly announce your intention to 
continue to allow road access  along Pretty Road. 
  
The second group of issues are more general. At this very late stage you present a 
range of options for an increase in freight transport  by  both sea which might  lead 
to a reduction in the predicted volume of HGV traffic. You make it quite clear that 
these are highly speculative and that there is no guarantee that  can be delivered. 
We find it absolutely extraordinary that you are now attempting at the last 
moment  to substitute  what we  had expected to be a definitive  and fully 
researched plan of action for presentation to the  public examination with a series of 



possible options for the consideration of inspectors. You will be then looking to the 
Secretary of State to grant his or her consent to to your development  based 
on  whatever of these options you may choose to pursue. This would be be quite 
indefensible. 
  
EDF you have had  ten years, with four previous stages of consultation over eight 
year to  hone your plans. You have chosen throughout to ignore community 
concerns about the impact of your vehicles on our  totally inadequate road system. 
Now at the very last minute you seem to have decided that there is some validity to 
our concerns. If this is not incompetence of the grossest order, we do not know what 
is. It  has caused us to fear that your plans for the entire project, including the safe 
operation of the nuclear reactors, are similarly  flawed. 
  
You have presented no convincing evidence to demonstrate that you will be able to 
reduce the volumes of HGVs predicted in your   application for the Development 
Consent Order, so we consider that it  is those original  figures stated there  that  the 
examining inspectors  must be regard as the numbers that you are continuing  to 
project. Their impact on local communities and the environment is totally 
unacceptable 
  
  

 
 

 
 

 



From  
Sent: 17/12/2020 13:44:19 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Response to proposal 
Body: 
 
 
In response to the proposal to build a new Nuclear Power station C at Sizewell 
I would make the following points in objection 
 
1] Security & Safety 
 
A]The involvement of the Chinese Government agency in funding 20% of the project at a time 
of great uncertainty in UK /China relations poses  a strategic risk. 
B]The scale and location troubles me as North Sea coastal erosion over the life of this power 
station will increase and threaten the foundations  
C] The history of nuclear accidents in UK, USA, former  USSR  and Japan does not inspire 
confidence 
D] The critical involvement of ‘’EDF as a French Government agency at a time of UK 
withdrawal for the EU poses additional political stress to this project.I note that Germany has 
ceased all nuclear power generation  
 
2] Technology 
 
As pioneers of nuclear energy the UK should have moved on from the vas scale generation at 
one site to smaller UK manufactured generators based on well proven Nuclear submarine 
technology placed closer to areas of high demand. possibly offshore using  similar cable- 
ways as Wind Power generators which could complement  power generation at  windless 
times. 
 
3]  Local impact  
 
A]The ten year construction timetable will blight this much loved , cherished and 
precious  coastal  area of England  that has inspired artists , composers and writers and in 
turn tourists and those seeking  an agreeable retirement home. 
B ]Should this project go ahead ,as I suspect it will do regardless of objections ,I question the 
merit of providing temporary homes for your  workers which will be demolished on completion 
rather that building new homes in local communities which could be provided   as social 
housing,  which is much needed for  low paid essential  agricultural workers  
 
 
A substantial discount on the cost of electricity for residents of Suffolk living within say  30 
miles of Sizewell would go a long way to offset the inconvenience and disturbance that will be 
created by construction of this meg-site 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



   

                                                                                                                              16th 
December 2020 
To:-
        Info@SizewellC
        
        
        
        
        

With copies to:-
        
        

Nothing in the revised EDF consultation paper regarding rail and sea transport proposals 
has served to allay our fears or change our minds regarding our continued objection to the 
Sizewell C project in fact to the contrary. None of these proposed changes are guaranteed 
and the fact that they have already felled the trees in Coronation Wood without the 
appropriate licence only heightens our concerns and clearly shows that EDF have little in 
the way of consideration or principles regarding the local environment.

It is not as if the new rail and sea proposals will make a significant difference to the 
excessive level of road use that would still be required with all of its noise and pollution 
at a time when we are supposed to be reducing the carbon footprint, and certainly begs 
the question as to why it has taken 8 years for EDF to put forward these changes in what 
can only now be taken as a token unguaranteed  gesture. 

We therefore re-affirm our objections as follows:

This letter is to formally register our opposition to the building of Sizewell C and urge the 
decision makers to reject categorically the planning application.



This scheme already many years in the planning is no longer the financial viable option 
that it once appeared to be and has been surpassed by the now more viable renewables 
option.

More importantly the devastation caused to the environment and wild life and their 
habitat not forgetting those human lives affected by the noise, traffic congestion and 
pollution in an area of outstanding natural beauty. This area has undeniably a large 
farming community and for some farmers to be impacted as they would be by the 
proposed changes to the road layout and subsequently their farmland is simply 
unacceptable. Tourism is equally very important to the economy of this area and the 
disruption caused and for many years would have a devastating affect on this aspect.  

This year 2020 has so far seen unprecedented damage caused by Covid - 19 which has 
required ingenuity and compromise throughout this country and the world so we ask that 
you use this time to good use reject Sizewell C invest in greener energy and as 
importantly for this country to take back control of the UK's decision making and allow 
this area to flourish with an unimpacted environment.

   
      



From:  
Sent:16/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info     

    
  

      
     

     
   

     
  

    
   

CC:sizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  
 
Subject: Sizewell C Consultation –OBJECTION 
 
Dear Sizewell C Planners I have previously written and objected to 
the last round of late changes to the above planning application. I am 
now writing to very strongly object that a further 178 pages of 
‘proposals’ are to be considered at this very late stage. Every detail 
should have been covered prior to the Planning Application and a 
last-minute, month long consolation period for the general public is 
simply not acceptable. Whilst I object to the entire Sizewell C project 
on the many and well-documented reasons of cost, unsuitability, 
damage to our environment etc. etc, my personal objection is to the 
use of the railway . The railway is a small line 
never built for the transport of large quantities of freight. It passes 
through spectacular countryside with an abundance of flora and 
fauna. The small passenger trains currently running serve the local 
community but cause no intrusion to track-side residents or to the 
ambience of the area apart from the odd night time freight train which 
causes  to vibrate enough to wake anybody sleeping. The 
EDF proposals for ever-increasing numbers of trains is simply not 
acceptable - I urge you all to consider long, heavy-duty freight trains 
passing your house every hour every night for at least the next ten 
years. Whilst there has been token mention of noise migration 
measures, NO MEASURES have been considered in any detail or 
suggested to track-side residents. Surely every type of noise 
reduction, line upgrade, damage to property limitation, nuisance to 
residents, and compensation, should have been assessed and 
finalised before a Planning Application was submitted. Furthermore, 
legislation should be in place so frequency, type of locomotive, length 
and carrying capacity cannot be altered. Apart from the fundamental 
problems of using rail and shipping methods of transport we must not 



forget the roads! Suffolk is a rural county with few major roads - 
despite promises of new roads and park and rides, the county will be 
virtually cut off from the rest of the country with 600 to 1200 HGV 
movements a day on the A12, Orwell Bridge and smaller roads. So 
not only will the building of Sizewell C destroy our wonderful 
countryside and wildlife, tourism will plummet as no one will be able 
to drive to our coast and seaside towns - so much for creating jobs as 
many will be lost.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 

 
 



From  
Sent: 17/12/2020 14:37:51 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
CC:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk

 
Subject: Changes to Planning Application for Sizewell C 
Body: 
 
 
Dear EDF Energy 
The changes that you are proposing for the 2 Nuclear reactors at Sizewell C still seem 
uncertain and unspecific in many places. They do not instil confidence that things will be any 
better than your previous plan, for residents, wildlife or the land - the rare habitats of Sizewell 
Marshes and neighbering Minsmere reserve.   
 
Rail: 
You now state the possiblity of 8 train movements a day, 7 of which will be at night.  There is 
not much information on this, other than that it will run behind Eastbridge industrial estate, 
and come up from Ipswich. What about goods coming from the north? 
 
Sea Transport 
As a feasablitiy study has not been completed on your proposed changes to a 400 metre long 
Beach Landing Facility, no plan or impact assessment is given for this. Materials will then 
have to be transported to the stockpiles at the other end of the site, which isn't mentioned. 
You say these measures will decrease the traffic via road to 500 - 700 HGVs a day, This 
would be an improvement, but still be alarmingly heavy in an area with such small roads as 
we have here. Unlike at Hinkley, with the M5 10 miles away. Also what impact will the 
shipping load have on marine life and sea health in the area? Again, at Hinkley you are near 
to an existing Port. 
 
The Sea Defence  
You have not yet produced a complete design for a sea defence. This seems extraordinary, 
as it is surely one of the most obvious and vital decisions to be made, before planning to build 
an enormous nuclear plant on an eroding coast, with sea levels bound to rise in the 170 years 
that it will be in operation.  Plus the nuclear waste staying onsite till 2140! 
This anyway is likely to be an ongoing problem, as Cefas has said you can't predict changes 
to coastlines beyond 10 years.  Erosion north and south of the defense could badly effect 
Leiston and Thorpeness. 
 
Many other problems regarding the SSSI remain, regarding water levels, drainage problems 
arising, the location of a temporary emergency outflow pipe 
(location unknown) the inadequate bridge crossing of Sizeweell Marsh and Leiston Drain for 
wildife crossing. 
 
These changes should have been addressed before.  Finally, about creating a new Fen 
meadow at Pakefield, how are you planning to persuade birds like Marsh Harriers to simply 
move there?  For one thing it takes years to create a new habitat like that.  You make it look 
good on paper, how you are going to protect and even increase, I notice, the wild habitat, but 
in practice, the experts tell us, it is more likely to be a case of loss of species, which are 
already under threat of extinction.  And all these ideas will be expensive, putting up the cost 
even more. 
 
This may not be the place to make this point, but why are you wanting to build such a huge 
reactor, with so many problems here, when next year I gather you will bring out a new design, 
which will be smaller and easier to construct?  This would seem to be a far more sensible 
option.  
Yours Faithfully 

 
. 

 



 
Dear Sizewell Project Team, 
 
Attached is a word document containing my comments on the latest consultation. 
 
I remain opposed to the whole project, for numerous reasons including- 

• the production and storage of highly dangerous nuclear waste 
• the difficulty of protecting the site on the unpredictably eroding coastline and the predictably rising 

sea-level - for construction, operation, decommissioning, and fuel-cooling (and almost certainly 
for storage of waste for further centuries) 

• the adverse impact on local people, wildlife and economy 
• the colossal financial risk that would have to be picked up tax-payers 
• the high cost of the electricity to bill-payers 
• the dependency on foreign sources of fuel it pushes the UK into. 

I wish you good health. 
 

 
 

Response to the 5th Sizewell C Consultation document 

East Suffolk resident. 

General – I am opposed to the construction of a further nuclear power at Sizewell.  Nothing in the 

consultation can change the fact that the PWR design, if built, would produce hundreds of tons of 

nuclear waste, which will be dangerous for over 100 years, and there is no sign of a safe means of 

disposal ever becoming a reality.  This is true wherever such a power station might be situated, but 

furthermore, the Suffolk Coast is a dangerous place to build it because of coastal erosion and sea-level 

rise.  Not only dangerous, but also a colossal financial blunder. 

Transport options and Beach Landing Facility 

As a resident of East Suffolk, all options are horrifying.  

The DCO transport proposal will cripple road transport for many years, which businesses in the area will 

take decades to recover from.  The new consultation suggests as an option, replacing part of this horror 

with additional night-time trains.  Many people live close enough to the main line to be woken up 

several times a night – as there is no proposed noise reduction along the main line, it will affect many 

more properties than the consultation document suggests.  The impact is only considered up to 20m 

from the line, when the trains will be a noisy night-time intrusion several hundred metres away. 

The additional Beach Landing Facilities introduce further problems to try and reduce the road traffic– 

more dredging and piling, exposing the unstable shoreline to further wave impacts and seabed scouring.  

All shipping-in brings possibility of accidental importation of non-native species, which threatens local 

wildlife and fisheries and even the stability of the shoreline (as has happened in the river Thames).  The 

consultation document doesn’t say what would be done to prevent importation and colonisation by 

species that don’t belong here.  And this is before we consider the impact on the wildlife and their 



habitats of the area, which is supposed to be protected.  How can the project mitigate for the damage 

and loss of unique and precious beach habitat and the long-term damage to the seabed?  

The consultation gives no detail on the use of the coastal path when the BLFs are in place.  The virtual 

exhibition mentions that it’ll be overhead from the coastal path, but doesn’t say how high, nor whether 

the path could be used when material would be passing overhead.  EDF representatives told me at a 

meeting that it would be at beach level, and that pedestrians would be able to cross - this just doesn’t 

make any sense. 

Even with these alternative transport methods in use, there are still a huge number of HGV journeys, so 

that our road system is just a bit less crippled.  500 HGV movements every day when it’s at “typical” 

level instead of the DCO baseline of 650.  And it doesn’t reduce the early-years levels at all. 

Consulting on these options is asking us to choose between a set of unacceptable outcomes.  There is no 

“least-worst” option. 

SSSI Crossing, bridge proposal 

The road crossing of Sizewell marshes is a very bad thing for a special, protected habitat.  The 

modification to a bridge is a slight improvement, but doesn’t remove the objections that it will be 

terrible for protected rare wildlife.  It still makes a long, dark tunnel which will not support the rich 

variety of fauna and flora which live in the open air and daylight.  To something like an otter or a fish, 

this tunnel is not somewhere that can support life, and after exploring for a few meters they’ll turn 

round and swim out again.  So the habitat area will be divided by a barrier.  Otters and other animals 

that can travel overland will probably try to cross at road level, with dangerous results for man and 

beast.  The consultation document gives no detail of how this might be prevented with fencing - and 

even if it were, that’s still habitat fragmentation. 

Fen Meadow replacement 

The idea of finding making more areas into wildlife-rich habitat is welcome, however the consultation 

document acknowledges how difficult it is to create Fen Meadow habitat of the type that will be lost. A 

larger area than what will be actually built over is likely to be adversely impacted by the change to the 

amount, location and quality of the water on the site.  And so even if it works, the area that is proposed 

as compensation is far from adequate.  The likelihood that habitat re-creation will work is not very high, 

since Fen Meadow such as exists at Sizewell Belts is an ancient habitat with outstandingly rich flora.  

(The consultation document mentions a couple of times the “unlikely event” of failure to create Fen 

Meadow at the two already-proposed sites.  That is wrong, the probability of failure is moderate to 

high). 

Even the nearest habitat creation sites are not near enough to the habitat that will be lost or damaged, 

to allow colonisation/migration by flora and fauna from Sizewell Belts, nor enjoyment by local people as 

an alternative.  And the Pakenham site is so far away that it would be a major excursion to get there. 

So it’s a virtual impossibility that the project can meet its obligations to compensate for the lost and 

damaged habitat at this location.  I would suggest that the applicant look for somewhere else to site the 

project, were I not opposed to this whole design of nuclear power station because of the waste 

problem. 



Water storage and wet woodland 

As well as compensating for the loss of Fen Meadow, the project should propose habitat compensation 

for “the loss of wet woodland from the Sizewell Marshes SSSI” (wording quoted from the consultation 

document).  Where is this compensatory habitat?  It should be additional to other habitat replacement 

proposals.  And given the length of time required to establish woodland, work on creating the additional 

habitat should be underway already.  It shouldn’t be an either/or with reedbed wetland compensation, 

all habitat loss should be compensated. 

Instead of this, the applicant has been removing woodland habitat at Coronation Wood, in a move 

which seems designed to prove that they consider woodland to be a nuisance, not the necessity it 

actually is.  I understand that cutting down the wood was part of the application, but the project has not 

yet been given approval, so it’s quite possible that there will be no benefit to the applicant in doing it at 

this stage.  There was no rush.  This looks like a spiteful act.  It’s hard to see how it can have been lawful, 

given that it’s probable that protected reptiles, that should have been captured and released in suitable 

habitat, were hibernating there. 

Relocation of Sizewell B facilities 

The training centre and visitor centre should re-use existing buildings in Leiston, rather than take up 

additional land at Sizewell.  This would alleviate the surface-water issues slightly as well as achieving the 

aim of not turning Pillbox Field into a car-park. 

Pillbox Field should be left as acid grassland, as this habitat has become rare (though it is one of the 

wildlife habitats that typify the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB).  Mitigation tree-planting for the 

damage already done at Coronation Wood (see above) should be done on new land that the applicant 

must obtain nearby (in the awful event that the application is granted). 

Southern Park and Ride landscaping 

The landscaping proposal is not unwelcome in itself, however it does nothing to take away the 

fundamental problems of this facility being so close to the village of Wickham Market with its narrow 

high-street.  My understanding is that local residents are concerned that users of the facility will try to 

get access to it or egress from it via the High Street (rather than the A12 bypass which was built to take 

traffic out of the village). 

 

Thank you for your attention to my response. 

 

16th December 2020. 



																																																																																																																																		

																															

Re:	Consulta-on	document:	Proposed	changes	Nov.-Dec.	2020																																																																																

Introduc-on

I	live	in	a	beau+ful	spot;	everybody	says	so:	delivery	people,	postmen/women	and	visitors.	Our	house	is	
very	modest;	an	end	of	terrace	three	bedroomed	co>age.	What	makes	our	property	so	special	is	that	it	
is	surrounded	by	AONB	(Area	of	Outstanding	Beauty)	land	and	SSSI	(Site	of	Special	Scien+fic	Interest)	
ground.	It’s	about	 	and	a	quarter	of	a	mile	from	the	nearest	road	which	is	

.	We	enjoy	dark	skies.	We	overlook	water	meadows	towards	 .	We	bought	
the	house	in	 	and	spent	two	years	doing	renova+ons	before	moving	in.	Since	then	I	have	worked	
hard	in	our	garden	and	expected	to	reap	the	benefits	of	our	labour	into	my	old	age,	during	my	
re+rement.	If	Sizewell	C/D	is	constructed	this	will	ruin	my	hopes.

Consulta-on	Document

This	has	taken	me	some	+me	to	read.	As	I	try	to	understand	what	it	says	I	feel	physically	sick.	I	find	it	
heart	breaking	to	read	how	I	shall	be	swallowed	up	by	concrete,	surrounded	by	noise,	bright	lights	and	
ugliness.

The	document	consistently	repeats	itself;	it	is	frequently	vague	talking	in	terms	of	“might,	could”;	the	
diagrams	are	unclear	and	the	maps	are	appallingly	bad.	I	have	lived	in	this	area	of	Suffolk	since	1976	and	
consider	I	know	it	quite	well,	but	trying	to	understand	the	maps	is	a	huge	challenge	and	one	I	haven’t	
specifically	mastered.

In	this	le>er	I	shall	address	the	following	issues:	managing	freight	(the	possibility	of	increased	rail	
movements;	increasing	freight	transported	by	sea	including	the	sugges+on	of	the	two	beach	landing	
facili+es);	SSSI	crossing;	Fen	Meadow	replacement;	Water	management	and	other	issues	listed	in	the	
back	of	the	ques+onnaire	paper.

Rail

On	the	back	page	of	your	Community	Newsle>er,	November	2020,	there	are	eleven	pledges.	Pledge	
number	four	promises	to	transport	the	majority	of	construc+on	materials	by	rail	and	sea	in	order	to	
reduce	the	number	of	lorries	on	our	roads.	However	in	the	Consulta+on	Document	it	proposes	that	40%	
will	be	carried	by	rail	and	sea.	I	fail	to	see	how	40%	is	a	majority.	On	page	4	of	the	Community	Newsle>er	
it	says	that	instead	of	700	two-way	lorry	movements	there	would	be	500.	These	numbers	apparently	are	
for	the	“peak”	which	according	to	Table	3.2	will	be	four	years!	However	in	the	“early	years”,	before	the	
railroad	is	built,	it	talks	of	600	lorry	movements,	Table	3.5.	I	take	this	to	be	another	600	lorry	movements	
on	Lovers	Lane.	Currently	Lovers	Lane	is	a	very	quiet	road.	There	are	two	daily	peaks	of	traffic	when	
Sizewell	B	sta+on	personnel	are	driving	to	and	from	work.	This	business	lasts	for	a	short	period	of	+me.	



So	I	am	assuming	the	lorries	will	be	moving	for	12	hours	per	day,	so	from	0700	to	2100	hours,	I	make	
that	about	one	lorry	per	minute.	Quite	a	change	from	how	it	is	now.	This	would	be	for	the	first	two	years	
or	so	and	presumably	no	movements	on	a	Sunday,	although	that	is	unclear.	I	wonder	how	we	will	be	able	
to	safely	access	Lovers	Lane	in	our	private	cars	from	the	lane	on	which	we	live	with	the	lorries	rumbling	
past	so	frequently?	Also,	what	impact	would	all	this	extra	traffic	have	on	the	cars	queuing	to	access	the	
Household	Recycling	Facility?		

Returning	to	the	trains,	on	page	5	of	the	Community	Newsle>er	it	says	there’s	a	proposal	to	increase	the	
number	of	trains	from	three	trains	(five	overnight	movements)	to	four	trains	(seven	overnight	
movements).	I	support	freight	being	off	the	roads	but	I	wonder	what	noise	comparisons	have	been	
carried	out	to	compare	the	train	noise	to	lorry	noise?	Noise	travels	exceedingly	well	across	the	valley	
from	Kenton	Hills	to	our	house;	I	wonder	how	much	we	will	be	disturbed	at	night?	I	welcome	the	
sugges+on	of	not	running	trains	on	Sundays	as	this	could	provide	some	respite.	Also	all	of	these	train	
movements	are	subject	to	capacity	of	the	East	Coast	Railway	line	between	Ipswich	and	Lowestol.	
Reading	page	5	of	the	Community	Newsle>er	all	this	is	yet	to	be	decided	with	Network	Rail.	The	capacity	
currently	is	undecided/unknown.	

Table	2.2	talks	of	“hold	points”	on	the	Saxmundham	to	Leiston	branch	line.	Where	will	these	hold	points	
be	located?	It	also	says	that	trains	won’t	be	travelling	through	Leiston	at	night.	This	is	welcome	but	what	
about	the	traffic	hold	ups	as	the	trains	cross	the	roads,	in	par+cular	the	B1122?	The	lorries,	along	with	
the	usual	traffic,	including	tractors,	and	all	the	hundreds	of	HGV	going	to	and	from	the	construc+on	site	
will	back	up	conges+ng	the	road.	This	table	also	says	there	is	a	possibility	of	running	a	filh	train	(nine	
movements?)	for	a	“short	period”	with	no	qualifica+on	of	what	a	short	period	means.	

Sea

On	page	5	of	the	Community	Newsle>er	it	men+ons	building	a	second	beach	landing	facility	(BLF).	As	I	
men+oned	above,	I	welcome	reducing	HGVs	on	the	local	roads	but	I	am	concerned	about	the	impact	of	
the	BLFs	on	tourism	and	sea	life.	It	says	that	these	BLFs	will	be	used	only	within	the	months	of	April	
through	to	the	end	of	October,	seven	months.	What	impact	will	they	have	on	access	to	the	beach?	
Paragraph	3.3.7	men+ons	“temporary”	closures?	What	does	this	actually	mean?	All	day	on	those	days	
barges	are	unloading?	One	or	some	hours	in	the	day	no	access	to	the	public	will	be	permi>ed?	What	
impact	will	they	have	on	people	walking	the	long	distance	coastal	paths?	I	read	the	paths	will	be	
subjected	to	a	diversion-where	will	they	go	because	bridleway	19	is	threatened	with	closure?	Paragraph	
2.2.17	says	there	will	be	a	permanent	BLF	with	100	beach	landing	per	year,	i.e.	around	14.5	a	month.	The	
beach	will	be	very	busy!!	Paragraph	2.2.20	promises	that	the	combina+on	of	increased	rail	and	sea	
transport	“could”	reduce	the	HGV	movements	on	the	roads	to	60%-“it	may	be	possible”!	So	how	would	
the	construc+on	noise	of	the	BLF	and	the	running	noise	impact	on	the	porpoises	that	live	in	this	area	of	
the	North	Sea?	How	would	it	impact	on	the	Li>le	Terns	that	nest	on	the	beach?	Paragraph	3.3.31	looks	at	
op+on	4	which	is	the	highest	capacity	of	barges.	As	much	as	I	want	fewer	HGVs	on	the	roads,	this	size	
and	amounts	would	be	inappropriate	for	the	loca+on.	

Paragraph	3.3.37	is	concerning.	How	will	this	dredging	impact	on	the	invertebrate	life	of	the	seabed	and	
the	vertebrates	that	feed	on	this	life?	Paragraph	3.3.45	is	clear	that	Environmental	Impact	Assessments	
have	NOT	been	carried	out.	When	will	the	public	be	able	to	access	these	findings?	Will	it	be	aler	some	



damage	has	already	been	done?

I	couldn’t	find	any	+mings	for	when	the	BLF	would	be	built.	Would	there	be	work	going	on	at	night?	
What	ligh+ng	would	be	used?	Table	3.7	says	that	the	BLFs	would	operate	at	night.	It	also	men+ons	that	
the	BLF	would	alter	the	nature	of	the	area	and	undermine	the	AONB.	This	is	very	worrying.	Also	
men+oned	is	the	disturbance	of	tranquility	in	the	area,	and	on	the	beach	not	only	to	the	people	visi+ng	
the	beach	to	walk	or	swim	but	to	the	many	sailors	that	enjoy	recrea+onal	ac+vi+es	on	the	water.	This	
sounds	that	there	would	be	a	huge	disturbance	and	interfering	with	how	the	beach	and	water	is	
currently	enjoyed	by	the	locals	and	visitors	alike.

I	look	forward	to	reading	how	all	this	will	affect	the	SPA/SAC	frontage	and	its	conserva+on	value.	Sizewell	
is	not	an	appropriate	site	for	this	disturbance.	It	is	not	a	suitable	site	to	have	this	enormous	construc+on	
project.	It	will	have	too	big	an	impact	on	the	AONB,	SSSI	and	Minsmere.	It	will	change	the	area	for	ever.	

On	page	55	it	alludes	to	all	the	marine	movements	will	require	a	permanent	harbour	master	to	manage	
the	safety	of	shipping.	This	is	another	concern	to	add	to	this	development.	So	much	more	research	is	
required	before	the	BLFs	can	be	given	the	green	light.

SSSI	crossing

In	essence,	I	believe	there	should	be	no	interference	to	the	SSSI	land.	If	this	new	bridge	design	will	lessen	
the	impact	on	this	precious	resource	then	good;	if	it	means	there	will	be	less	pollu+on	in	the	area	then	
good;	if	it	means	fewer	animals	will	be	destroyed	then	good.	I’m	not	convinced	yet	that	this	will	be	the	
case.	How	much	SSSI	land	will	it	take?	This	isn’t	men+oned	on	page	7	of	the	Community	Newsle>er	and	I	
couldn’t	find	any	further	informa+on	in	the	Consulta+on	Document	that	clarified	this	for	me.

Fen	Meadow	replacement

This	is	ridiculous!	An	environment	as	rich	as	Fen	Meadow	is	not	replaceable.	And	if	it	was,	choosing	
another	loca+on	as	far	away	as	Pakenham	is	totally	inappropriate.	Pakenham	is	in	West	Suffolk!	The	local	
land	needs	protec+ng.	Protec+ng	biodiversity	is	important	par+cularly	now	when	so	many	habitats	are	
being	lost	in	one	way	or	another	and	species	are	in	decline.	Invertebrates	are	olen	overlooked	but	are	
crucial	to	the	health	of	an	ecosystem.	Rare	bu>erflies	and	dragonflies,	like	Hairy	Hawker,	are	found	here	
in	the	Sizewell	marshes	but	for	how	long?

Water	Management

I	have	read	the	paragraph	rela+ng	to	this	on	page	8	of	the	Community	newsle>er.	There	is	no	map	
showing	what	is	intended.	There	is	no	plan	to	illustrate	what	is	wri>en.	If	the	water	resource	storage	
area	offers	opportuni+es	for	addi+onal	wetland	habitats	then	I	am	sure	it	will	be	welcomed.	I	could	find	
li>le	informa+on	to	help	me	make	an	opinion	on	this	ma>er.	However,	reading	about	a	temporary	
drainage	pipe	for	the	site	seems	una>rac+ve.	A	model	would	help	the	public	comprehend	how	it	would	
impact	on	the	landscape.

Other	related	issues



1. Appren+ceships:	Sizewell	C	“aims	to	provide	1,500	appren+ceships	and	we	hope	as	many	local	
people	as	possible	will	join	us.”	This	ini+ally	can	look	very	a>rac+ve.	However	the	+me	frame	is	
not	included.	Currently	Sizewell	B	takes	on	four	appren+ces	a	year,	or	thereabouts.	If	4	were	
taken	per	year	for	SZC	that	calculates	as	375	years’	worth	so	clearly	more	than	four	per	year	is	
what	is	planned.	Will	these	appren+ceships	begin	in	the	construc+on	phase	or	will	they	be	12	
plus	years	aler	construc+on	begins?	I	was	told	that	“local”	is	defined	as	a	one	and	a	half	hours	
drive	from	the	sta+on.	That	is	not	very	local.	Where	is	the	centre	of	excellence	for	welding	
planned	to	be	located?	On	the	front	page	of	the	Community	Newsle>er	there	is	a	photograph	of	
16	young	people	celebra+ng	job	opportuni+es	at	Sizewell	C.	Propaganda.	

2. Sta+on	design:	on	page	11	of	the	Community	Newsle>er	it	states	that	the	design	of	the	sta+on	is	
proven	to	work.	Where?	Flamanville	is	around	a	decade	behind	schedule.	Flamanville	is	£8.2Bn	
over	budget.	With	all	the	problems	associated	with	the	site,	Sizewell	should	be	viewed	only	as	a	
last	resort.

3. Low	carbon:	It	is	claimed	on	page	11	of	Community	Newsle>er	that	once	built	the	carbon	
emissions	during	construc+on	will	be	off	set	within	6	to	8	months.	That	is	providing	a	gas	plant	
power	sta+on	is	closed.	What	about	all	the	carbon	produced	during	the	twelve	years	plus	of	
construc+on-really	what	it	is	saying	in	that	sentence	is	that	SZC	during	opera+on	would	produce	
less	carbon	than	a	gas	fired	sta+on.	Mining	the	uranium	is	ignored.	Dealing	with	the	nuclear	
waste	is	ignored.	Except	it	won’t	be-Sizewell	will	become	a	storage	facility	for	nuclear	waste.	

4. Pledge	number	eight:	Support	Suffolk	coast	tourism	sector	through	the	provision	of	a	Tourism	
Fund.	What	does	that	mean?	How	will	it	work?

5. Pledge	number	six:	Return	the	temporary	construc+on	area	to	a	standard	befirng	the	AONB.	I	
am	delighted	that	EDF	has	such	a	magic	wand.

6. Various	roads,	park	and	rides	and	roundabouts:	these	look	horrendous.	East	Suffolk	will	be	
covered	in	tarmac.	So	inappropriate	for	a	rural	county.	Tourists	will	find	other	places	to	visit.	Our	
areas	of	beauty	will	never	be	the	same	again.	

7. Height	of	the	sta+on	buildings:	it	will	be	welcomed	for	the	buildings	to	be	smaller.	The	less	that	
is	visible,	the	be>er.	The	more	they	are	screened	the	be>er.

8. Bridleway	19:	there	is	a	proposal	for	a	new	link	to	be	made	right	across	Lovers	Lane.	People	will	
need	to	be	very	alert	to	dodge	all	the	traffic.	It’s	such	a	shame	that	bridleway	19	will	be	closed.	
That	is	used	so	much	by	many	people	including	myself.

Conclusion

The	site	for	this	proposed	construc+on	is	too	small.	It	is	difficult	to	access.	It	will	destroy	established	
ecosystems	and	change	this	part	of	East	Suffolk	completely.	Nuclear	energy	produces	waste	that	lasts	for	
thousands	of	years.	There	is	s+ll	no	way	to	get	rid	of	it.	It	is	immoral	to	hand	this	legacy	on	to	future	
genera+ons.	This	design	is	not	proven.	Hinkley	Point	C	needs	to	prove	its	worth	before	any	concrete	is	
laid	on	the	Sizewell	C	site.	It	is	too	expensive.	Many	homes	could	be	fi>ed	with	photovoltaics	with	all	the	



money	needed	for	this	proposal.	Sustainable	energy	has	come	a	long	way.	The	storage	facili+es	for	
power	are	developing	rapidly.	Sizewell	C	is	not	value	for	money.	I	say	NO	to	Sizewell	C.

Yours	faithfully

	



From:  
Sent: 17/12/2020 14:50:31 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Fwd: sizewell development 
Body: 
 
The recent mitigation proposals for the Sizewell C development are, in my view, wholly 
inadequate to offset the damage it will cause. Developers and politicians alike regularly 
choose to disregard the impossibilities of recreating long-standing wildlife habitats such as 
ancient woodland and, in this case, the biodiverse marshland of the Sizewell belts. Fen 
meadows are a good idea, but the kind of countryside improvement that should be happening 
anyway. No way could they replace the wetland that will disappear if Sizewell C goes ahead. 
Please think again.   

  
 



From:  
Sent:16/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Sizewell C/D response. 

Sizewell C/D consultation response. 

 

About me. 

My name is  and I have lived in Yoxford for 38 years. I'm fully aware of the 
urgent need to tackle climate change; I live in an award winning zero-carbon house and use 
an e-bike as my main form of transport. My income relies on Suffolk coast's ecotourism, with 
Minsmere and the surrounding area at its heart. I am not opposed to nuclear power per se, 
but I am strongly opposed to EDF's Sizewell C/D proposals, despite the recent possible 
changes, which are vague and lack any firm commitment to address the very real and 
widely held concerns people have about their plans and approach. 

 

Proposed plans for Sizewell C/D will have a destructive effect on the 
established local economy and the quality of life for local people, as well as 
harm the internationally important SSSI at and around Minsmere. It's also on an 
eroding and unpredictable coastline where sea level rise is set to be 
particularly impactful. 

a) Minsmere and the surrounding area (SSSI) is of international importance and is 
one of the most biodiverse environments in the country and an extremely valuable 
asset to this area. At a time when we're more aware than ever of the vital need to 
protect such habitats and the species that depend on it, EDF's proposals do the 
opposite. Their answer is to create alternative wildlife sites in other places, but legally 
they need to be at least equivalent to that being lost: according to the Suffolk 
Wildlife Trust the proposals don't even come close to mitigating the losses caused by 
building Sizewell C/D'. Not just in terms of the area of land taken by the proposed 
power stations, but the damage caused to the specific ecology surrounding the site, 
for example by interfering with the hydrology, by noise, air and light pollution and by 
the massive mountains of spoil from the site that will dry out in summer and blow onto 
the remaining nature reserve: EDF has been suggested that this problem can be 
mitigated by hosing down the soil, or by using it as 'fill or for landscaping', which are 
all plans that lack any convincing detail and given the scale of the problem, seem 
utterly unrealistic. 

b) The site is too small for 2 reactors. According to the Government's own 'siting 
criteria' a single nuclear power station requires 30 hectares and yet EDF want to build 
2 stations on a 32 hectare site. I understand that Hinkley Point C is spread over 175 
hectares and it has a more suitable road network. There are at least 8 other energy 
projects (e.g. off-shore wind substations) proposed for East Suffolk, which will create 
further strain and chaos on a relatively small geographical area with an inadequate 
road infrastructure. Living with such disruption will harm the lives of a currently 
content local population as well as this area's capacity to enhance the lives of 
thousands of visitors; typically, Londoners who come here for R&R. 

c) Leiston took many years to recover socially and economically from the boom and 
bust of Sizewell B construction and Sizewell C/D is twice the size. This area 
welcomes jobs, but the benefits (according to EDF) of this huge construction are 
overstated and don't stand up to scrutiny.  

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info


The report, Sizewell Economic Statement – Response, by highly-regarded independent 
research and analysis consultancy Development Economics, reveals multiple areas where 
EDF’s claimed benefits are over-optimistic, unproven or misleading, frequently omitting 
evidence to support its figures or relying on “erroneous analysis”. It concludes, critically, 
that EDF’s Economic Statement “fails to meet the minimum requirements of the legislation”, 
with no serious attempt to measure the deterrent effect on tourists and their expenditure, 
traffic congestion or competition for skills and labour. The National Policy Statement EN-6 
requires that applicants for major nuclear energy projects take into account ‘potential 
pressures on local and regional resources, demographic change and economic benefit’. 
[paras 3.11.3 and 3.11.4] 

Most jobs for local people will be low skilled and short term and the vast migrant 
workforce will bring their own problems. EDF promises lots of work for local people, 
including the unemployed, but by local, they mean those who live up to an hour and a 
half's drive away, and at Hinkley few unemployed and economically inactive people 
have been given work; only about 25% of EDF's target.  

EDF makes a number of pledges, but does a 'pledge' have any legal teeth? One 
such is a 'Worker Code of Conduct' to ensure that the social problems we 
experienced during Sizewell B construction can be avoided, but it hasn't eliminated 
them at Hinkley, according to an article about the stressed workforce there, once they 
clock off:  

' Socially there are reports of increases in drinking, gambling and prostitution in 
Bridgwater, which has been upended by the huge construction site on its doorstep. 
One source in a local betting shop told of some workers spending up to £3,000 a 
week and others “self-excluding” from the premises to stop developing a financially 
detrimental habit.' 

(ref. See https://www.theguardian.com/profile/lisaocarroll) 

EDF admits that a third of their local workforce will be taken from local businesses, so 
just as happened when Sizewell B was built, workers will be lured by higher pay, (but 
contracts on very short term), so that established local businesses offering 
permanent work will struggle to compete and will be damaged.  

According to the Suffolk Coast Destination Management Organisation, our existing 
tourist industry, in Sept. 2020, worth about 228 million a year will be damaged 
because of noise, visual eyesores, disruption and traffic problems that will deter 
tourists. I take pride in sharing our beautiful bit of Suffolk with visitors to the area; they 
come for the peace, quiet, walking, cycling, and nature that is all too rare. This work 
doesn't just provide a valuable income, it's also satisfying and gives this area a 
positive identity. It's an industry that's sustainable and with the increased awareness 
of environmental and health issues, has huge potential to grow. The DMO survey 
(2019) predicts that local tourism will lose 24-40 million a year and 400 jobs because 
of Sizewell C/D construction, while EDF predicts the income from letting 
accommodation to workers will only be about 2 million. 

d) EDF's so called Transport Improvements are unconvincing and clearly lack any 
firm commitment and planning or impact assessments. 

They are 'exploring ways to increase sea and rail deliveries' and admit that they don't 
know how feasible it is to reduce the hideous impact on local roads. They say 'we 
will try to move it (material) by sea or rail where practicable' :' there is 
now potential...' : 'if this can be achieved...' : 'We are seeking views on these 
potential opportunities...' : 'We are investigating ...' .  

https://stopsizewellc.org/core/wp-content/uploads/2020/09/Sizewell-Economic-Statement-Response-Report-FINAL.pdf
https://developmenteconomics.co.uk/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/47859/2009-nps-for-nuclear-volumeI.pdf
https://www.theguardian.com/profile/lisaocarroll


This approach is not appropriate for this stage of the consultation because no one 
knows if any of the ideas are even possible. Even if some ideas were possible in 
time, they wouldn't be in place for the first couple of years when there'd be traffic 
chaos, especially at busy times of day and year, or when there's an accident or road 
works. The network of small by-roads that are only designed for light domestic and 
agricultural traffic will be badly affected too because they'll be used as rat runs when 
the main roads are congested. Has anyone calculated the cost of lost time spent 
stuck in traffic jams? No doubt the noise and pollution from traffic will be 24/7 which 
could have a significant effect on the health of local people, as is the case for those 
living en-route to Hinkley Point: that too will come at a cost, both financial and lost 
quality of life and health. And cycling, which is my main form of transport, will become 
very unsafe here, despite the Government's policy to promote it. I live in Yoxford and 
won't be able to shop in Leiston any more and I'd have to do a major detour to cycle 
to Saxmundham safely. Please remember, cycling is popular here and a growing 
trend, both with locals and visitors; it's great for health and well-being, as well as 
reducing CO2 emissions. 

e) Proposals for Coastal Defence and a sea landing jetty also seem to lack 
transparency, detail and conviction. Why has EDF suddenly changed the height of 
the proposed sea defence when it was so convinced about the efficacy of it's 
previous proposals? Why is it now acceptable to bring in materials by sea, when 
previously it was argued this would cause damage to the coast line? Where is the 
modelling? On what basis are these decisions being made? What is the impact of 
such construction on the coast line and will it cause problems north and south of 
Sizewell? If so, who pays? And will Sizewell A,B,C &D end up as an island? If so how 
will that be managed and at what cost?  

What we do know is that coastal erosion is happening, that the submerged sandbank 
off our coast helps protect the coastline and that interfering with it could have serious 
impacts up and down the coast. We also know that changes along the east coast are 
likely to gain pace as the sea level rises and climate change continues. We also know 
that Sizewell C/D wouldn't start contributing to reduced greenhouse gas emissions 
until at least 2040 because it'll take some years to off-set the huge amount of 
embedded CO2 in the construction. 

 
 









 
 

 
 

 
hachestonparishclerk@gmail.com   

                                                                                                            Hacheston Parish Council 
17th December 2020 

 
As a Council whose residents are  directly affected by the proposed construction of Sizewell 
C by EDF, Hacheston Parish Council (HPC) is most concerned that you have brought in 
further proposals for consideration by PINS immediately after the deadline before which 
interested parties had to make their representations to PINS, following your application for 
a Development Consent Order. The proposals contained in the document “Consultation of 
Proposed Changes” are such that there is no certainty that you will be able to deliver 
measures that would produce the best outcomes for East Suffolk,  particularly with regard 
to the delivery of materials to the site by rail and sea. 
 
We are unable to comprehend why these proposals have been put forward at such a late 
stage, bearing in mind that you have had over eight years to formulate your DCO 
application, yet you failed to include them in the DCO application. This is in spite of the fact 
that they address some of the concerns that have been expressed by our Parish, and others,  
throughout the consultation stages, from Stage 1 to Stage 4 Consultation. 
 
Our concerns remain as stated in the responses made by HPC to all previous consultations. 
However our main concern is with regard to the Southern Park and Ride (SP&R), and in this 
respect we comment on the proposed changes as follows: 
 
a) We are glad to see that you have reinstated the length of the bunding on the north 
west boundary. For some reason this had been reduced in length in your DCO application 
from that shown in Stage 4 and earlier Consultations. However we have pointed out that 
the elevated position of the SP&R makes the site an inappropriate one, and whilst we agree 
that the height of the bunding around the site should be 3m, this will only make the SP&R 
more visible from all directions. 
 
b) Table 5.1 of the Consultation of Proposed Changes refers to assessment of effects on 
‘users’ of B1116, but no account has been taken of residents of properties which will be able 
to see the SP&R once it is constructed. 
   
c) No details of the proposed lighting on the SP&R site have been supplied. The site will 
be constructed in a ‘dark skies area’ and this has not been taken into account in any of the 
documents or statements prepared in support of the DCO application. 
  
d) No detailed breakdown of the projected traffic volumes at the 5 ways roundabout – 
junction of A12, B1078 and B1116 – and for traffic using the B1078 through Wickham 
Market have been provided. This has been requested on a consistent basis at each of the 
Stages of Consultation by HPC and others, and without this information HPC is unable to 
give a considered  response to the proposals. 
 



e) Adequate detail of the landscaping proposals in and around the SP&R site have not 
been provided to enable this Council and other authorities to consider whether appropriate 
mitigation will be implemented. 
 
Our other concerns remain with the increased traffic volumes which will destroy the local 
Suffolk environment. 
Your new proposals will not have any impact on reducing traffic volumes during the first 
three years pending construction of the Park and Ride sites and the new roads proposed in 
the DCO application. During these early years 600 HGVs per day, plus other vehicles 
travelling to both the Sizewell C site and other Energy Projects which would use the A12 and 
B1122.  
Sizewell C would still generate up to 12,000 extra vehicle journeys per day, massively 
increasing traffic on the A12, surrounding roads and making rat runs more likely.  These 
vehicles will have noise and vibration impacts along the whole of the road networks that will 
be used to access the Sizewell C site. The A12 & A14 are already problematic; the Orwell 
Bridge, EDF’s Freight management facility and new roundabouts will all increase the risk of 
delays for the residents of Suffolk as well as those travelling to the Sizewell C site. 
 
Quite apart from the noise and vibration impact referred to above the High Court has now 
determined that pollution can be considered as a cause of death. The considerable amount 
of pollution which will be generated by this additional traffic will have an adverse effect on 
the inhabitants of the County and will no doubt have a serious impact on their health and 
possibly be the cause of death of some of them. This needs to be considered with care. 
 
Finally we would add that your revised proposals do not change our overall objection to, or 
concerns about, Sizewell C. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 

 
 

 Hacheston Parish Council 
 
 
 
copies: 
●   

  
 

 
  

  
  

 

 
 

 



From  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:  
Subject:Sizewell C further consultation 
I am writing in response to the short additional consultation by EDF on adjustments proposed to the Sizewell C 
proposals to reduce road traffic and make more use of road and sea transport. 
 
 
 
While the effort to reduce transport by road is recognised, the proposals in this latest consultation are not clearly 
defined or fully assessed. They involve ideas on which the consultation document admits there is further work to 
be done to assess whether or not the impacts on coastal processes and sediment movements will have 
significant effects. As such, these proposals add to greater uncertainty about the impact on the coast already 
commented on in the earlier consultation. 
 
 
 
A consultation on which is not possible to form a view but only to express concerns is not a real consultation. The 
concerns remain. There is nothing in any of the proposals to date which give any confidence that there has been 
any proper consideration of the potential damage to this dynamic coastline arising from the disturbance that will 
be caused by the construction of Sizewell C and which could have substantial adverse consequences for the 
shoreline of the settlements and Orford Ness to the south of the Sizewell area. We need more data and greater 
transparency in order to enable informed decisions to be taken. 
 
 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info  sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk   
CC:

  
Subject:Response to EDF’s consultation. 
I am writing in response to EDF’s consultation. We are asking why it has taken 8 
years for EDF to put forward alternative proposals for sea and train transport and 
why they are consulting on these proposals where it is not certain they can be 
delivered? Same with the relocation of SZB elements to SZA which has not yet been 
agreed. 
I am  still very much objecting to the building of Sizewell C. Along with 58,000 people 
who have so far signed the love Minsmere petition against Sizewell C we find it 
completely innapropriate for this scale of development to sit next to our flagship 
nature reserve of Britain. This jewell of Suffolk and its interconnecting area is all the 
more precious because most of Suffolk is intensively farmed and ‘wildlife desert’. We 
cannot squander these small oasis of biodiversity (6000 species) while we are in 
crisis with biodiversity plummeting. 
My other reasons for objection, not carbon zero -will be 2040 before it offsets the 
carbon emissions caused.Not flexible -doesn’t work with renewables revolution. Off 
the scale expensive-double that of renewables. While it seems the taxpayer would 
be expected to fund this bottomless pit. Obviously the danger of nuclear on our 
doorstep -we all know accidents do happen.  
Personally I am appalled that we could put this kind of danger on our future 
generations with the sea level rising and the coast eroding which is predicted to 
create a nuclear island. There are no solutions to deal with toxic waste-why do it 
when we don’t have to? 
All in all ‘white elephant’ . 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 

 
 

 
 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
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From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:
 

  
Subject:5th consultation document Nov/Dec 2020 
My response to the latest, additional proposals from EDF/SZC are that I am 
opposed to them all, specifically because: 
 
After 8+ years of planning and consultation EDF suddenly come up with 
new plans and suggestions which appear to be nothing more than a wish 
list. By now they should have a clear pathway to achieve their goal, but it is 
evident that is far from the case. This consultation, like its predecessors, 
has been completely lacking in detail, terrible maps, having to send 
everyone a replacement map for the consultation document, and now a 
slew of new documents sent to PINS with no time for people to read and 
digest them. 
Freight trains: there is no evidence whatsoever that Network Rail will be 
able to accommodate EDF’s original plan never mind the new one, 
meaning we will suffer years of the A12 and all the little local roads being 
swamped with EDF related traffic, possibly throughout the entire build. The 
existing infrastructure will not cope. The impact on residents and 
businesses alike will be horrific. In the unlikely event any of these rail 
proposals were possible, they would cause hardship and distress to those 
living near or alongside the branch line by excessive noise, light and air 
pollution being introduced into a previously quiet area. 
BLF: the extension in length of these new proposals will inevitably damage 
the sea floor and marine life: the exact same environmental reasons EDF 
previously gave for not being able to bring materials in by sea. What’s 
more, instead of one temporary BLF, there will be two, one of which at least 
will be permanent. 
SSSI Crossing: concreting across the middle of an SSSI is criminal 
damage in my view. Pretty pictures cannot disguise that this is still a culvert 
not a bridge, just with a wider tunnel. The endless heavy traffic will pollute 
the SSSI in every way, with noise, light and run-off from aggregate lorries.  
Fen Meadow replacement: you cannot ‘replace’ or ‘mitigate’ what will be 
forever lost. Offering a field here and there miles away does neither of 
those things. 
Sea Defences: I am deeply concerned about the sea wall. How did EDF 
not factor in climate change and sea level rises before now? Why would 
anyone trust them to get the height right now? I also know, and so does 
everyone else, that it is impossible to stop the sea from coming in. Given 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
mailto:Mathew.Hicks@suffolk.gov.uk


the amount of radioactive waste that is sitting on our shoreline, and will be 
for 200 years, this does not bode well for Suffolk or its residents in the 
longer term.  
 
Finally, I find it absolutely disgraceful that, without having the necessary bat 
licenses in place, and without due diligence paid to the protection of 
reptiles, that EDF arrogantly went ahead and felled Coronation Wood.  
 

 
 
 

 
  

 
Sent from my iPad 
 



From  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:

  
Subject:SIZEWELL C 5th Consultations 
We are a couple living in Westleton. We are basically opposed to the whole project of 
Sizewell C, but wish to comment on EDF's latest proposals. 
 
EDF's attempts at consultation so far have been long drawn out and unsatisfactory, and at this 
late stage EDF should only be consulting still further on proposals it is certain it can deliver. Yet the 
current proposals are nothing of the sort, all being subject to feasibility studies or further permissions - 
and in any case they only amount to tinkering with the details of the main proposal, which itself is 
completely unacceptable. As local residents our biggest concerns are as follows:- 
 
Traffic 
Even if  these proposals prove possible, HGV numbers in the surrounding area on a typical day could 
be reduced only from 650 to 500, and on the busiest day from 1,000 to 700. There would be no 
impact on reducing traffic in the first two years, before new roads and Park & Rides would be 
completed. During these “early years” 600 trucks per day, plus those for other Energy Projects, 
and all other Sizewell C traffic would use the current A12 and B1122. With commuting workers, 
Sizewell C would still generate up to 12,000 total vehicle journeys/day, massively increasing traffic on 
the A12, surrounding roads and making rat runs more likely. The A12 & A14 are already problematic; 
the Orwell Bridge, EDF’s Freight management facility and new roundabouts will all increase the risk of 
hold-ups affecting all road-users. 
 
Sea defences and wetlands management 
EDF has still not submitted a complete design, but the sea defences suggested so far could well 
exacerbate coastal erosion north and south of Sizewell. Nor is it clear how the SSSI crossing could 
affect the fragile hydrology of the Minsmere Levels, Sizewell Marsh and the Minsmere Sluice. 
 
These proposals are unsatisfactory in themselves and do nothing to alter our fundamental opposition to Sizewell 
C. 
 

 
 

 
 
 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info


From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:

  
Subject:New Consultation in respect of Sizewell C 
Dear Sirs I have considered the details of your latest consultation and 
formally object to these. None of the new proposals alter the fact that 
a new nuclear station should not be built at Sizewell in view of the 
destruction it will cause to our Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
and its wildlife, the air pollution it will generate during construction 
and the legacy it will leave behind of nuclear waste being dumped on 
our eroding coastline. Furthermore, the fact that you do not know that 
you can deliver on the proposals (as stated in your Community 
Newsletter), makes this consultation an unacceptable waste of 
people's time and effort at this very difficult time and as usual 
demonstrates an utter disregard to the people whose lives and 
livelihoods are to be severely affected by this development. Your 
faithfully  
 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
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     MELTON PARISH COUNCIL (MPC) 

 

RESPONSE TO SIZEWELL C (SZC) CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE 

DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDER (DCO)  -              December 2020  
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
A. The consultation period is inadequately short and does not allow for effective 

engagement with residents on matters that affect them. 
 
B. Melton is affected greatly by the transport strategy for SZC because key road (A12 and 

A1152) and rail (East Suffolk line) routes to Sizewell all pass through the parish. 
 
C. MPC has always supported a modal transport strategy for the movement of bulk 

construction materials that gave priority to sea over rail and rail over road.  We support, 
in principle, EDF’s proposals to reduce HGV movements, subject to the implementation 
of significant mitigation measures. 

 
D. MPC does not agree the proposal for multiple overnight freight train movements through 

Melton for a period of 11 years.  EDF has guaranteed no freight trains through Leiston 
between 23:00 and 07:00 and should do the same for Melton and Woodbridge.  We 
repeat our previously stated request that the East Coast line’s capacity be increased, 
particularly between Melton and Saxmundham.  This would improve the line’s resilience 
and allow EDF’s freight trains to run in daytime. 

 
E. EDF must mitigate the effects on households of rail noise (including barrier audible 

warnings overnight) and vibration.  MPC’s concern is that residents’ real-life experiences 
of train noise and vibration are far more profound and intrusive than EDF’s interpretation 
of its technical measurements.  This is a complex subject and MPC takes assurance 
from the fact that EDF is working in consultation with ESC and SCC on a Rail Noise 
Mitigation Strategy and a Noise Mitigation Scheme. 

 
F. Even if SZC’s plan to reduce HGV movements is realised in full, the project’s significant 

extra HGV movements would exacerbate the already unacceptable traffic congestion in 
and around Melton. 

 
G. Multiple major developments in this part of Suffolk have had a cumulative impact on the 

strategic highways network and created an investment need that has not been met by 
the incremental approach of the statutory planning process.  The Sizewell C project is an 
opportunity to redress some of that balance. 

 
H. MPC believes that the SZC project should mitigate (in whole or in part) some of the 

deficiencies of the A12 and A1152, rather than simply making them worse. 
 
I. A key priority is to keep the A12’s traffic free-flowing.  This reduces pollution and avoids 

congestion on the A12’s many feeder roads.  MPC contends that the A12 must be 
dualled continuously from Woodbridge to the Friday Street junction with the A1094. 

 
J. MPC would welcome any mitigation measures to the A1152 in Melton that improve road 

safety and reduce pollution.  Required improvements include: straightening the dog-
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legged level crossing at Melton Station; achieving optimal utilisation of the traffic lights at 
Melton crossroads; any measures that would substantially reduce the number of 
vehicles, especially HGVs, that transit Melton village. 

 
K. MPC is surprised and disappointed that EDF has not used this opportunity to address 

our previously stated concerns about the DCO with regard to:  fresh water usage; the 
installation of new pylons for SZC in an AONB; the widely held view that the community 
dis-benefits of SZC outweigh the benefits. 

 

THE 30-DAY CONSULTATION PERIOD 
 

1. EDF’s latest consultation proposals introduce a large modal shift in the movement of heavy 

construction materials, from road transport to rail & sea transport.  The extent of the 

increased and overnight train movements through Melton would have a significant impact 

on our residents.  In normal times, MPC would arrange a public consultation meeting to brief 

residents on the proposals and receive feedback.  Such events also encourage residents to 

make individual responses.  MPC contends that the 30-day consultation period is too short 

to allow adequate public debate in those parishes or towns, like Melton, which bear a 

greater adverse impact from these new proposals. 

 

MELTON BACKGROUND INFORMATION 
 

2. All of MP’s previous responses to EDF at the pre-application stage, together with the 

council’s “Relevant Representation” statement, can be viewed here - Sizewell C | Melton 

Parish Council (melton-suffolk-pc.gov.uk) 

 
3. Melton is a large parish, adjacent to Woodbridge and located at the first crossing point over 

the tidal stretch of the River Deben, at the Wilford Bridge.  Melton has a healthy jobs base 

with several employment areas accommodating over 150 businesses.  Melton’s population 

has seen significant growth in recent years.  There are over 1,800 dwellings in Melton Parish 

and an estimated population of between 4,000 and 4,275.  We estimate that population has 

grown by about 10% in the last 4 years.  Many new homes have been built recently, or are 

planned, along Woods Lane and other stretches of the A1152. 

 

4. A map in Appendix A shows Melton’s geographical position relative to key transport links, 

the Deben Peninsula and the various locations for the SZC project.  Appendix B contains a 

detailed map of the whole of Melton Parish and is based on its 2016 Neighbourhood Plan, 

updated to show recent new-builds and planning applications. 

 

5. The Local Plan describes Melton as the ‘gateway to the AONB’ – an accurate statement, 

though the less poetic reality is that the Wilford Bridge funnels heavy and growing traffic 

from all parts of the Deben Peninsula to the A12, and return.  The Deben Peninsula is 

broadly defined as being the large area of land bounded in the south by the River Deben and 

in the north by the River Alde and includes Bawdsey, Hollesley, Orford, Rendlesham and the 

Bentwaters Business Park.  In brief, not only does Melton straddle the main north-south 

routes to Sizewell for road (A12 and A1152), it also does so for rail (East Suffolk line). 
 
 

https://melton-suffolk-pc.gov.uk/sizewell-c/
https://melton-suffolk-pc.gov.uk/sizewell-c/
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OVERVIEW - HOW MELTON IS AFFECTED BY SZC’s PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE DCO 
 

6. In and around Melton Parish, we are experiencing heavy and growing road traffic.  The 
major energy project at SZC, together with the Friston project, would hugely exacerbate the 
traffic volumes that cut through the middle of Melton village, causing delay to the 
movement of goods, services and people and creating intolerable conditions for residents.  
The movement of bulk construction material by train would also pass through Melton, with 
residents being impacted by train noise and vibration. 

 
7. EDF’s latest proposals are to run an extra night train (making a total of 4) and operate trains 

on Saturdays.  EDF is also exploring the potential for a 5th train, assumed to run at night.  In 
addition, EDF plans to build an additional, temporary, Beach Landing Facility (BLF) to import 
more material by sea.  If SZC’s proposals come to fruition, night-train movements would 
increase, affecting local residents adversely; and the increase in HGV and other vehicle 
movements would represent a slightly lower quantum jump than under the DCO proposals.  
In short, the transport impact of SZC on Melton is huge and all adverse, unless significant 
mitigation measures are put in place 

 

 

FREIGHT MANAGEMENT STRATEGY 
 

8. Throughout the SZC planning process, MPC has supported a modal transport strategy for the 

movement of bulk construction materials that gave priority to sea over rail and rail over 

road. 

 

9. EDF’s latest proposals move significantly in this direction and could reduce the amount 

carried by road from 60% to 40%. 

 

10. The consultation proposals offer a mix of train and BLF options, giving different outcomes 

for the reduction in HGV movements.  Put simply, if more material is moved by sea or train, 

less is moved by road.  The table below (based on Table 3.4 in EDF’s Consultation Document) 

shows the difference in HGV numbers (2-way movements) between the DCO proposals and 

the option that uses 4 trains and the larger BLF. 

HGVs Typical Day HGVs Busiest Day 

 

DCO baseline     325 (650)  500 (1,000)

  

Four Trains + BLF Options 3 and 4    250 (500)  350 (700) 

 

11. MPC intends to remain consistent with its previously preferred transport strategy for SZC.  

MPC would support proposals that maximise the reduction of HGV movements on local 

roads, as summarised below: 

 

• To run an extra daily train (making 4 extra daily) 

• To run trains on Saturday 

• To run a 5th train daily, if it proves to be a feasible  

• The additional, temporary, BLF (Option 4) 
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but only if EDF implements appropriate mitigation measures, as described in the next 

section  -  in particular, measures that avoid the running of overnight freight trains through 

Melton and Woodbridge and, instead, run them in daytime. 

 

 

RAIL – MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

Line Capacity & Resilience Mitigation 

 

12. The capacity and resilience of the East Suffolk line must be improved.  EDF’s plan to run 

trains during the hours of sleep (at peak, up to 5 extra trains per night i.e. up to 9 two-way 

train movements) through Melton and Woodbridge, from 2023 to 2034, is totally 

unreasonable.  The East Suffolk line’s capacity must be increased so that the proposed extra 

trains can run in day-time. 

 

13. A capacity increase on the East Suffolk line is also essential to guarantee resilience.  If there 

is to be a major increase in train movements on the East Suffolk line, EDF needs a robust 

contingency plan for dealing with a major breakdown, accident or other incident.  MPC 

doubts that the current, limited, capacity of the East Suffolk line would permit EDF to 

provide assurance that, in the event of a freight-train incident, no disruption would ensue to 

day-time rail schedules, nor to those who depend on train travel for their livelihood. 

 

14. At the Stage 3 SZC consultation, EDF proposed to build a passing loop between Melton and 

Wickham Market.  At the time, MPC suggested that for little extra cost, “double-tracking” 

could be put in place between Melton and Saxmundham.  MPC (supported by Woodbridge 

Town Council) urges EDF to revisit this double-tracking proposal.  The East Suffolk line would 

then have the capacity and resilience to permit safe operation of the proposed extra trains 

in day-time, eliminating the threat of overnight train disturbance for Melton and 

Woodbridge residents and providing a significant and, much needed, beneficial 

infrastructure legacy. 

 

Melton Level Crossing Mitigation 

 

15. Melton is particularly disadvantaged by having a level crossing of one of the worst designs 

imaginable.  The A1152 takes a dog-leg turn at its meeting point with the railway.  This 

forces HGVs and large Agricultural Vehicles to cross to the opposite side of the road in order 

to navigate the bend, halting traffic flow and increasing congestion on an already congested 

road (see image below).  The resultant standing traffic causes increased pollution.  The 

Melton level crossing needs to be updated and straightened out – this requirement is also 

mentioned in the later section on suggested mitigation measures for roads.  Note:  At the 

time of writing, the surfaced area next to the level crossing is full of shipping containers, 

stacked 3-high, and its access to the A1152 is on the bend in the road, adding to local traffic 

problems. 
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Noise & Vibration Mitigation 

 

16. There is an urgent need to mitigate the noise and vibration from: 

• the proposed 4 to 5 overnight-trains passing through Melton 

• any improvement work to the railway line. 

 

With regard to overnight trains passing through Melton  -  

 

17. Throughout the SZC pre-application consultation process, MPC has been consistent in 
recommending that EDF should upgrade the East Suffolk line significantly.  If done, this 
would enable EDF to run its freight trains in day-time rather than overnight. 

 
18. Unfortunately, EDF’s current proposal is to not upgrade the East Suffolk line to this standard.  

Instead, EDF’s proposal is to run overnight freight trains through Melton and Woodbridge, 
possibly for 6 days per week, for 11 years (from 2023 to 2034).  Each train would be about ⅓ 

kilometre long, typically made up a Class 66 locomotive and 20 wagons carrying 1,250 tonnes 
of construction material.  Through the peak years, 2024 to 2028, EDF would run between 7 and 9 

train movements every night, Monday to Saturday, for 5 years.  The overnight trains would 
travel through Melton and Woodbridge at 10mph; then be held at the Leiston branch line 
until morning, when they would be delivered to site. 

 
19. EDF has already acknowledged the disruption that overnight train movements would cause 

to Leiston’s residents and has guaranteed that trains will not run through the town from 
11pm to 7am.  Indeed, EDF is to invest in building a temporary "green route" rail line to take 
trains directly from Saxmundham to the SZC site, bypassing Leiston.  The combined 
population of Melton and Woodbridge is twice that of Leiston’s.  It is our contention that the 
case for avoiding overnight freight train operations through Melton and Woodbridge is as 
strong as that for Leiston.  Our residents deserve the same protection.  EDF should 
guarantee no freight trains through Melton and Woodbridge between 23:00 and 07:00, as it 
has done for Leiston.  The efficient and fair solution would be for EDF to invest in a 
permanent upgrade to the East Suffolk line (especially the single-track stretch between 



 

6 
 

Melton and Saxmundham) to enable the extra freight trains to travel in daytime.  This 
proposal is also supported by Woodbridge Town Council. 
 

20. The unreasonably short consultation period will deny many residents the opportunity to 

become aware of and comment on EDF’s plans for overnight train operations through 

Melton and Woodbridge.  Many will only become aware of the issues when this document is 

published shortly before being approved by MPC on 16/12/2020 – by which time the 

deadline for responses would have nearly passed.  The likely low number of consultation 

responses from residents in Melton and Woodbridge should not be interpreted by EDF as 

indifference or acquiescence to its rail strategy.  There are some residents living near to the 

railway line who are aware of the plans for overnight trains.  A small number have made 

their views very clear to MPC and the unambiguous message is that they do not want 

overnight trains through Melton and Woodbridge – see Appendix C.  If Melton residents 

have to endure extra trains, they want them to run in daytime. 

21. Noise and vibration disruption take several forms.  Firstly, there is the alarm noise from 
barrier crossings.  For any amount of overnight train operation, EDF must find a solution to 
the alarm noise from closed barriers at the A1152, Dock Lane and other level crossings in 
Melton, together with similar level crossings in Woodbridge, all in residential areas. 

 
22. EDF’s technical assessment of barrier alarm noise at level crossings was based on crossings 

on the Saxmundham to Leiston Branch Line.  EDF’s view is that, at night, properties that 
were not directly adjacent to the crossing alarms were unlikely to be significantly affected by 
them.  Our view is that most of the crossings assessed by EDF are in virtually open 
countryside and quite untypical of the level crossings in Melton and Woodbridge.  Those 
assessments may, therefore, be of questionable relevance.  EDF assessed at least one level 
crossing in Leiston and this was probably more typical of the crossings in Melton and 
Woodbridge.  There is, therefore, a striking inconsistency of policy in that EDF has promised 
no overnight train operations in Leiston but is proposing to operate up to 9 overnight trains 
through Melton and Woodbridge.  We also question whether EDF’s view of barrier alarm 
noise would match the real-world experience of a large cluster residents living near the line. 

 
23. Melton residents tell us that the barrier alarm warnings are loud and particularly penetrating 

at night.  To quote an e-mailed comment on 2/12/2020 from a Melton resident (who also 

happens to be a parish councillor) living 400 metres from the A1152 barrier crossing: “The 

noise does carry from Melton Station all the way to our cottage most days, so you can see 

the distance the sound can carry and the potential for disturbed sleep.  It’s like a car 

alarm going off and sounds like a police car!  Nee nah nee nah! Very unpleasant but 

necessary for safety reasons.”  This highlights the key point - residents will accept barrier 

alarms in day-time hours.  Residents will not accept barrier crossing alarms of up to nine 
times per night, disrupting their sleep for long periods as the trains pass slowly through 
Melton and Woodbridge, for years on end.  This would be totally unacceptable.  It requires 
EDF and Network Rail to either eliminate the problem (preferably, by running trains only in 
daytime) or apply substantial mitigation. 

 

24. Secondly, on the general issue of noise and vibration, MPC takes assurance from the fact 

that EDF is working in consultation with ESC and SCC on a Rail Noise Mitigation Strategy and 

a Noise Mitigation Scheme to further develop the mitigation proposals for the project.  

MPC’s view on the noise mitigation strategy and scheme is that: 
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• it must protect all households that are affected adversely by rail noise & vibration 

• there should be clear and fair eligibility criteria to identify those households that qualify 

for sound insulation 

• the terms of the scheme should be communicated directly to all households in Melton 

that are adjacent to the railway line. 

 

25. Anecdotal evidence from Melton residents living within hearing distance of the railway line 

indicates that their real-life experience of train noise and vibration is far more profound and 

intrusive than EDF’s interpretation of the technical measurements recorded for its 

Environmental Statement and more recent studies.  MPC, therefore, wants EDF’s 

measurements of rail noise and vibration to be subject to independent scrutiny by SCC’s and 

ESC’s technical experts. 

 

26. MPC is aware that EDF’s Noise Mitigation Scheme is expected to include use of long-welded 

track, the ideal locations of welded rail joints, the use of under-ballast mats, or equivalent, 

speed restrictions on train movements in built up and sensitive areas, and preferences for 

particular locomotive types.  MPC’s view is that any overnight train should use the quietest 

modern locomotives available, certainly none noisier than a Class 66 locomotive (fitted with 

sound attenuation equipment) should be used.  Again, MPC expects the Noise Mitigation 

Scheme work programme to be developed in consultation with ESC and SCC. 

 
With regard to any rail improvement work  – 

 

27. MPC would want assurance that: 

 

• if rail improvement work has to be done at night, Network Rail should avoid undue 

disturbance to the population by banning work between midnight and 6am in residential 

areas. 

• during any upgrade work, impacts on passenger services, vital for Melton people 

commuting to Ipswich and beyond, are minimised. 

 

 

ROAD – MITIGATION MEASURES 
 

SZC Will Exacerbate Existing Traffic Problems Unless There Are Mitigation Measures 

 

28. Paragraphs 29 to 39 provide detail relating to MPC’s concerns with regards the impact of the 

SZC proposal on the A12 and A1152 and how these impacts should be further mitigated. This 

detail is consistent with information provided to EDF at previous stages. 

 

29. Even if SZC’s plan to reduce HGV movements is realised in full, the project’s significant extra 

HGV movements (in any of the scenarios presented in the proposed changes to the DCO 

application) would exacerbate the already unacceptable traffic congestion in and around 

Melton. 
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30. The SZC and Friston energy projects will each generate a quantum leap in traffic on the A12 

and A1152.  To this, should be added the extra HGV traffic from the possible increased use 

of Bentwaters Business Park for off-site support offices, stores etc. 

 

31. MPC is extremely worried that a further increase in traffic congestion through the middle of 

Melton village would make life intolerable for its primary school children and residents.  It 

would also be bad for business and hinder the efficient transport of goods, services and 

people. 

 

32. There is widespread local concern that the SZC and Friston energy projects will also lead to 

an explosion of rat-running, when drivers choose to avoid using the A12 or the Southern 

P&R site.  Vehicles seeking alternative north-south routes will use rat-runs through 

Martlesham, Woodbridge and Melton that converge in the middle of Melton village and 

follow the A1152 over the Wilford Bridge and on to Rendlesham, Bentwaters, Tunstall, 

Snape, Leiston, Sizewell & Friston. 

 

Cumulative Impact of Major Developments 

 
33. The traffic impact of the two major Energy Projects brings into focus the concerns of MPC 

and others that multiple major developments in this part of Suffolk have had a cumulative 

impact on the strategic highways network and created an investment need that has not 

been met by the incremental approach of the statutory planning process.  This planning 

application is an opportunity to redress some of that balance. 

 

Contingency Planning 
 

34. The A12 is already vulnerable in the event of major breakdowns, accidents, Orwell Bridge 

closure, adverse weather, the Latitude Festival or other incidents.  EDF must develop a 

robust contingency plan for dealing with such impediments to the flow of its HGV traffic.  

MPC wants assurance from EDF that HGV traffic would not be routed through Melton to 

Sizewell at times of congestion on the A12. 

 
Suggested Road Mitigations 

 

35. MPC believes that the SZC project should mitigate (in whole or in part) some of the 

deficiencies of the A12 and A1152, rather than simply making them worse. 

 

The A12 
 

36. A key priority is to keep the A12’s traffic free-flowing.  This reduces pollution and avoids 
congestion on the A12’s many feeder roads.  MPC contends that the A12 must be dualled 
continuously from Woodbridge to the Friday Street junction with the A1094.    MPC 
therefore supports: 

 

• dualling the single-carriage stretch of the A12 between the Seckford Hall 
turn-off and the Grundisburgh Road roundabout; 

 

• dualling the single carriage stretch of the A12 between the Woods Lane 
roundabout and the Ufford Road turn-off; 
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• a dualled 4-village bypass scheme, similar to that promoted by Suffolk County 
Council (SCC) within its Suffolk Energy Gateway scheme.  At Stage 3 of the 
SZC consultation, EDF said it supported SCC’s scheme and was prepared to 
provide a financial contribution in lieu of a two-village bypass.  We are aware 
that SCC’s scheme did not proceed but given our new awareness of the 
greater traffic impact of the combined Sizewell & Friston energy projects, we 
believe the SCC/EDF proposal should be re-visited. 

 
The A1152 - the Deben Peninsula’s access to the A12 

 

 
 

37. It cannot be good for the environment or the regional economy that businesses and 

residents in the centre (e.g. Bentwaters Business Park) and north of the Deben Peninsula do 

not have a short, quick, access to the A12.  Instead, cars and commercial vehicles (many of 

them large HGVs) trundle miles, back and forth, on country roads that converge in and clog-

up the centre of Melton village, further polluting the air around our Primary School. 

 

38. MPC does not accede to the view that increasing congestion on the A1152 in Melton is a 

price worth paying if it helps to reduce the over-development of Suffolk.  MPC’s view is that 

the exponential growth of traffic over the Wilford Bridge and through the middle of Melton, 

to/from the A12, will be exacerbated by the SZC and Friston energy projects and be bad for 

Melton residents and the regional economy. 

 

39. MPC would, therefore, welcome any mitigation measures to the A1152 in Melton that 

improve road safety and reduce pollution: 

 

• A high priority is for the dog-legged level crossing at Melton Station to be upgraded and 

straightened out to avoid congestion and minimise standing traffic and its resultant 

pollution. 

 

• There is also an urgent need to achieve optimal utilisation of the traffic lights at Melton 

crossroads as these are a major cause of congestion, standing traffic and increased 

pollution in an area that is already being monitored for high levels of pollutants and is 

next to our Primary School. 
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• Most importantly, MPC wishes to work with any relevant authority, to identify options 

that could substantially reduce the number of vehicles, especially HGVs, that transit 

Melton village. 

 

 

SOUTHERN PARK AND RIDE 
 

40. MPC notes the proposed changes to the DCO and re-affirms its previously stated view that 

the Stage 2 consultation option for the Park n’ Ride to be located adjacent to the Woods 

Lane (A1152) roundabout with the A12 must remain off the table. 

 

 

OTHER PROPOSALS 

 
41. MPC has no comments to make on the proposals for:  SSSI Crossing;  Fen Meadow 

Replacement;  Water Resource Storage Area;  Surface Water;  Other Main Site Changes;  

Sizewell B Relocated Facilities; Associated Development Changes. 

 

42. MPC is surprised and disappointed that EDF has not used this opportunity to address our 

(and other’s) previously stated concerns about the DCO: 

 

• Fresh water usage - SZC will need 2-3m litres of fresh water daily, from an 
area of low rainfall where the frequency and severity of drought will worsen 
with climate change. We are concerned this will impact adversely on 
agricultural and domestic supplies and cause ecological problems in the 
region. 

 

• The installation of new pylons for SZC in an AONB  -  this invasive approach 
was avoided in the 1980s for SZB, as it should be in the 21st century for SZC.  
We suspect this is a cost saving measure, not an unsolvable technical 
problem - and it should be reversed. 

 
• Our view that the community dis-benefits of SZC outweigh the benefits.  -  

this is consistent with MPC’s view following our consultation event in March 
2019 with Melton residents.  The community will incur severe dis-benefits to 
transport, the environment and pollution, tourism, accommodation and 
community safety.  While the economic benefits to the supply chain and jobs 
are welcome, in the latter case they fall short of expectations.  For new jobs, 
only a small proportion of the higher graded, senior, posts will go to local 
people. 

 

 

 

 

Melton Parish Council 

December 2020 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Map showing the position of Melton Parish relative to key 
transport links, the Deben Peninsula and the various build-
locations of the proposed SZC project [Reproduced by kind permission of 
EDF]. 
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          APPENDIX C 
 

COMMENTS FROM MELTON RESIDENTS 
 
The common thread running through public responses to-date is that none want any 
overnight trains running through Melton and Woodbridge. 
 
One Melton resident, a former railway engineer, emailed a parish councillor on 9 /12/2020 
suggesting that the proposed overnight trains could actually be run in daytime: 
 

“The Class 66 is an American industrial design from the 90s and first came to the UK in 

2000. Freight companies also use class 37 built from 1960 as English Electric Type 3's 

and Class 47s which date back to 1963. As the Class 37s would work in pairs they are 

extremely noisy as is currently apparent with the leaf clearance trains at night.  

 

Restrictions should therefore apply to which locomotives may be used on the Sizewell 

freight contract. I would suggest none noisier than a Class 66 should be allowed and the 

class 66's should be fitted with sound attenuation equipment if practicable.  

 

There is a general capacity problem with freight trains to and from Felixstowe already 

and Sizewell will obviously exacerbate the problem. There is however no reason why 

freight trains could not be held at Ipswich rather than Leiston to allow daytime working 

over the East Suffolk line.  

 

Does the East Suffolk line passenger density justify an hourly service during the day? A 

1½ hourly service would allow freight trains to run without double tracking. 

 

Automatic crossing on minor roads such as Dock Lane should default to being in the down 

position at night, with a phone request to raise the barrier when necessary. This would 

reduce the number of audible warnings required and thus sleep disturbance.  

 

Given EDF's nuclear projects in France and at Hinkley Point are way behind programme 

and substantially over budget, the 11-year window is over optimistic.” 

 
Another Melton resident emailed a parish councillor on 9/12/2020 confirming the exceptional traffic 
growth in traffic in recent years and expressing a preference for EDF’s freight trains to be run during 
the daytime rather than overnight: 

“to be honest this whole thing fills me with deep depression. The area simply isn't 

equipped for the level of traffic on the roads or rail. Even since we arrived 4 years ago, 

we have noticed a huge increase on the road. Melton crossroads is rarely empty and 

usually has a long queue in at least one direction. 

X   has sent you the professional comments, mine can only be from my gut! 
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I am already woken by the line cleaning train in the night, and whilst I actually love our 

little local train, and miss it when it isn't running, that is because it is only twice an hour. 

I think I would feel very differently with the increase, though would prefer more in the 

day if it means less at night. 

I completely agree that sea is the way to go, but know that from the start they have said 

thos would not happen. I despair of the extra footfall and traffic in the area during the 

building, and obviously feel this is completely the wrong place to build it, as I love that 

beach. We were there the other day, and I will whatsapp you a photo of a house along the 

cliff from there...their picnic area literally now hanging over the beach 

Sorry, not very helpful. Just don't want it!!!” 

 



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:    
CC:

  
Subject:Re: New Consultation in respect of Sizewell C 
Dear Sirs, 
 
I am writing to register my objection to the revised proposals outlined in 
your latest consultation.   
 
I am dismayed that at this difficult time you are going out to consultation on 
proposals that you have no idea whether you can actually deliver. 
 
That aside, the fact is that these proposals will make little difference to the 
pollution and devastation which the construction of Sizewell C will bring to 
this part of East Suffolk and certainly will not save the thousands of jobs 
that will be lost in the tourist industry should this scheme proceed. 
 
Furthermore, the potential damage to Minsmere and its wildlife as 
highlighted by the RSPB and Suffolk Wildlife Trust remains and the 
catastrophic impact feared would be nothing short of criminal.  I feel 
strongly that Sizewelll C should not be built and that the biodiversity of our 
Heritage Coast should be preserved.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
 



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  
Subject:SizewellC Stage 5 consultation 
Hello, This is yet another E-mail to you regarding the project of Sizewell C. 
Another consultation again? Stage 5! Why has it taken 8 years for EDF to 
work out all the logistical issues and problems associated with their 
enormous construction project. There is no guarantee that the latest rail 
and sea transportation proposed by EDF will be enforced. Coastal Suffolk 
is a rural area with small country roads and lanes unsuited for the 1000 of 
trucks and buses and cars that would be needed during the many years of 
construction. Let alone the huge amount of pollution created by these 
adding to the carbon levels. This latest consultation has not reassured me 
in any way. I can only see that EDF wants to grab more land. In what way 
will the creation of a fenland in Pakenham 40 miles away from Sizewell 
make up for the loss of our AONB at the border of Minsmere bird reserve? 
Just this week EDF felled Coronation Wood, an ancient woodland with 
protected bat roosts. They had not yet obtained authorisation. Extra spoil 
heaps for storing materials? No!! The coast is eroding. They must have 
known that 8 years ago. What is the point of having this area of Suffolk 
coast a designated AONB? What is the point of designating areas of 
Special Scientific Sites if these are to be bulldozed? There is talk that every 
household in the country would have to pay for the build of the 2 nuclear 
reactors now that China will not be a contributor. Another financial burden 
for the taxpayer (on top of COVID) at our expense for EDF’s profits! I, 
ALONG WITH THE 100 000 VISITORS AND SUFFOLK RESIDENTS 
OBJECT TO THE MASSIVE DISRUPTIONS THAT SIZEWELL C WOULD 
CREATE AND THE TERRIBLE AND UNNECESSARY DESTRUCTION OF 
OUR HERITAGE COAST. STAGE 5 CONSULTATION HASNT OFFERED 
ANY AMELIORATION.  
IP164SG Sent from my iPad 
 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
mailto:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk


From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:response to SIZEWELL C . 5th Consultation. 
Dear Sir, I wish to respond to the new proposals being raised by EDF as 
part of their 5th consultation with the public. I wish to state that these new 
proposals do not change my overall objection and concern to SIZEWELL C 
and some of these new proposals have so little guaranteed detail and 
scientific evidence that they give rise to even further trepidation’s. 1. EDF s 
claim to reduce the HGV numbers on a normal day down to 500 and on the 
busier days 700 have been raised because they say they will use sea and 
rail deliveries. They have still not dealt with the huge objections from the 
local residents that the dog leg by passes they are trying to propose are 
totally inadequate and that initially HGV traffic will be way above these 
numbers for at least two years on our local roads. The A12 and the A1122 
will need to be able to accommodate Massive increases in traffic for which 
they are not capable. EDF have totally misread local feeling on their 
transport cheap option policy . There originally was a D2 option but now we 
have a totally over engineered dogleg taking more land than necessary 
with 30 tenuating basins built in. 2. Details in the document state “the 
possibility of 8 train movements “ with 7 at night and 1 during the day , 
including Saturdays and maybe even 10 movements for a short time. Their 
map fails to show the vicinity of the new housing estate already built to the 
railway line to be used which means night noise for many families and an 
ultimate reversal back to an already congested road network. . 3. The 
beach landing facility fills me with grave, grave concern. Increased erosion 
both north at SOUTHWOLD and south at ALDBURGH is inevitable if they 
get it wrong and their own advisors CEFAS admit they cannot predict 
coastal changes 10 years ahead . When a site is still holding spent fuel 
until 2140 we jolly well need to know how our coastal and sea defences will 
perform. There still does not even appear to be a clear plan as to wether 
we are having a conveyor jetty like Hinckley Point . 4. the proposals for 
hard coast defence ends mid way between low and high tides but this 
should seriously be challenged. It needs to be between the low water 
spring tides and my greater concern is the sketches carry no dimensions . 
again another example of insufficient information to make a reasoned 
judgement. 5 EDF have a legal responsibility to replace compensatory 
habitats at least equivalent to those lost and they must be put on place 
before construction. Suffolk Wildlife Trust says “they are not even close” . 
EDF have taken little or no regard for the local feeling on Coronation Wood 
and again I think this evidences that they will do as little as is possible for 
the environment in their March forward with this Plan. My objections 
against these new set of proposals are that they appear to show EDF do 
not actually know what they want and the amount of fine detail that has not 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info


been included for the public to see is frightening. This is a nuclear power 
station being built by a company that is changing its plans at every touch 
and turn . The consequences could be appalling and the lack of details in 
these new proposals do not put my mind at rest . Sent from my iPad  

 
 



From:  
Sent: 17/12/2020 16:00:25 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Response to consultation 
Body: 
 
 
There will be a need to consult again once a decision on proposals 
have been made. The use of ‘probably’ indicates little control over the 
plans and is unacceptable. This coastal area is highly vulnerable to 
erosion, and sediment flow must be managed carefully. Changes to 
the south of the temporary beach landing have not been addressed, 
with potentially significant erosion affecting a large stretch of the 
coastline. A mitigation plan for potential coastal erosion must be 
legally binding with monitoring by an appropriately funded structure 
which has the power to enforce. Whilst appreciating the effort to 
reduce road traffic, the potential to damage a very vulnerable 
coastline must be taken seriously. This is not obvious in the 
consultation.  Sent from my 
iPad 
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Foreword 

ABP is the UK's leading port operator with a network of 21 ports across Britain. 

We handle around one-quarter of the nation's seaborne trade, contributing £7.5 billion to the economy 
every year and supporting 119,000 jobs.  ABP also operates one of the UK's busiest rail terminals at Hams 
Hall in the Midlands. 

With the support of its customers, ABP’s ports in East Anglia - Ipswich, Lowestoft & King’s Lynn - contribute 
£360 million to the UK economy every year, supporting 3,700 jobs in the region and 5,300 jobs nationally. 

• ABP Ports in East Anglia handle more than 3 million tonnes of cargo every year including a huge amount 
of bulk construction materials. 

• ABP Ports in East Anglia handle over 2 million tonnes of agribulks and 170,000 tonnes of timber annually. 

• The Port of Ipswich is the UK’s leading export port for agricultural products. 

In this context we are responding to this latest Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station (SZC) consultation as 
the owners and operators of two Suffolk ports, Ipswich & Lowestoft, both of which are ideally located to 
help support the construction phase of the plant.  

Indeed, your latest Consultation on Proposed Changes (CoPC) further underlines the importance of ports 
in the ongoing development of your freight strategy. 

The need for additional carbon zero energy generation is to be applauded, as well as the significant 
economic benefits to be created during the construction phase and the ongoing positive legacy of nuclear 
supply chains, employment opportunities and improved educational attainment, particularly with regards 
to STEM. 

Both the ports of Ipswich and Lowestoft are ideally placed to increase the amount of sea and rail delivered 
cargo to the proposed SZC development site. This also includes enough space for storage and 
development of aggregate and Abnormal Indivisible Loads [AIL] facilities, as well as capabilities for dealing 
with a wide range of sea vessels and rail movements. 
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Whilst your focus is to reduce the amount of road transport and increase rail and sea activity, it is inevitable 
that HGV’s will still be required. The Port of Ipswich is located only 32 miles & the Port of Lowestoft only 
26 miles, by road, from the construction site. 

Your consultation document provides additional scope for an enhancement of sustainable logistic solutions 
to facilitate the construction of the Power Station and our response will therefore be focussed on section 
3, ‘Freight Management Strategy’. 

In the meantime, we remain open to continuing dialogue with NNB / SZC and look forward to supporting 
this project now and in the future. 

Yours faithfully 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

On behalf of Associated British Ports. 

 

Enc 
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Response  

ABP is the UK's leading port operator with a network of 21 ports across Britain. 

We handle around one-quarter of the nation's seaborne trade, contributing £7.5 billion to the economy 

every year and supporting 119,000 jobs.  ABP also operates one of the UK's busiest rail terminals at Hams 

Hall in the Midlands. 

With the support of its customers, ABP’s ports in East Anglia - Ipswich, Lowestoft & King’s Lynn - contribute 

£360 million to the UK economy every year, supporting 3,700 jobs in the region and 5,300 jobs nationally 

As the two ports of Ipswich & Lowestoft are very near the proposed SZC development site, we are keen 

to establish our clear abilities to address and support several specific points highlighted below from your 

recent CoPC which we consider would enable SZC to meet the stated objective to ‘further minimise the 

impacts on the local area and environment’, in particular using maritime transport options and rail to reduce 

the impact of HGV movements. 

Whilst we anticipate that some capital investment will be required to facilitate the proposed growth in rail 

and additional cargo handling to and from vessels, this is a relatively straightforward investment and 

development project for ABP. 

The CoPC has been reviewed in detail and we have identified areas where we believe we can further 

support SZC’s ambition to deliver the project. Therefore, our response addresses various section numbers 

in turn, as shown within the CoPC document, for ease of reference:  

Section 3.1.2 whereby SZC consider: 

• Potential changes to rail movements from those in the original application. 

 

• Potential enhancements to the permanent Beach Landing Facility (BLF) and options for a second 

temporary BLF to facilitate materials import by sea. 

Section 3.1.4 

• The development of a suitable BLF fits directly with our seaborne capabilities. 
 

• The requirement for a minimum of 2 trains per day in the early year’s construction fits directly with 

both ports on dock rail facilities. 
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Section 3.1.8 

• We support the work of your contractor and transport logistics teams in further developing the 

strategy for SZC construction materials. Sourcing aggregates from sources that are rail or sea 

connected fits with our existing mature port operations within East Anglia. 

Section 3.1.9 

• The potential to operate 5 trains per day for a short period could be accommodated within the Port 

of Ipswich, subject to additional capital investment for track extensions into larger areas of the 

existing port estate and appropriate, critical, rail paths being provided by Network Rail (NR). (See 

Fig 1a, proposed rail route Ipswich) 

 

• The Port of Lowestoft also has capacity for additional train services, subject to additional but limited 

capital investment for track extensions into the port estate. (See Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X & proposed 

rail route) 

 

• The proposed enhancements of both the BLF and temporary BLF, particularly with regards to 

option 3 & 4 would see an increased capability of seaborne freight to the construction site, to which 

ABP can provide more than enough resource to maximise the cargo volumes by sea. 

Section 3.1.11  

• Sustainability is a key part of ABP operations and future developments. We applaud the additional 

focus in the CoPC on sustainability and the desire to move more material to and from SZC by rail 

and sea. 
 

• If the necessity for HGV road movements remain, even at the much lower suggested level of 40% 

of total traffic, the Port of Ipswich is only 5 minutes from the A14 junction, 32 miles / 53 minutes 

from SZC, with the Port of Lowestoft even closer and immediately adjacent to the A12, only 26 

miles / 45 minutes from SZC. 
 

• The new Gullwing Bridge being built in Lowestoft will also adjust the traffic flow, facilitating 

smoother access from the port estate to the A12, potentially reducing journey times further and 

improving connectivity form the north side of Lake Lothing to the south and SZC without the 

disruption that is currently experienced with the low level bascule bridge. 
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Section 3.1.12 

• ABP stands ready to support the ambition of moving more bulk materials by rail or sea rather than 

HGV.  
 

• Table 3.1 Preferred modal split for material transport, aligns with our work on developing a material 

storage and handling capability at both ports, using the already established rail, sea and land 

connections. 

Section 3.1.13 

• As addressed earlier, whilst a significant volume of material will still have to be moved by road, 

both the Ports of Ipswich and Lowestoft are within 32 miles / 53 minutes journey time by road from 

the SZC development site. 
 

• Both ports have readily available road access to main routes, with enough staging areas for a 

significant number of HGV’s to be held within our port estates. (See Fig 1a & b Ipswich and 2a 

Lowestoft, ref X & Y)  

Section 3.1.14 

• ABP believe that with further engagement and planning, rail and sea supply routes could increase 

more than the assumed percentages within those shown in your Table 3.1 ‘Preferred modal split 

of material transport’. Our own review suggests that a great deal of volumes suitable for these 

types of modality can be accommodated within our two ports for onward seaborne and rail 

deliveries. (See Fig 1 a &b, Fig 2 a and Fig 3 a, section 1 & 2) 

 

• The 40% suggested for HGV movements can also be easily accommodated within both ports. We 

have enough room within our port estates and easily accessible main road connections. (See Fig 

1a & b Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X & Y) 

 

Section 3.1.16 

• We stand ready to support further consultations with SZC and their chosen supply chain partners 

to increase the rail and sea transportation movements. 
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3.2 Increase in the frequency of freight train movements to facilitate bulk material imports by rail. 

 

Section 3.2.1 

• As detailed within this section, it is suggested that two freight trains per day, operating from the 

East Suffolk line is likely within the early years. Both the Port of Ipswich and Lowestoft can 

accommodate this requirement and have potential to increase train movements with relatively 

straightforward and modest investments, subject to NR providing enough rail paths. 
 

• Efficiency can be generated by providing additional rail sidings on our port’s estates, to pre-load 

freight wagons well ahead of required onward delivery from both ports. (See Fig 1a Proposed Rail 

Route, Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X, proposed rail route) 

Section 3.2.2 

• We are fully supportive of the green rail route as detailed.  
 

• As previously detailed, we believe the additional efficiencies available for holding wagons ready 

for collection during the evening at both ports is available.  

Section 3.2.5 

• The suggested train layouts and wagon lengths are well within both ports’ capabilities, subject to 

minimal capital investment for track extension within the port estate. 
 

• We believe that further engagement with SZC, could see the possibility for longer trains and greater 

tonnages per train from the assumed 1,250 tonnes currently suggested. (See Fig 1a, proposed rail 

route, Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X, proposed rail route) 

Section 3.2.6 

• Subject to appropriate consultation and engagement we are fully supportive of development of rail 

capacity as detailed in Table 3.2 ‘Number of trains per day over the construction period’, both in 

terms of the number of trains operating and the amount of tonnage that could be transported. 
 

• Our only caveat to this would be the ability of NR to provide additional rail paths at operating times 

suitable for material delivery. 
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Section 3.2.9 

• We support that the potential is being investigated to operate additional train services to move bulk 

material to the SZC development site. ABP is keen to establish closer collaboration to establish 

what rail layout at our ports would most suit the increase in rail movements, which in turn would 

also drive significant efficiencies. (See Fig 1a, proposed rail route, Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, 

ref X, proposed rail route) 

 

• Further we are confident that the suggested train layouts and wagon lengths are well within both 

ports’ capabilities and if an opportunity arose to allow them to be larger, subject to appropriate 

signalling on the designated rail routes, we would be able to adapt our port track layout accordingly 

subject to consultation.  

Section 3.2.13 

• Whilst we understand that the current payload is limited to some 1,250 tonnes per train, our own 

data suggests the potential for higher tonnage volumes could exist. which could be achieved with 

the appropriate loading equipment, enough sidings space at the receiving rail sidings, appropriate 

signalling and enough storage space within the Virtual Quarry (VQ) located at either port. (See Fig 

1a, proposed rail route, Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X, proposed rail route) 

 

c) Potential for HGV reductions 

 i. Potential for HGV reductions from additional rail movements. 

• The stated aim of using standard HGV aggregate lorries, subject to more detail on material density, 

could see a 10-20% increase in tonnage per road movement, particularly for cementitious bulk 

material, which would reduce the number of HGV moves required by a similar proportion which of 

itself is not insignificant. 
 

• This improved tonnage per HGV could be achieved by a rigorous loading process, with suitable 

equipment such as front-loading shovels with weigh cells and camera technology, allowing the 

operator to achieve better loads, or development of specific loading hopper technology which 

allowed the operator to ‘trim’ the load to a pre-determined optimum. In turn this would give a very 

accurate load per truck combined with integrated weighbridge technology allowing for maximum 

legal capacities to be achieved, subject to suitable investment at either of our two ports. 
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Section 3.2.14 

• We agree on the logical assumption that by maximising each train movement tonnage, up from the 

assumed 1,250 tonnes per train, will result in a reduction of HGV deliveries as described. 
 

• Further, given ABP’s experience of aggregate trains regularly leaving the Port of Ipswich already 

at some 1,560 tonnes laden cargo weight, the additional 310 tonnes per train would, assuming 

only 18.5 tonnes per HGV, lead to a further reduction of some 16.7 trucks per day (33.5 HGV’s 

both ways) for each train operating. So, 33.5 two-way HGV trips removed for one train, 67 for two 

trains and in the case of five trains per day, a reduction of 167.5 two-way HGV trips per day 

removed from Suffolk roads through maximising rail loading capability.   (See Fig 1a, Ipswich) 

 

• Our own data in terms of HGV loading activities in ABP ports suggests that for cementitious 

material movements, the tonnage could be increased to closer to 26 tonnes per HGV from the 18.5 

tonne figure used in the CoPC, thereby further decreasing the overall road miles across the 

development project. This increase in payload experienced could represent up to a 40% reduction 

in HGV moves, again by focussing on the optimising of loading.  

Section 3.2.16 

• It is certainly possible for vessel loading operations to take place 6 or 7 days per week at both 

ports’, thereby increasing the likelihood of additional train services and, therefore, a corresponding 

reduction in HGV movements. Additional rail path capacity could be obtained on weekends. 

 

ii. Potential for HGV reductions from an increase in the transport of materials by sea. 

Section 3.2.19 

• ABP is the UK’s largest port operator, with 21 ports and with the UK’s largest inland rail terminal. 

We have substantial and proven experience in the discharge, loading, storing and management of 

aggregate materials.  
 

• We fully support the development of additional BLF capacity at the SZC development site. Our 

experience in moving vast amounts of material from rail, to shore to ship and vice versa gives us 

a high level of confidence that additional volumes to be moved via sea can be most definitely 

accommodated. 
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• Both ports can operate 24 hours per day, are not ‘locked’, thereby relatively unlimited in vessel 

activity in relation to tidal changes which take place throughout the year, further increasing the 

seaborne cargo opportunity. 

Section 3.2.21 

• ABPMer, our in-house marine consultancy have detailed information relating to weather and 

marine patterns on the East Suffolk coast. 

 

• It is likely that only minimal disruption to material delivered by sea will occur during the April – 

October operational window. Even with the average disruption identified, we are confident on our 

ability to handle enough vessels to provide material in greater volumes than the CoPC requires.  

 
• The benign harbour areas for both ports leads to the safe expansion of marine activity, not only 

during the ‘campaign’ periods between April and October, but potentially at other times. As stated, 

the longer the seaborne material supply can be maintained, the lower the overall HGV requirement 

will become. 

 

Section 3.2.22 

• Whilst we accept that it is difficult to present a definitive picture of how the different options would 

impact on HGV movements, we are committed to working closely with SZC to present additional 

seaborne options, including but not limited to barge and self-discharge vessels, possibly operating 

outside of the proposed ‘Campaign’ periods.  
 

• The ability to store considerable amounts of material at either or our ports, all of which have trimodal 

capability, i.e. sea, rail and road access and providing both VQ and logistics buffering facilities is 

substantial. With over 64 acres of land in Ipswich and some 15 acres of land in Lowestoft, various 

options for intermediate storage, including bulk powders, exists or can be readily developed. (See 

Fig 1a & b Ipswich, ref Indicative Cargo Capacity & Berths 1,2 &3 and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref 1,2,3&4) 

 
• Pre-cast concrete tunnel segment production can also be accommodated at both ports and, of 

course, with 3 modes of onward transport available, providing tremendous flexibility and resilience. 

(See Fig 1a Ipswich) 
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Section 3.2.23 

• We are supportive of the flexible transport strategy balanced against acceptable environmental 

considerations.  
 

• Our own calculations support SZC’s ambition to reduce HGV movements to around 40% of the 

predicated volumes and, subject to increasing projected tonnage to both vessels, rail deliveries 

and HGV’s, reduce the overall number of material movements required. 

Section 3.2.24 

• The ability of both ports to provide adequate land to develop VQ’s is clear ahead of the proposed 

2025 start date. This would help ensure a steady flow of material to the development sites during 

2025-2027. (See Fig 1a, ref Land available for use and Fig 2a, ref X & Y) 

 

• We would welcome further engagement on the inbound logistics for ‘fill and cementitious material’, 

Cementitious material is suitable for inbound train movements whilst fill material is more easily 

capable of being moved by sea, rather than road or rail., potentially helping to provide enough 

outbound rail capacity from the VQ to the SZC development site.  

Section 3.2.25 

• A deeper rail and seaborne technical review would in turn would help support the data provided in 

Table 3.4 ‘Potential peak HGV numbers with rail and BLF enhancements’.  
 

• Our data suggests higher load factors can be achieved. 

Section 3.2.26 

• Subject to NR rail path availability, both our ports can operate 6/7 days a week, thereby adding an 

additional day per week for material flows to and from the site. 

Section 3.2.27 

• ABP agrees that the increased rail and marine options will reduce HGV numbers significantly.  
 

• Further material could be supplied to the VQ by both rail and sea, thereby reducing distant HGV 

inbound requirements. 
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Section 3.2.29 

• ABP believes that our experience in marine matters and bulk material handling can be utilised to 

reduce, as much as possible, the indicative HGV movements on local roads. This would include 

options to increase the tonnes carried by vehicles specifically dealing with cementitious materials, 

above the current proposed 18.5 tonne average detailed within the CoPC. 
 

Section 3.2.30 

• It is critical to develop, in our view, the additional temporary BLF, planned to be in place for 2027/28, 

to enable maritime delivery of seaborne materials to the SZC development site, in turn reducing 

the HGV volumes. 
 

• As stated, after 2027/28 we understand that the main bulk materials will be aggregates for 

concrete. Whilst accepting that most of this material could be delivered by train, alternative sources 

for coastwise marine deliveries of material could take place, either via the VQ for stock holding and 

onward transit, or direct to the BLF during the main civils phase for 2030 and beyond. 
 

3.3 Enhancement of the permanent beach landing facility and options for a new temporary beach 
landing facility to facilitate material imports by sea. 

Section 3.3.1 

• We are supportive of the enhancement of the proposed BLF and agree that it could be utilised for 

both construction materials and Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AILs), delivered by barges from a 

muster port, subject to final design. 

Section 3.3.2 

• We have carried out a detailed review of our capabilities to support significant barge movements 

from both ports, which would act as the transhipment staging points or Logistics Transfer Facilities 

(LTF) serving the VQ. (See Fig 1a & b Ipswich, ref Berths 1,2 & 3 & 4 & Indicative Cargo Capacity 

and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref 1,2,3 & 4) 

 

• Further we have in-house property development capability to provide covered storage for the high 

levels of assumed AILs. 
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• Additional reviews of local weather patterns may lead to wider operational windows for both barge 

and self-discharge vessel activity outside of the proposed campaign periods. (See Fig 3a, section 

1 & 2) 

 

Section 3.3.5 

• ABP has the capability with inhouse partners, such as ABPMer and UKDredging to provide support 

with consultancy services to assist SZC in better understanding the requirements for surveying and 

reprofiling the seabed in the circumstances as described. 

Section 3.3.6 

• We are supportive of the proposed demounting of the platform deck, as per Figure 3.2 ‘Typical 

visualisation of permanent BLF during the operational phase’, but assuming that it could still be 

utilised for a wider operational window, subject to weather conditions. 

b) Description of the potential changes 

Section 3.3.9 

• We are supportive of the outline designs to enhance the permanent BLF and for the provision of a 

new temporary BLF as detailed within the CoPC. 

 

• The proposed revisions facilitate an increase in material delivered by sea, including bulk and AILs. 

 

I. Enhancing the design of the permanent BLF 

Section 3.3.10 

• We support, subject to appropriate environmental review, the development of a larger, permanent 

BLF. Our ports can store AILs as well as facilitating their onward delivery by sea via our Port of 

Ipswich existing Ro-Ro ramps. (See Fig 1a Ipswich, ref 1,2 & 3 Ro-Ro) 

 

• Further, the Port of Lowestoft has an available storage area which has historically been used for 

the inbound delivery by sea, storage and then road delivery of heavy equipment to the Sizewell 

site. (see Fig 2a, Lowestoft, ref Y) 
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Section 3.3.13 

• Our own calculations for vessel movements during the suggested campaign periods support the 

need for this enhanced BLF design to increase additional bulk materials delivered by sea which in 

turn will reduce the amount of HGV’s utilised during the construction phase. 

 

• The proposed volume of 100 vessel movements per annum can easily be accommodated from our 

ports, however any capacity constraints in the ability of the BLF to receive bulk materials would be 

counterproductive. 

 

• Further clarity on the types of material handling equipment at the BLF is important, but we would 

suggest a combination of excavator equipment on barges as well as a suitable conveyor located 

directly onto the BLF. Clarification on whether it is intended that this mechanical handling capability 

will be provided at, or on the BLF would be useful. 

ii. Providing a new temporary BLF 

Section 3.3.15 

• The addition of a temporary BLF is supported by ABP, as this will facilitate a greater level of material 

to be delivered by sea during the construction period. However, this must be a robust development, 

capable of handling a high volume of seaborne cargo over the life of the project. 
 

• Whilst the permanent BLF can accommodate both AILs and bulk material, the additional BLF 

should ensure that any capacity constraints or short-term delays in the ability of the permanent 

BLF to receive materials, would be significantly mitigated. 

Section 3.3.16 

• Whilst we accept that the temporary BLF could be in place for the short term, 2027/28, we support 

the suggestion to extend its operational life to facilitate additional material supply by sea, both in 

terms of reducing HGV movements, but to accommodate flexibility in terms of any unforeseen 

changes in the construction time line. 

Section 3.3.17 

• ABP has carried out a high-level review of the four suggested options. Whilst we can support 

Options 1 & 2, we have spent time further evaluating the developments of Option 3 & 4 and believe 

they provide a major improvement to the initial proposals. 
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• We are confident, subject to a range of investments related to handling equipment at both our 

ports, that we can accommodate the suggested volumes of material storage and onward delivery 

by sea for all 4 options but have the potential capacity to handle more material if required, 

exceeding the 1.4 million tonnes suggested. 
 

• The annual material volumes could be accommodated in full at Ipswich or split across both Ipswich 

and Lowestoft, if preferred. Our loading and ship handling capacity can accommodate much higher 

levels of seaborne cargo if required. 
 

Option 1 = 70 barge deliveries per annum, 200kt of bulk per annum 

 

Option 2 = 100 barge deliveries per annum, >200kt of bulk per annum 

 

Option 3 = 400 barge deliveries per annum, +/- 1.4 million tonnes per annum 

 

Option 4 = 460 barge deliveries per annum, > 1.4 million tonnes per annum 

Section 3.3.18 

• ABP support the principle of two separate BLF operations, thereby mitigating any construction 

delay caused by congestion with a single BLF. 

 

• Simultaneous use of both BLF’s will facilitate the discharge of bulk materials and AILs, thereby 

increasing the capacity and opportunity of materials to be delivered by sea. 

Option 1: Temporary BLF, no pier - lowest capacity 

Section 3.3.19/.20/.21 

• We agree that the design of Option 1 would limit the delivery of material to the SZC development 

site, although we are confident that ABP could easily support additional barge deliveries. 

 

• Our concern would be, however, that the design limits the amount of material that could be 

delivered, thereby increasing the need for additional HGV movements. 

 
• It would preclude any self-discharge vessels from operating. 
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Option 2: Temporary BLF, short pier – low capacity 

Section 3.3.22/.23 

• We agree that the design of Option 2 would increase the ability for larger barges to be 

accommodated but would still effectively ‘cap’ the volumes of materials that could be delivered to 

the SZC development site by sea, although we are confident that ABP could easily support 

additional barge deliveries.  

 

• The proposed ‘T shape’ at the end of the temporary BLF would enhance discharge from barges 

but would still be far too limited in our view to take advantage of the full capability of seaborne 

cargo capacities. 

 
• Our concern once again would be, however, that the design limits the amount of material that could 

be delivered, thereby increasing the need for additional HGV movements. 

 

• It would preclude any self-discharge vessels from operating. 

 

Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium pier – high capacity 
 

Section 3.3.24/.25 
 

• ABP is supportive of the proposed Option 3 for several reasons. 
o The pier would allow more discharges to take place across a wider tidal window. 
o It would allow a greater amount of material to be discharged simultaneously. 
o Pier located material handling equipment could also be accommodated and operated, 

optionally, by experienced ABP stevedores, to increase the discharge volumes. 
o A range of self-discharge vessels could also be accommodated, all of which have very fast 

discharge capability, allowing for even more material to be delivered by sea, and increasing 

capacity for additional cargo deliveries within a specific tidal window, thereby reducing HGV 

movements. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 2, Vessel C) 

Section 3.3.26 

• ABP has experience in dealing with both conventional bulk vessels and self-discharging vessels 

that are discharging cargo, but with varying tidal heights.  
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• We would welcome a further discussion with SZC development team to further assist in the 

practical application of our experience to maximise the benefits of the suggested self-elevating 

platforms that are illustrated in Figure 3.5 ‘Visualisation of Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium pier 

– high capacity. 
 

Section 3.3.28 

• Our own high-level review supports our conclusion that ABP would be able to service a minimum 

of 400 barge deliveries per year, as this would only equate to some 2 barges per day during the 

suggested operational 7-month window. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 2, Vessel A & B) 

 

• Further, the development of this option would facilitate the introduction of high output self-discharge 

vessels, loaded at either the Port of Ipswich or Lowestoft, for onward seaborne delivery to the SZC 

development site. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 2, Vessel C) 

 

• Both the Ports of Ipswich & Lowestoft have significant land adjacent to operational quays and rail 

capability, allowing for material to be delivered by rail and sea into a VQ, for onward redelivery by 

rail, sea and, if deemed necessary, by road. (See Fig 1a & b Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft) 

 

Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier – highest capacity 

Section 3.3.29/.30 

• ABP is very supportive of the proposed Option 4 for several reasons. 
o The pier would allow more discharges to take place independently of tidal restrictions. 
o It would allow a greater amount of material to be discharged simultaneously. 
o Pier located material handling equipment could also be accommodated and operated, 

optionally, by experienced ABP stevedores, to increase discharge volumes. 
o A much wider range of self-discharge vessels could also be accommodated due to 

additional water depth and operate independently of any tidal restrictions. We believe that 

vessels with the capability of between 4-4250 tonnes could be accommodated. 
o Both barge and self-discharge vessel payloads could increase. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 2) 
o The very fast discharge capability of larger self-discharge vessels could operate, thereby 

reducing HGV movements further than the other options detailed. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 

2, Vessel C) 
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Section 3.3.31 

• Our own high-level review supports our conclusion that ABP would be able to service at least 460 

barge or self-discharge vessel movements within the currently defined operational window, 

possibly more. 
 

• Additional capacity could be accommodated, subject to a review of weather patterns, outside of 

this window. 
 

• Self-discharge vessels could be accommodated well outside of the defined operational window. 
 

• We would welcome a further discussion with SZC development team to further assist in the 

practical application of our experience to maximise the benefits of the suggested self-elevating 

platforms that are illustrated in Figure 3.6 Visualisation of Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier – 

highest capacity. 

 

iii. Common features 

Design 

Section 3.3.32 

• ABP is supportive of the suggested temporary conveyor and hopper system proposals. 
 

• We have significant experience in operating this type of cargo handling equipment within the ABP 

group of ports. Figure 3.7 Example of a typical conveyor system for bulk material imports, follows 

very similar designs across several our ports. 
• Subject to closer collaboration with the SZC development team, we believe that the proposed cargo 

discharge to storage location process is ideal for this project. 
 
 

Operation 

Section 3.3.34 

• Our cargo handling capabilities and marine operations can support 24 hours reloading at both 

Lowestoft and Ipswich. 
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Section 3.3.35 

• Our research has identified a range of suitable tugs and flat top barges that can meet the suggested 

material loads. (See Fig 3 a, section 1 & 2) 

 

• We believe that the suggested designs in Options 3 & 4 would easily allow both BLF’s to 

accommodate the similar vessel types, with Option 4 giving a wider range of options, including the 

use of self-discharge vessels. 

Section 3.3.36 

• Whilst we accept that the current proposed April to October operations window on the temporary 

BLF may be limited due to poor weather either side of these dates, we believe that further self-

discharging vessels could be accommodated thereby extending the campaign period, subject to a 

more detailed review of sea states and weather patterns, increasing the material volumes delivered 

by sea, thereby reducing HGV movements. 

Construction 

Section 3.3.37 

• ABPMer and UKDredging would be able to provide more technical support in relation to the plough 

or backhoe dredging that is proposed in this document. 
 

• It is of vital importance that safe navigation is maintained throughout the development period. 

Section 3.3.38 

• ABP supports the co-development of both BLF’s, which in turn will ensure that additional seaborne 

bulk materials can be delivered as quickly as possible. 

Section 3.3.41 

• Table 3.6 Summary of temporary BLF options has been reviewed by our operational and marine 

teams. We agree to the inclusion of the temporary BLF options, but strongly support Options 3 & 

4, with Option 4 being our most preferred option, as being the most appropriate way to increase 

seaborne bulk material delivery and reduce HGV movements during the construction phase. 

 

• ABP has identified several operational activities that will support the ambition of delivering over 1.4 

million tonnes of material per year and look forward to discussing these in more detail with the SZC 

development team. 
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c) Why is this change being considered? 

Section 3.3.42/.43 

• As a major regional stakeholder and significant employer within the region, ABP has been one of 

several companies that has supported this project and welcomed this latest review. The opportunity 

that the SZC development will give to the region is considerable and is to be supported. 

 

• The importance of developing additional and sustainable transport options is clear. We have 

already committed substantial time and resources to our deliberations and believe that ABP has 

the capacity, experience and commitment to help EDF/NNB achieve their goal of more import of 

material by sea & rail, either directly or via a VQ at an appropriate muster port thereby assisting 

SZC in meeting its’ stated aim of further minimising impacts on the local environment, by increasing 

the frequency of freight train movements and utilising both the permanent BLF and developing a 

new, temporary facility to enable material import by sea. 
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In Summary 

ABP has substantial and proven experience in the discharge, loading, storing and management of 

aggregate and other construction materials by sea, rail and road. 

Safety and sustainability are a major part of our company’s ethos and we look forward to playing our part 

in the development of the new SZC Nuclear Power Plant.  

To assist in the reduction of HGV road journeys it is critical that the development of the temporary BLF 

Options’ 3 & 4, with Option 4 being our strong preference is progressed.  In our view it is the only way to 

ensure a robust, flexible and resilient way of addressing the requirement to reduce material movements 

by road. 

The Ports of Ipswich and Lowestoft are ideally located to support the SZC development.  Our marine and 

operational teams have reviewed the detail within the CoPC and have concluded we can assist in meeting 

the ambition of a more sustainable supply chain solution by developing a greater level of vessel and rail 

activity and increasing the loads that they will transport. 

Our focus on ensuring each vessel, train or HGV is loaded to the maximum safe and legal limit, will also 

ensure a reduction in the overall volume of movements required to deliver the project. 

We look forward to supporting SZC in their future developments. 
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Fig - 1b. - Ipswich (Cliff Quay)
AJB

1:2,000 @ A3
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Fig - 2a. - Lowestoft
AJB

1:4,500 @ A3

Land available for use

Indicative Cargo Capacity

Berths

ABP Port Boundaries

Proposed Rail Route 0 100 200 300 400 500
m

Reference Area Acres
X Former Shell Base & North Quay 15
Y Belvedere Road 3

Reference Berth Depth
1 Shell Quay 3.7m
2 NQ 6 - 7 4.7m
3 NQ 5 4.0m
4 NQ 1 - 4 3.7m

Reference Indicative Cargo Capacity LOA Beam DWT
A Hopper Barge 95.2m 16.5m 3725



Section 1

Vessel Max DWT [tons] Length [m] Beam [m] Draft [max,m]

Barge & Self Discharge 

Vessel dimensions 

within Ipswich port 

limitations?

Barge & Self Discharge 

Vessel dimensions within 

Ipswich port 

limitations?

A 3725 95.2 16.5 3.2 Yes Yes

B 3190 71.4 16.5 3.6 Yes Yes

C 3450 88.0 12.8 5.5 Yes Yes

Section 2

Vessel

Barge & Self Discharge 

Vessel dimensions within 

Ipswich port limitations?

Barge & Self Discharge 

Vessel dimensions within 

Lowestoft port limitations?

Barge within BLF Option 1 

limitations?

Barge within BLF Option 2 

limitations?

Barge within BLF Option 

3 limitations?

Barge within BLF Option 

4 limitations?

A Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

B Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

C Yes Yes No No Yes Yes

Section 3 Key to Vessel type

Distances of BLF from Ports [NM] A Dumb Barge

Ipswich 33.5 B Dumb Barge

Lowestoft 20.0 C Self Discharge Vessel

Section 4

Transit times [hrs] to BLF from Ipswich 

Vessel  At 5 knots At 8 knots

A 8.42 6.12

B 8.42 6.12

C 4.00

Section 5

Transit times [hrs] to BLF from Lowestoft

Vessel  At 5 knots At 8 knots

A 5.00 3.20

B 5.00 3.20

C 1.50

Barge & Self Discharge vessel dimensions used for the purposes of ABP modelling 

Barge/vessel dimensions within Port of Ipswich & Port of Lowestoft & BLF Option limitations

Figure 3 a



PHOTO GALLERY 

  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Discharge of bulk material from ship to shore using self-discharge type vessel 
2. Discharge of bulk material from ship to shore using ABP mobile crane  
3. Transfer of bulk material from ship to shore via hopper system 
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PHOTO GALLERY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. On dock stock management of bulk material 
5. Handling of bulk material on port using conveyor system 
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PHOTO GALLERY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6. AIL handling from barge to shore 
7. AIL handling from ship to shore 
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PHOTO GALLERY 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8. Typical ABP port covered storage facilities 
9. Typical ABP port silo systems for bulk storage  
10. Port and rail links on quayside [illustrative] 
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Associated British Ports
Sizewell C 
Consultation on Proposed Changes: November - December 2020

ABP Comments

Consultation Section Section Heading Sub-Section

Section / 

Paragraph 

Number

Comment

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.2  Potential changes to rail movements from those in the original application.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.2 Potential enhancements to the permanent Beach Landing Facility (BLF) and options for a second temporary BLF to facilitate materials import by sea

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.4 The development of a suitable BLF fits directly with our seaborne capabilities.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.4 The requirement for a minimum of 2 trains per day in the early year’s construction fits directly with both ports on dock rail facilities.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.8
We support the work of your contractor and transport logistics teams in further developing the strategy for SCZ construction materials. Sourcing aggregates from sources

that are rail or sea connected fits with our existing mature port operations within East Anglia.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.9
The potential to operate 5 trains per day for a short period could be accommodated within the Port of Ipswich, subject to additional capital investment for track

extensions into larger areas of the existing port estate and appropriate, critical, rail paths being provided by Network Rail (NR). (See Fig 1a, proposed rail route Ipswich)

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.9
The Port of Lowestoft also has capacity for additional train services, subject to additional but limited capital investment for track extensions into the port estate. (See Fig 

2a Lowestoft, ref X & proposed rail route )

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.9
The proposed enhancements of both the BLF and temporary BLF, particularly with regards to option 3 & 4 would see an increased capability of seaborne freight to the

construction site, to which ABP can provide more than enough resource to maximise the cargo volumes by sea.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.11
Sustainability is a key part of ABP operations and future developments. We applaud the additional focus in the CoPC on sustainability and the desire to move more

material to and from SCZ by rail and sea.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.11
If the necessity for HGV road movements remain, even at the much lower suggested level of 40% of total traffic, the Port of Ipswich is only 5 minutes from the A14

junction, 32 miles / 53 minutes from SCZ, with the Port of Lowestoft even closer and immediately adjacent to the A12, only 26 miles / 45 minutes from SCZ.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.11

The new Gullwing Bridge being built in Lowestoft will also adjust the traffic flow, facilitating smoother access from the port estate to the A12, potentially reducing journey

times further and improving connectivity form the north side of Lake Lothing to the south and SCZ without the disruption that is currently experienced with the low level

bascule bridge.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.12 ABP stands ready to support the ambition of moving more bulk materials by rail or sea rather than HGV. 

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.12
Table 3.1 Preferred modal split for material transport, aligns with our work on developing a material storage and handling capability at both ports, using the already

established rail, sea and land connections.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.13
As addressed earlier, whilst a significant volume of material will still have to be moved by road, both the Ports of Ipswich and Lowestoft are within 32 miles / 53 minutes

journey time by road from the SCZ development site.

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.13
Both ports have readily available road access to main routes, with enough staging areas for a significant number of HGV’s to be held within our port estates. (See Fig 1a &

b Ipswich and 2a Lowestoft, ref X & Y) 

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.14

ABP believe that with further engagement and planning, rail and sea supply routes could increase more than the assumed percentages within those shown in your Table

3.1 ‘Preferred modal split of material transport’. Our own review suggests that a great deal of volumes suitable for these types of modality can be accommodated within

our two ports for onward seaborne and rail deliveries. (See Fig 1 a &b, Fig 2 a and Fig 3 a, section 1 & 2)

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.14
The 40% suggested for HGV movements can also be easily accommodated within both ports. We have enough room within our port estates and easily accessible main

road connections. (See Fig 1a & b Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X & Y)

Freight Management Strategy Introduction Introduction 3.1.16 We stand ready to support further consultations with SCZ and their chosen supply chain partners to increase the rail and sea transportation movements

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential changes to rail 

movements assumed in the DCO 

Application

3.2.1

As detailed within this section, it is suggested that two freight trains per day, operating from the East Suffolk line is likely within the early years. Both the Port of Ipswich

and Lowestoft can accommodate this requirement and have potential to increase train movements with relatively straightforward and modest investments, subject to

NR providing sufficient enough rail paths.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential changes to rail 

movements assumed in the DCO 

Application

3.2.1
Efficiency can be generated by providing additional rail sidings on our port’s estates, to pre-load freight wagons well ahead of required onward delivery from both ports.

(See Fig 1a Proposed Rail Route, Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X, proposed rail route)

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential changes to rail 

movements assumed in the DCO 

Application

3.2.2 We are fully supportive of the green rail route as detailed. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential changes to rail 

movements assumed in the DCO 

Application

3.2.2 As previously detailed, we believe the additional efficiencies available for holding wagons ready for collection during the evening at both ports is available. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential changes to rail 

movements assumed in the DCO 

Application

3.2.5 The suggested train layouts and wagon lengths are well within both ports’ capabilities, subject to minimal capital investment for track extension within the port estate.



Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential changes to rail 

movements assumed in the DCO 

Application

3.2.5
We believe that further engagement with SCZ, could see the possibility for longer trains and greater tonnages per train from the assumed 1,250 tonnes currently

suggested. (See Fig 1a, proposed rail route, Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X, proposed rail route)

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

The potential to increase rail 

capacity
3.2.6

Subject to appropriate consultation and engagement we are fully supportive of development of rail capacity as detailed in Table 3.2 ‘Number of trains per day over the

construction period’, both in terms of the number of trains operating and the amount of tonnage that could be transported.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

The potential to increase rail 

capacity
3.2.6 Our only caveat to this would be the ability of NR to provide additional rail paths at operating times suitable for material delivery.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

The potential to increase rail 

capacity
3.2.9

We support that the potential is being investigated to operate additional train services to move bulk material to the SCZ development site. ABP is keen to establish closer

collaboration to establish what rail layout at our ports would most suit the increase in rail movements, which in turn would also drive significant efficiencies. (See Fig 1a,

proposed rail route, Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X, proposed rail route)

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

The potential to increase rail 

capacity
3.2.9

Further we are confident that the suggested train layouts and wagon lengths are well within both ports’ capabilities and if an opportunity arose to allow them to be

larger, subject to appropriate signalling on the designated rail routes, we would be able to adapt our port track layout accordingly subject to consultation. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

additional rail movements
3.2.13

Whilst we understand that the current payload is limited to some 1,250 tonnes per train, our own data suggests the potential for higher tonnage volumes could exist.

which could be achieved with the appropriate loading equipment, enough sidings space at the receiving rail sidings, appropriate signalling and enough storage space

within the Virtual Quarry (VQ) located at either port. (See Fig 1a, proposed rail route, Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref X, proposed rail route)

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

additional rail movements
3.2.13

The stated aim of using standard HGV aggregate lorries, subject to more detail on material density, could see a 10-20% increase in tonnage per road movement,

particularly for cementitious bulk material, which would reduce the number of HGV moves required by a similar proportion which of itself is not insignificant.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

additional rail movements
3.2.13

This improved tonnage per HGV could be achieved by a rigorous loading process, with suitable equipment such as front-loading shovels with weigh cells and camera

technology, allowing the operator to achieve better loads, or development of specific loading hopper technology which allowed the operator to ‘trim’ the load to a pre-

determined optimum. In turn this would give a very accurate load per truck combined with integrated weighbridge technology allowing for maximum legal capacities to

be achieved, subject to suitable investment at either of our two ports.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

additional rail movements
3.2.14

We agree on the logical assumption that by maximising each train movement tonnage, up from the assumed 1,250 tonnes per train, will result in a reduction of HGV

deliveries as described.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

additional rail movements
3.2.14

Further, given ABP’s experience of aggregate trains regularly leaving the Port of Ipswich already at some 1,560 tonnes laden cargo weight, the additional 310 tonnes per

train would, assuming only 18.5 tonnes per HGV, lead to a further reduction of some 16.7 trucks per day (33.5 HGV’s both ways) for each train operating. So 33.5 two-way

HGV trips removed for one train, 67 for two trains and in the case of five trains per day, a reduction of 167.5 two-way HGV trips per day removed from Suffolk roads

through maximising rail loading capability.   (See Fig 1a, Ipswich)

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

additional rail movements
3.2.14

Our own data in terms of HGV loading activities in ABP ports suggests that for cementitious material movements, the tonnage could be increased to closer to 26 tonnes

per HGV from the 18.5 tonne figure used in the CoPC, thereby further decreasing the overall road miles across the development project. This increase in payload

experienced could represent up to a 40% reduction in HGV moves, again by focussing on the optimising of loading. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

additional rail movements
3.2.16

It is certainly possible for vessel loading operations to take place 6 or 7 days per week at both ports’, thereby increasing the likelihood of additional train services and,

therefore, a corresponding reduction in HGV movements. Additional rail path capacity could be obtained on weekends.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.19
ABP is the UK’s largest port operator, with 21 ports and with the UK’s largest inland rail terminal. We have substantial and proven experience in the discharge, loading,

storing and management of aggregate materials. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.19
We fully support the development of additional BLF capacity at the SCZ development site. Our experience in moving vast amounts of material from rail, to shore to ship

and vice versa gives us a high level of confidence that additional volumes to be moved via sea can be most definitely accommodated.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.19
Both ports can operate 24 hours per day, are not ‘locked’, thereby relatively unlimited in vessel activity in relation to tidal changes which take place throughout the year,

further increasing the seaborne cargo opportunity.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.21 ABPMer, our inhouse marine consultancy have detailed information relating to weather and marine patterns on the East Suffolk coast.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.21
It is likely that only minimal disruption to material delivered by sea will occur during the April – October operational window. Even with the average disruption identified,

we are confident on our ability to handle enough vessels to provide material in greater volumes than the CoPC requires. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.21
The benign harbour areas for both ports leads to the safe expansion of marine activity, not only during the ‘campaign’ periods between April and October, but potentially

at other times. As stated, the longer the seaborne material supply can be maintained, the lower the overall HGV requirement will become.



Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.22

Whilst we accept that it is difficult to present a definitive picture of how the different options would impact on HGV movements, we are committed to working closely

with SCZ to present additional seaborne options, including but not limited to barge and self-discharge vessels, possibly operating outside of the proposed ‘Campaign’

periods. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.22

The ability to store considerable amounts of material at either or our ports, all of which have trimodal capability, i.e. sea, rail and road access and providing both VQ and

logistics buffering facilities is substantial. With over 64 acres of land in Ipswich and some 15 acres of land in Lowestoft, various options for intermediate storage, including

bulk powders, exists or can be readily developed.. (See Fig 1a & b Ipswich, ref Indicative Cargo Capacity & Berths 1,2 &3 and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref 1,2,3&4)

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.22
Pre-cast concrete tunnel segment production can also be accommodated at both ports and, of course, with 3 modes of onward transport available, providing tremendous

flexibility and resilience. (See Fig 1a Ipswich)

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.23 We are supportive of the flexible transport strategy balanced against acceptable environmental considerations. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.23
Our own calculations support SCZ’s ambition to reduce HGV movements to around 40% of the predicated volumes and, subject to increasing projected tonnage to both

vessels, rail deliveries and HGV’s, reduce the overall number of material movements required.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.24
The ability of both ports to provide adequate land to develop VQ’s is clear ahead of the proposed 2025 start date. This would help ensure a steady flow of material to the

development sites during 2025-2027. (See Fig 1a, ref Land available for use and Fig 2a, ref X & Y)

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.24

We would welcome further engagement on the inbound logistics for ‘fill and cementitious material’, Cementitious material is suitable for inbound train movements whilst

fill material is more easily capable of being moved by sea, rather than road or rail., potentially helping to provide enough outbound rail capacity from the VQ to the SCZ

development site. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.25
A deeper rail and seaborne technical review would in turn would help support the data provided in Table 3.4 ‘Potential peak HGV numbers with rail and BLF

enhancements’. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.25 Our data suggests higher load factors can be achieved.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.26 Subject to NR rail path availability, both our ports can operate 6/7 days a week, thereby adding an additional day per week for material flows to and from the site.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.27 ABP agrees that the increased rail and marine options will reduce HGV numbers significantly. 

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.27 Further material could be supplied to the VQ by both rail and sea, thereby reducing distant HGV inbound requirements.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.29

ABP believes that our experience in marine matters and bulk material handling can be utilised to reduce, as much as possible, the indicative HGV movements on local

roads. This would include options to increase the tonnes carried by vehicles specifically dealing with cementitious materials, above the current proposed 18.5 tonne

average detailed within the CoPC.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.30
It is critical to develop, in our view, the additional temporary BLF, planned to be in place for 2027/28, to enable maritime delivery of seaborne materials to the SCZ

development site, in turn reducing the HGV volumes.

Freight Management Strategy

Increase in the frequency of freight train 

movements to facilitate bulk material 

imports by rail

Potential for HGV reductions from 

an increase in the transport of 

materials by sea

3.2.30

As stated, after 2027/28 we understand that the main bulk materials will be aggregates for concrete. Whilst accepting that most of this material could be delivered by

train, alternative sources for coastwise marine deliveries of material could take place, either via the VQ for stock holding and onward transit, or direct to the BLF during

the main civils phase for 2030 and beyond.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

The proposed development in the 

DCO Application
3.3.1

We are supportive of the enhancement of the proposed BLF and agree that it could be utilised for both construction materials and Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AILs),

delivered by barges from a muster port, subject to final design.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

The proposed development in the 

DCO Application
3.3.2

We have carried out a detailed review of our capabilities to support significant barge movements from both ports, which would act as the transhipment staging points or

Logistics Transfer Facilities (LTF) serving the VQ. (See Fig 1a & b Ipswich, ref Berths 1,2 & 3 & 4 & Indicative Cargo Capacity and Fig 2a Lowestoft, ref 1,2,3 & 4)



Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

The proposed development in the 

DCO Application
3.3.2 Further we have in-house property development capability to provide covered storage for the high levels of assumed AILs.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

The proposed development in the 

DCO Application
3.3.2

Additional reviews of local weather patterns may lead to wider operational windows for both barge and self-discharge vessel activity outside of the proposed campaign

periods. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 2)

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

The proposed development in the 

DCO Application
3.3.5

ABP has the capability with inhouse partners, such as ABPMer and UKDredging to provide support with consultancy services to assist SCZ in better understanding the

requirements for surveying and reprofiling the seabed in the circumstances as described.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

The proposed development in the 

DCO Application
3.3.6

We are supportive of the proposed demounting of the platform deck, as per Figure 3.2 ‘Typical visualisation of permanent BLF during the operational phase’, but

assuming that it could still be utilised for a wider operational window, subject to weather conditions.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Description of the potential changes 3.3.9 We are supportive of the outline designs to enhance the permanent BLF and for the provision of a new temporary BLF as detailed within the CoPC.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Description of the potential changes 3.3.9 The proposed revisions facilitate an increase in material delivered by sea, including bulk and AILs.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Enhancing the design of the 

permanent BLF
3.3.10

We support, subject to appropriate environmental review, the development of a larger, permanent BLF. Our ports can store AILs as well as facilitating their onward

delivery by sea via our Port of Ipswich existing Ro Ro ramps. (See Fig 1a Ipswich, ref 1,2 & 3 RoRo)

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Enhancing the design of the 

permanent BLF
3.3.10

Further, the Port of Lowestoft has an available storage area which has historically been used for the inbound delivery by sea, storage and then road delivery of heavy

equipment to the Sizewell site. (see Fig 2a, Lowestoft, ref Y)

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Enhancing the design of the 

permanent BLF
3.3.13

Our own calculations for vessel movements during the suggested campaign periods support the need for this enhanced BLF design to increase additional bulk materials

delivered by sea which in turn will reduce the amount of HGV’s utilised during the construction phase.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Enhancing the design of the 

permanent BLF
3.3.13

The proposed volume of 100 vessel movements per annum can easily be accommodated from our ports, however any capacity constraints in the ability of the BLF to

receive bulk materials would be counterproductive.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Enhancing the design of the 

permanent BLF
3.3.13

Further clarity on the types of material handling equipment at the BLF is important, but we would suggest a combination of excavator equipment on barges as well as a

suitable conveyor located directly onto the BLF. Clarification on whether it is intended that this mechanical handling capability will be provided at, or on the BLF would be

useful.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Providing a new temporary BLF 3.3.15
The addition of a temporary BLF is supported by ABP, as this will facilitate a greater level of material to be delivered by sea during the construction period. However, this

must be a robust development, capable of handling a high volume of seaborne cargo over the life of the project.



Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Providing a new temporary BLF 3.3.15
Whilst the permanent BLF can accommodate both AILs and bulk material, the additional BLF should ensure that any capacity constraints or short-term delays in the ability

of the permanent BLF to receive materials, would be significantly mitigated.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Providing a new temporary BLF 3.3.16
Whilst we accept that the temporary BLF could be in place for the short term, 2027/28, we support the suggestion to extend its operational life to facilitate additional

material supply by sea, both in terms of reducing HGV movements, but to accommodate flexibility in terms of any unforeseen changes in the construction time line.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Providing a new temporary BLF 3.3.17
ABP has carried out a high-level review of the four suggested options. Whilst we can support Options 1 & 2, we have spent time further evaluating the developments of

Option 3 & 4 and believe they provide a major improvement to the initial proposals.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Providing a new temporary BLF 3.3.17
We are confident, subject to a range of investments related to handling equipment at both our ports, that we can accommodate the suggested volumes of material

storage and onward delivery by sea for all 4 options but have the potential capacity to handle more material if required, exceeding the 1.4 million tonnes suggested.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Providing a new temporary BLF 3.3.17

The annual material volumes could be accommodated in full at Ipswich or split across both Ipswich and Lowestoft, if preferred. Our loading and ship handling capacity can

accommodate much higher levels of seaborne cargo if required.

Option 1	=  70 barge deliveries per annum, 200kt of bulk per annum

Option 2	=  100 barge deliveries per annum, >200kt of bulk per annum

Option 3	=  400 barge deliveries per annum, +/- 1.4 million tonnes per annum

Option 4	=  460 barge deliveries per annum, > 1.4 million tonnes per annum

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Providing a new temporary BLF 3.3.18 ABP support the principle of two separate BLF operations, thereby mitigating any construction delay caused by congestion with a single BLF.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Providing a new temporary BLF 3.3.18 Simultaneous use of both BLF’s will facilitate the discharge of bulk materials and AILs, thereby increasing the capacity and opportunity of materials to be delivered by sea.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 1: Temporary BLF, no pier - 

lowest capacity
3.3.19 / 20 / 21

We agree that the design of Option 1 would limit the delivery of material to the SCZ development site, although we are confident that ABP could easily support additional

barge deliveries.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 1: Temporary BLF, no pier - 

lowest capacity
3.3.19 / 20 / 21Our concern would be, however, that the design limits the amount of material that could be delivered, thereby increasing the need for additional HGV movements.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 1: Temporary BLF, no pier - 

lowest capacity
3.3.19 / 20 / 21It would preclude any self-discharge vessels from operating.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 2: Temporary BLF, short pier - 

low capacity
3.3.22 / 23

We agree that the design of Option 2 would increase the ability for larger barges to be accommodated but would still effectively ‘cap’ the volumes of materials that could

be delivered to the SCZ development site by sea, although we are confident that ABP could easily support additional barge deliveries. 



Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 2: Temporary BLF, short pier - 

low capacity
3.3.22 / 23

The proposed ‘T shape’ at the end of the temporary BLF would enhance discharge from barges but would still be far too limited in our view to take advantage of the full

capability of seaborne cargo capacities.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 2: Temporary BLF, short pier - 

low capacity
3.3.22 / 23

Our concern once again would be, however, that the design limits the amount of material that could be delivered, thereby increasing the need for additional HGV

movements.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 2: Temporary BLF, short pier - 

low capacity
3.3.22 / 23 It would preclude any self-discharge vessels from operating.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium 

pier - high capacity
3.3.24 / 25

ABP is supportive of the proposed Option 3 for several reasons.

-  The pier would allow more discharges to take place across a wider tidal window.

-  It would allow a greater amount of material to be discharged simultaneously.

-  Pier located material handling equipment could also be accommodated and operated, optionally, by experienced ABP stevedores, to increase the discharge volumes

-  A range of self-discharge vessels could also be accommodated, all of which have very fast discharge capability, allowing for even more material to be delivered by sea, 

and increasing capacity for additional cargo deliveries within a specific tidal window, thereby reducing HGV movements. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 2, Vessel C)

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium 

pier - high capacity
3.3.26 ABP has experience in dealing with both conventional bulk vessels and self-discharging vessels that are discharging cargo, but with varying tidal heights. 

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium 

pier - high capacity
3.3.26

We would welcome a further discussion with SCZ development team to further assist in the practical application of our experience to maximise the benefits of the

suggested self-elevating platforms that are illustrated in Figure 3.5 ‘Visualisation of Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium pier – high capacity.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium 

pier - high capacity
3.3.28

Our own high-level review supports our conclusion that ABP would be able to service a minimum of 400 barge deliveries per year, as this would only equate to some 2

barges per day during the suggested operational 7-month window. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 2, Vessel A & B)

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium 

pier - high capacity
3.3.28

Further, the development of this option would facilitate the introduction of high output self-discharge vessels, loaded at either the Port of Ipswich or Lowestoft, for

onward seaborne delivery to the SCZ development site. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 2, Vessel C)

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium 

pier - high capacity
3.3.28

Both the Ports of Ipswich & Lowestoft have significant land adjacent to operational quays and rail capability, allowing for material to be delivered by rail and sea into a

VQ, for onward redelivery by rail, sea and, if deemed necessary, by road. (See Fig 1a & b Ipswich and Fig 2a Lowestoft)

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier - 

highest capacity
3.3.29 / 30

ABP is very supportive of the proposed Option 4 for several reasons.

-  The pier would allow more discharges to take place independently of tidal restrictions.

-  It would allow a greater amount of material to be discharged simultaneously.

-  Pier located material handling equipment could also be accommodated and operated, optionally, by experienced ABP stevedores, to increase discharge volumes.

-  A much wider range of self-discharge vessels could also be accommodated due to additional water depth and operate independently of any tidal restrictions. We 

believe that vessels with the capability of between 4-4250 tonnes could be accommodated.

-  Both barge and self-discharge vessel payloads could increase. (See Fig 3a, section 1 & 2)

-  The very fast discharge capability of larger self-discharge vessels could operate, thereby reducing HGV movements further than the other options detailed. (See Fig 3a, 

section 1 & 2, Vessel C)



Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier - 

highest capacity
3.3.31

Our own high-level review supports our conclusion that ABP would be able to service at least 460 barge or self-discharge vessel movements within the currently defined

operational window, possibly more.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier - 

highest capacity
3.3.31 Additional capacity could be accommodated, subject to a review of weather patterns, outside of this window.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier - 

highest capacity
3.3.31 Self-discharge vessels could be accommodated well outside of the defined operational window.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier - 

highest capacity
3.3.31

We would welcome a further discussion with SCZ development team to further assist in the practical application of our experience to maximise the benefits of the

suggested self-elevating platforms that are illustrated in Figure 3.6 Visualisation of Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier – highest capacity.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Design 3.3.32 ABP is supportive of the suggested temporary conveyor and hopper system proposals.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Design 3.3.32
We have significant experience in operating this type of cargo handling equipment within the ABP group of ports. Figure 3.7 Example of a typical conveyor system for bulk

material imports, follows very similar designs across several our ports.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Design 3.3.32 Subject to closer collaboration with the SCZ development team, we believe that the proposed cargo discharge to storage location process is ideal for this project.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Operation 3.3.34 Our cargo handling capabilities and marine operations can support 24 hours reloading at both Lowestoft and Ipswich.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Operation 3.3.35 Our research has identified a range of suitable tugs and flat top barges that can meet the suggested material loads. (See Fig 3 a, section 1 & 2)

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Operation 3.3.35
We believe that the suggested designs in Options 3 & 4 would easily allow both BLF’s to accommodate the similar vessel types, with Option 4 giving a wider range of

options, including the use of self-discharge vessels.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Operation 3.3.36

Whilst we accept that the current proposed April to October operations window on the temporary BLF may be limited due to poor weather either side of these dates, we

believe that further self-discharging vessels could be accommodated thereby extending the campaign period, subject to a more detailed review of sea states and weather

patterns, increasing the material volumes delivered by sea, thereby reducing HGV movements.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Construction 3.3.37 ABPMer and UKDredging would be able to provide more technical support in relation to the plough or backhoe dredging that is proposed in this document.



Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Construction 3.3.37 It is of vital importance that safe navigation is maintained throughout the development period.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Construction 3.3.38 ·       ABP supports the co-development of both BLF’s, which in turn will ensure that additional seaborne bulk materials can be delivered as quickly as possible.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Construction 3.3.41

Table 3.6 Summary of temporary BLF options has been reviewed by our operational and marine teams. We agree to the inclusion of the temporary BLF options, but

strongly support Options 3 & 4, with Option 4 being our most preferred option, as being the most appropriate way to increase seaborne bulk material delivery and reduce

HGV movements during the construction phase.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Common Features: Construction 3.3.41
ABP has identified several operational activities that will support the ambition of delivering over 1.4 million tonnes of material per year and look forward to discussing

these in more detail with the SCZ development team.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Why is this change being 

considered?
3.3.42 / 43

As a major regional stakeholder and significant employer within the region, ABP has been one of several companies that has supported this project and welcomed this

latest review. The opportunity that the SCZ development will give to the region as a whole is considerable and is to be supported.

Freight Management Strategy

Enhancement of the permanent beach 

landing facility and options for a new 

temporary beach landing facility to 

facilitate material imports by sea

Why is this change being 

considered?
3.3.42 / 43

The importance of developing additional and sustainable transport options is clear. We have already committed substantial time and resources to our deliberations and

believe that ABP has the capacity, experience and commitment to help EDF/NNB achieve their goal of more import of material by sea & rail, either directly or via a VQ at

an appropriate muster port thereby assisting SCZ in meeting its’ stated aim of further minimising impacts on the local environment, by increasing the frequency of freight

train movements and utilising both the permanent BLF and developing a new, temporary facility to enable material import by sea.
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SIZEWELL C - APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT CONSENT 

Consultation on Proposed Changes November-December 2020 
The  is the civic society for the historic coastal town and cultural centre of 
Aldeburgh.  The objects of the Society are to encourage public interest in and care for the 
character of the town and its surroundings, and the preservation, development and 
improvement of general public amenity in the area. 

The Society has reviewed the proposed changes to the application by EDF for Development 
Consent for the construction of two new nuclear reactors at Sizewell contained in the 
Consultation Document dated November-December 2020. The Society remains fundamentally 
opposed to the application and does not take comfort from the proposed changes. 

We would point out that: 

- Further consultations at this late stage only serve to complicate the handling of the DCO 
application by the Planning Inspectorate and interested parties. All the points in the 
consultation document can be addressed when the relevant issue-specific hearings are held; 

- Some of the proposals now put forward are provisional in any case, with no assurance that 
they could be delivered. The suggested rail and sea transport proposals are far from guaranteed, 
and would still leave large amounts of HGV traffic on the roads; 

-The envisaged relocation of Sizewell B facilities has not been agreed in advance with Sizewell 
A; 

- The proposed extension of the sea defences, also a surprising addition to the original 
proposals, could generate sediment movement which could have a damaging impact upon the 
shoreline in Thorpeness and Aldeburgh. 

We query why, if these indeed are serious options, it has taken EDF more than 8 years to 
propose them. These proposals do not change our overall objection to or concerns about 
Sizewell C. 

The Society remains all the more concerned that this application is having to be examined 
alongside the application by Scottish Power Renewables (SPR) for the development of two 
offshore windfarms and their onshore infrastructure, which would have a calamitous and 
irreversible impact on the same geographical area of Suffolk. 

The Society reiterates that it is not opposed to nuclear power, and it supports the Government’s 
net zero target for energy production. However, it views with great concern the damage to the 
Suffolk Heritage Coast, including the important nationally and internationally protected sites 
RSPB Minsmere Nature Reserve and Dunwich Heath, which the construction of this very large 
industrial project would entail. If there were no existing nuclear power station on this coast, 
the proposal to develop one here would be unthinkable in today’s heightened awareness of 
environmental issues. 

The simultaneous application by SPR, involving further major pressures on the same local 
infrastructure, makes a coherent integrated approach to both development proposals 
indispensable. 



            THE  
                       

 
 

 
  

The construction project would inevitably have a seriously damaging effect upon the tourism 
business and the cultural offerings for which Aldeburgh is renowned and upon which its local 
economy is largely based.  The Society has concluded that the damage to the fragile East 
Suffolk coastal area – its environment, economy and society - which the project would wreak 
is too high a price to pay for electricity, which should be generated increasingly by renewable 
technologies, supported by improved storage capacities and possibly smaller-scale nuclear 
projects. 

The Society has noted that HM Government are entering into discussions with EDF about the 
funding of Sizewell C as a significant part of their green agenda. This must in no way reduce 
the thoroughness of the Planning Inspectorate’s Examination of the DCO application. 

email to info@sizewellc.co.uk  

 17 December 2020 

mailto:info@sizewellc.co.uk


                                                                                                           
                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                             
                                                                                                                     

                                                                                                                     
                                                                                                                    

                                                                                                                    

SZC Consultation
Stage 5 Pre-Application
17th December 2020

Dear Sir/Madam

I write on behalf of my husband and myself with many objections to the planning 
application for Sizewell C by EDF. Having viewed their stage 5 consultation 
documentation, our views have not changed or been reassured in any way, in fact we feel 
even more outraged by EDF’s continued lack of detail in their plans and their arrogance as 
they being to tear up the countryside in this area. As per usual EDF are full of statements 
littered with words and phrases such as, ‘maybe,’ ‘possibly,’ ‘we hope,’ ‘we are 
considering,’ reviewing,’ 'consulting with,’ etc. etc. There is nothing definite, we are 
expected to comment on a planning document that is not set in stone, with detail ands 
specific plans and will probably be changed whenever EDF feel like not sticking to their 
promises, especially if they are asked to reduce construction costs. This country is faced 
with huge financial challenges as a result of the pandemic. How is an outdated power plant 
going to be financed? Not by the energy consumers of this countr . 

It seems to us after all these years of planning and consultations by EDF they are still 
floundering around over issues around the use of road, sea or rail or transportation. Our 
concern is if EDF decide to increase the use of sea and rail access, they will then decide 
they do not need to build the relief road (which remains the wrong route). The number of 
lorries still having to gain access to the construction site will be horrendous for everyone in 
this area and beyond. Should planning be granted, the relief road (D2) must be 
constructed BEFORE SZC construction begins. It is a ridiculous situation to consider 
building this outdated power station before the correct infrastructure is in place. We need 
some logic here and a binding commitment from EDF to stick to their plans to mitigate the 
negative aspects of construction, that residents can trust. Financial compensation would 
have to be huge to all residents living along the B1122, so they can rebuild their lives 
should they decided to move, if a relief road not be constructed. 

A recent meeting organised by TEAGS in which we listened to a resident from Hinkley, 
confirmed all the most negative of preconceptions that residents here have about the 
development. It has also been disclosed that Hinkley will cost up £3 billion more to 
construct. This has serious implications for SZC. 
The SZC project here in this area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (ONB), would be 
catastrophic if planning was granted. EDF have not and are not listening to local residents 
in Somerset, the impact on the quality of their lives has been horrendous and is 
unacceptable. 

What is the point of having designated this Suffolk coastline an AOB and Heritage Coast if 
it is going to be destroyed? 



After our last response to the stage 3 and stage 4 consultations we were expecting EDF to 
have listened to the local people and made meaningful changes to their plans for the 
development of SZC. This they have not done. We both strongly object to the proposed 
plans to build and operate two nuclear power stations at Sizewell, on all aspects of the 
Pre-Application consultation document.  We note that during the Stage 4 consultation 
process EDF did not visit areas that are most likely to be affected but the building of SZC, 
i.e. Theberton, Eastbridge and Middleton. Our main objections are outlined through the 
following bullet points:- 

1. Sizewell C proposals ~  
Sizewell is in an area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and is part of the Heritage Coast.  
The impact of two additional huge nuclear power stations in this area will leave this 
coastline and hinterland irreparably damaged and destroyed forever.  This area should 
have full protection from such developments.  With EDF and Scottish Power it seems 
to those of us living in this area, Suffolk is going to become an overly developed 
industrial zone for power companies and their profi  orientated shareholders.  
This project is enormous in terms of development, construction and amount of time it 
will take to build. Sizewell C&D are far too big for for this site. The plot available for 
construction of the proposed two nuclear power stations is 32 hectares.  Sizewell B 
alone sits in 30 hectares.  
Construction will threaten two Sites of Scientific Interest, Minsmere and Sizewell 
marshes.  The countryside around Sizewell, coastline and all roads being used in this 
area will be negatively affected.  SZC will damage the unique qualities that make this 
part of Suffolk so special, the tranquility and the lack of light pollution will be lost 
forever.  It will be impossible to mitigate the loss of habitats that host the many rare 
birds, animals and plants found here. More than 5,000 species have been recorded at 
Minsmere making it one of the most important nature reserves in Europe.  Most of the 
reserve is low lying marsh served by a complex hydrological system.  Water levels, 
contamination levels and salinity need to be carefully monitored and controlled.  Many 
of the birds are averse to human contact and easily frightened off.  It is inconceivable 
that any mitigation measures will leave Minsmere unaffected. 
All aspects of the proposed construction including new roads, use of existing roads, 
construction areas, accommodation sites, park and ride areas, spoil heaps, quarries 
will affect the fragile eco systems in this area, especially Minsmere and the Sizewell 
Marshes. Good, top quality agricultural land will also be lost along the proposed B1122 
parallel Sizewell Link Road.  Pockets of land left will no longer be sustainable for 
farming and could become prime sites for housing or industrial development. Again, 
this precious area of ONB will be lost forever.   
Water pollution could occur from the quarries as materials are leached into aquifer and 
Minsmere Levels. The spoil heaps could cause signific nt dust pollution to all 
surrounding areas, as is happening now in Somerset.  
Renewable energy is developing at an incredible rate, as are the means to develop 
batteries that can store spare capacity when there is no sunlight or wind to generate 
power.  Every new build in this country, domestic or industrial should by law have solar 
panels on roof tops.

2. Main development site ~ EDF makes much of nuclear energy being carbon free, but 
fails to provide information, at this fi al stage of public consultation, on how much 
embedded carbon is involved in the construction of the two power stations and what 
the carbon payback period is. 
The buildings that house Sizewell A and B power stations are already a blot on what 
would have been a beautiful coastal landscape.  The proposed new developments will 



https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Loss-of-coolant_accident
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Loss-of-coolant_accident
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nuclear_meltdown
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_explosion


needing Sizewell C were stronger.  But it is not and we believe that this raises the 
threshold for accepting unnecessary risks to our important local tourism industry.

4. Accommodation ~ The proposed development of a campus to house the workforce 
will have a negative impact on amenities locally and the countryside.  Whilst the 
location of the campus is deemed to be positioned so it reduces the amount of traffic
on the roads, traffic will still increase at peak times as workers travel to and from the 
campus to return to their homes etc.  The local area is not large enough to cope with 
such a huge increase in population due to the large workforce for EDF and Scottish 
Power.  None of the local amenities we have here are designed to cope with such 
huge numbers.  Leiston, Eastbridge, Middleton, Yoxford, Saxmundham and the 
villages will fi d tourists and locals will be driven elsewhere to fi d the type of 
amenities they enjoy using in this area now.   The construction of the power station at 
Hinkley point has shown that the local rental and holiday accommodation has been 
used by workers, causing problems for the local population being unable to afford the 
increase in rents, holiday homes being used like B&B accommodation and the re have 
been problems with car parking.  Again this has all had a negative impact on the local 
population, tourism and diminished quality of life for all. 

5. Transport ~ It is recognised the B1122 is not fi  for the purpose of having several 
thousand lorries, cars and buses linked to SZC and Scottish Power travelling along it 
daily during the construction period of 10 to 12 years.  The road has many lanes and 
driveways from homes requiring regular access.  

 Proximity of cottage from B1122. 
 
Some homes are only a few metres from the road. This road is used by cyclists, horse 
riders, pedestrians tourists, farmers and vehicles linked to local industries.   It could not 
cope with additional heavy traffic use safely and without a huge amount being added to 
journey to journey times. Trying to gain access onto the road will be extremely 
hazardous for those living alongside.  Emergency vehicles will fi d their route slowed.  
Any accident, problem or weather related issue will render this road impassible.  We 
often have fallen tress and as with last winter heavy drifting snow making the road very 
hazardous.  
The ‘Road-Led’ scheme will mean 1,500 HGVs using the link road plus buses and 
LGV’s.  The Scottish Power development will add even more traffic   
The option of a ‘Rail-Led’ scheme would still require traffic coming onto the B1122, with 
a possible 900 HGVs and buses and LGVs using the road, making this option not 
viable.  This scheme also would cause chaos for residents with the volume of vehicles 
still having use the B1122 with increase noise, pollution, and vibration.  There are 
many older properties all the route of this road that in some cases lie within a metre of 
the road’s edge. This does not include traffic for Scottish Power which will increase 
predicted traffic numbers considerably.  
Should the construction of SZC inconceivably go ahead, a purpose built road is 
required that will take traffic away from properties.  The proposed new road running 
parallel to the B1122 causes far more problems and issues than it will resolve.  The 
route for this road carves its way through prime agricultural land.  Some farms will no 
longer be sustainable. Pockets of land will not be large enough to farm, leaving this 
land prime for future development.  This road will also close many of the lanes and 



footpaths (Fordley Road, Pretty Road) that run from Middleton and Theberton towards 
Saxmundham.  These roads are the main route for residents travelling to and from 
Saxmundham.  These lanes are used by cyclists, horse riders, walkers and by 
residents taking children to school.  Closing these roads will divide communities and 
force traffic to go onto the A12 which is busy enough as it is without the addition of 
construction traffic.  None of these routes should be closed o f. 
The only option that is going to be beneficial for the majority of the population living in 
this area is the D2 route.  Speak to the local people, they know this area and what will 
be viable.   This route is ideally placed for traffic not only going to Sizewell but for traffic
linked to the Scottish Power construction project.  D2 only also affects 3 properties 
which are 250 m away from the road.  This road should be built before any 
construction starts at Sizewell, if permission is given.  
I still do not understand why a jetty cannot be considered, if this monstrous project 
should be given the go ahead, the need to reduce traffic by all means must be a 
priority.  The major road networks (A12, B1122, A1120) in this are will be unable to 
cope with the volume of traffic that SZC and Scottish Power will bring to the area.  
 
The consultation process provided by EDF and their documentation has been woolly 
and lacking in concise detail through all aspects of the consultation processes.  As a 
member of the public this is my last opportunity to comment on the plans for this 
development.  Too many major decisions have not been clearly outlined in EDF’s 
consultation documents.  Maps used by EDF are out of date, computer generated 
videos are over simplistic.  Speaking to EDF’s representatives at the many exhibitions 
we visited they did not give clear, concise answers. Speaking to EDF representatives 
at our local Parish Council meeting, we found their attitude and body language 
arrogant.  The documentation produced by EDF is at times contradictory and is overly 
long, containing information that is not helpful whilst avoiding facts and figures that 
would have been helpful.   
 
There is not one aspect of this proposed development that we can support.  This 
country should not be allowing the development of two nuclear power stations on a site 
that will destroy the beauty of this part of the UK for ever and blight the lives of 
thousands of people for the next 10 to 12 years.  Renewable power is progressing and 
developing at an incredible rate.  Why does the government not insist all new buildings 
have solar panels?  Battery storage is not far from becoming affordable, reliable and 
viable. Why is wave power not being explored more than it is?  If nuclear power is so 
vital, then why not have smaller nuclear power hubs across the UK in areas that are 
not of ONB or on heritage coasts next door to marshes and bird reserves, in an area 
that will never recover from such a huge development?  
 
On behalf of our children, our grandchildren, family and friends, parishioners and this 
area of Suffolk that we love and wish to protect, we will continue to oppose this 
development to the very end. 

      Yours faithfully
      
Cc 

                                                     

 



 
 

 



 
 
 

 
 

 
23rd March 2019 
 
 
 

To: 
info@sizewellc.co.uk 
 
Copied to: 
The Planning Inspectorate [PINS] , Temple Quay House, Temple Quay, Bristol BS1          
6PN   
Dr Therese Coffey MP, House of Commons, London, SW1A   0AA    
Suffolk County Council: Leader of the Council, Councillor Matthew Hicks, Endeavour 
House, 8 Russell  Road, Ipswich IP1 2BX.   
Suffolk Coastal District Council: Deputy Leader, Councillor Geoff Holdcroft, Station 
Road, Melton, Woodbridge IP12 1RT.   
Theberton and Eastbridge Action on Sizewell   
 
 
Sizewell C Stage 3 Pre-Application Consultation response  
 
My family and I live at  in Eastbridge, just m from the proposed Sizewell 
C construction site.  This is our response to the Sizewell C Stage 3 Pre-Application 
Consultation. 
 
We find the scale of the proposed development and construction alarming and 
saddening for the future of our community and for this beautiful part of the East 
Suffolk coast, the AONB and the internationally renowned RSPB Minsmere nature 
reserve.  We support the campaigns and representations made by Theberton and 
Eastbridge Action on Sizewell, the B1122 Action Group, the Minsmere Levels 
Stakeholder Group and the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds in all these 
matters.  We are also very pleased with the joint approach of Suffolk County Council 
and Suffolk Coastal District Council in many of these matters. 
 
We object in the strongest possible sense to the proposed development for the 
reasons that we have summarised and then detailed below. 
 
Summary of reasons 
 
Environment: We have very serious overarching concerns about the environmental 
damage that will be caused by the project, including to the Suffolk Coast and Heaths 
AONB and protected landscapes. The scale of the project will tear the AONB apart 
for 10-12 years and the development site is too small to accommodate a 
development of the size and scale proposed.  



The construction period of 10-12 years will damage the things that make this part of 
Suffolk so special; peace, tranquillity and dark night skies. Visitors will be driven 
away by eyesores, closed footpaths and beaches, disruption, noise and pollution, so 
hurting tourism businesses. 
 
The project is enormous – too big for the setting and land available. The government 
suggests that a single new nuclear power station should occupy 30 hectares (based 
on Sizewell B). Sizewell C is proposed to be squeezed into only 32 hectares. 
 
Construction and operation of the development will threaten some of the most 
biodiverse habitats in the UK and the Heritage Coast, including two Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest and the internationally treasured RSPB Minsmere NatureReserve. 
It will be impossible to recover from the loss of habitats that host rare birds, animals 
and plants. 
 
EDF should publish its full Environmental Impact Assessment before applying for 
planning permission. With the accumulation of energy projects threatening to 
industrialise and overwhelm the area, any EIA should assess the cumulative impacts 
of all of these.  This should be followed by a further consultation period before the 
DCO submission. 

 
Accommodation: We are opposed to the siting of a 2,400 bed campus at 
Eastbridge, just 800m from our home. EDF has failed to justify why it cannot use split 
sites - as at Hinkley Point C with 500 workers onsite and 1,000 in Bridgwater, where 
the site is laid out in preparation for new housing afterwards. 
 
Borrow Pits and Spoil Heaps: The proposed borrow pits and spoil heaps that will be 
located just 500m from our home and local communities will receive continuous 
disturbance from this activity (noise, dust, vehicle pollution and congestion, vibration) 
for a large part of the construction period. 
 
Tourism and Economy: We believe the £250m local tourism industry will be 
damaged throughout the period of construction and beyond. Noise, dust, loss of 
access and visual impacts will deter visitors to the coast between Southwold and 
Aldeburgh. EDF has provided inadequate information about impacts on tourism. 
Moreover, with EDF needing to reduce 20% from the cost of Sizewell, it plans to use 
the Hinkley supply chain. EDF must quantify how their savings will reduce economic 
and employment benefits for the local area. 

 
Transport: The abandonment of a marine-led transport strategy and the uncertainty 
of five trains a day will have a massive impact on the area. Sizewell has nothing like 
the infrastructure of Hinkley Point; yet Hinkley had a jetty. 
 
A Theberton by-pass impacts too many residents and still imposes unfair congestion, 
noise, pollution, vibration damage and accidents on local communities and visitors.    
 
The proposed link road/by pass is a poor choice of route, runs too close to many 
homes, needs substantial embankments and cuttings, breaks up communities and 
makes farms unviable. After construction it is pretty much useless, as two parallel 
roads are a nonsense. 



   
We argue that Sizewell C needs a proper Relief Road which has less impact on 
communities and more long-term value, similar to the former ‘D2’proposal, and built 
before the main construction starts. If the other energy infrastructure projects go 
ahead, D2 would be much better placed to service them. We would appreciate 
reassurance that an overarching view of these cumulative projects is being taken. 
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council in its requirement for ‘a firm commitment 
for early delivery of the associated transport infrastructure to avoid disruption to the 
main haul route (A12-B1122) during the construction period’  
 
Development site is too small: We conclude that, for all these reasons the Sizewell 
C site is too small to accommodate two nuclear reactors and that as a result the site 
does not have the potential to accommodate the proposed development. As a result 
the proposed development should be abandoned. 
 
Further consultation needed: Should EDF wish to proceed to the Development 
Consent Order process we demand a further round of consultation that will seek to 
present its EIA and the reassurances that local communities need. 
 
Further explanation 
 
Environment 
EDF’s plans will cut the AONB in half for at least a decade, and threaten to 
compromise the purposes of the AONB designation itself. 
 
Preliminary environmental information is close to non-existent in places, with too 
much relying on work that EDF has not yet reported or even started. EDF should 
publish its full Environmental Impact Assessment before applying for planning 
permission, and taking into account the other Energy Projects proposed in the area, 
look at all projects together. 
 
Environmental best practice must be followed; EDF saying that it “will be taken into 
account” is not good enough. 
 
EDF must not build a town for 2,400 workers so close to protected areas. 
The construction laydown areas, accommodation site, spoil heaps, quarries and 
causeway crossing of the SSSI will damage the fragile hydrology of the Minsmere 
Levels, Sizewell Marsh and affect the Minsmere Sluice. Alterations in the 
management of water run-off could make sensitive ecosystems wetter or drier, while 
the causeway crossing will impede the drainage of Sizewell Marsh SSSI habitat. 
 
The proposed rock armour defence of the Sizewell C & D platform and Beach 
Landing Facility is inadequate, stopping above the low water line when it should go 
below it. Once the sacrificial dune erodes, the sea will be able to undermine the rock 
armour defence. 
 
When quarry pits are refilled with excavated materials, there is a risk that pollutants 
will leach into the water table and Minsmere Levels groundwater over decades. EDF 
recognise the potential for pollution but are not proposing anything to stop it. 



 
The proposed spoil heaps could cause significant dust pollution to the AONB, 
Minsmere Levels and Sizewell Marsh and local communities, and could also affect 
human health. 
 
EDF has introduced 4 new pylons into its proposals, the height of the reactors, which 
will have an appalling impact on the AONB landscape, rather than installing this 
infrastructure underground.  This signals that the site is too small for two nuclear 
reactors. 
 
The construction site is a typical Sanderlings landscape; importantly there are many 
mature hedgerows, often with veteran trees of interest biologically, aesthetically and 
culturally because of their age.  These landscape features should be recorded and 
protected for the duration of the development and form the basis of the restoration of 
the landscape once construction is complete.  The bridleway connecting the 
Eastbridge Road and Lovers Lane is described in the Consultation documents as a 
‘Hedge with trees (species poor).  This is incorrect; there are many native tree 
species (oak and ash in particular) that are of veteran quality. 
 
RSPB Minsmere is concerned about: 
 

 The impact of noise and artificial light from such a massive construction on 
rare wildlife that is very sensitive to such disturbance, particularly marsh 
harriers - one of the UK's rarest birds. 

 The impact on RSPB's ability to manage water levels on the reserve, that 
is vital for managing the reedbeds and other freshwater habitats that are 
home to rare wildlife like otters, bitterns and avocets. 

 The potential erosion of Minsmere's coastline, which could accelerate 
when you build new coastal structures. This could pose a significant threat 
to Minsmere's special freshwater and coastal wildlife. 

 
RSPB  and the 13,839 individuals (on 23rd March 2019) that have supported its 
‘Love Minsmere’ campaign’ have asked EDF to: 
 

 Make a public statement to reassure our community that Minsmere will be 
protected from any potential harm from the development of Sizewell C. 

 Fully assess the impact that Sizewell C could have on Minsmere's 
precious habitats and wildlife. 

 Write a clear plan outlining how EDF will overcome these impacts, so we 
can be sure this natural treasure can be safe for generations to come. 

 
Despite repeated requests for this information and assurance EDF has failed to do 
this.  We fully support the views of RSPB and other conservation organisations in 
these matters. 
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council in its requirement with regard to: 

 Ecological surveys and mitigation: EDF Energy need to undertake further significant 
work to seek to survey, understand, quantify and qualify and mitigate impacts of the 
development on the ecology;  



 The platform footprint and position: This Council highlighted at Stage 2 that the 
proposed footprint is further seaward than Sizewell B, which gives this Council 
significant concerns around the impact on coastal processes and coastline and may 
make this design unacceptable. The Council needs to see a full assessment of the 
coastal process impacts and an assessment of alternatives (such as moving the 
platform back inland, or redesigning the layout);  

 Coastal processes: EDF Energy need to undertake further assessments, and 
establish with this Council a robust process for ongoing monitoring of coastal change 
and Sizewell C impacts, with an obligation for EDF Energy to provide mitigation if 
actual change departs from anticipated baseline change. 

 
And that, Further work on the environmental impact of the development with the key 
environmental government bodies, including the Environment Agency and Natural England, 
and with non-governmental organisations such as the National Trust, the RSPB and the 
Suffolk Wildlife Trust. 
 
Borrow Pits and Spoil Heaps  
The proposed borrow pits and spoil heaps are wholly unacceptable as a part of this 
development. Construction materials should be sourced from existing sand and 
gravel resources and brought to site by rail or sea. Spoil should be removed from the 
site by rail or sea to a location that requires such materials.  
   
If, despite this, borrow pits are introduced on to the site, we would expect to see 
robust evidence from EDF to show that potential alternatives had been fully 
investigated, and why they had been found to be impractical and how those 
proposed can function hydraulically in such a sensitive environment. 
 
Several hectares of spoil heaps and extracted sand and gravel resources are 
proposed. These heaps would be between 20 and 35 metres high and part of a 
damaged landscape for several years.  The heaps will be visible from Eastbridge, 
Minsmere and Dunwich Heath and most of the Public Rights of Way that criss-cross 
the area to the north. 
 
With prevailing winds from the south west, the natural travel for dust and sand 
pollution will be directly across Minsmere Levels and on into Minsmere Bird Reserve 
and onwards to National Trust Dunwich Heath property, threatening wildlife on the 
Minsmere Levels and Reserve.  There are no proposals as to how sand and dust will 
be contained and prevented from leaving the site or how potential leachate pollution 
from spoil heap run-off will be managed on site. 
  
Plans for mitigation, should any pollution be detected, need to be specified by EDF. 
 
We strongly support the County Council position on these matters and that the 
Council requires additional information and evidence to convince it that the proposed borrow 
pits and stockpiling will not have an unacceptable impact on the sensitive local environment 
(including on the AONB and the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) Minsmere) 
and on neighbouring land uses.   
 
People and Economy 
We believe the East Suffolk tourism industry will be damaged during the construction 
period beyond repair. Eyesores, noise, dust, and traffic will deter visitors to the coast 



between Southwold and Aldeburgh. EDF has not provided enough information about 
impacts on tourism. How does EDF believe that it can alleviate these long term 
impacts?  
 
In terms of the impact on the local environment, in particular the Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and places like RSPB Minsmere, how does EDF believe its 
destruction of this area for the next 10-12 years can be justified? 
   
EDF plans to try to cut the cost of Sizewell C by 20%, in part by using the Hinkley C 
supply chain. EDF must state how this will affect the promised economic and 
employment benefits for the local area.    
  
EDF has not yet conducted many vital studies including  for Health and Community. 
The project must not reduce local access to emergency services and healthcare. 
 
The Stage 3 consultation  presents a comprehensive approach to socio-economic 
issues.  Most Councils would struggle to achieve many of these tasks, they don’t 
have any money!  How does EDF, as an energy provider, anticipate the tasks that it 
is planning can be delivered?   
 
If EDF thinks that the local authorities will deliver these roles will EDF fund   the 
additional services?  Or will EDF either fund its own dedicated team to deliver these 
programmes or pay to staff the Councils for the construction period and beyond? 
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council in its requirement that  ‘more information is 
required on the delivery mechanisms to achieve sufficiently ambitious socio-economic 
aspirations and mitigations……’  
  
Leiston is not an affluent community following Sizewell A and B. What has EDF been 
able to learn to do better this time round?   
 
What is the view of EDF about the cumulative effect of energy development around 
Leiston on the AONB and the thriving tourist industry? 
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council  when it  ‘seeks to focus Government and 
all the promoters on the in-combination effects of Sizewell C and proposals related to 
Offshore Wind projects and National Grid interconnectors in the Leiston area. The Council to 
seek commitments from Government, EDF Energy and the other promoters to explain how 
the in-combination effects will be addressed.’  
 
Is it right to compare the socio economics of the Sizewell C project to the Hinckley C 
project? They are different places, on opposites sides of the country with different 
local economies and environmental issues.  
 
And is it right that the Leiston and Sizewell area is at the heart of the Suffolk Energy 
Coast initiative?  
 
Accommodation 
EDF has ignored opposition to a campus for 2,400 workers at Eastbridge from local 
people, the Councils and our MP. It has ignored the Boyer/Canon review of worker 
campus site options commissioned by the County Council. 



 
EDF is not moving from its plan for a new ‘town’ for 2,400 construction workers, of 3-
4 storey blocks with car parks and leisure facilities, on a greenfield site close to 
Minsmere and next to Eastbridge, a small, quiet rural hamlet of 50 people.  
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council in its requirement for EDF ‘ to provide 
further evidence to demonstrate why it considers its favoured location to be the optimal 
location. This Council would like to see the evidence behind not choosing either Ipswich or 
Lowestoft for an accommodation campus. This Council would like EDF Energy to also 
reconsider the nearby Leiston airfield site as an alternative location for the campus. Subject 
to receipt of that justification, whatever accommodation campus site is chosen the evidence 
will need to prove that environmental impacts can be sufficiently mitigated and compensated 
for. 
 
EDF has consistently refused to consider splitting the site or to consider locating 
workers in urban areas with suitable social infrastructure and potential for legacy. It 
has failed to justify why it is not using its approach at Hinkley C, where 500 workers 
are onsite and 1,000 in Bridgwater where the site has been laid out for new housing 
afterwards. 
 
The campus will bring noise, air and light pollution, a massive increase in traffic, and 
the potential for anti-social behaviour. This will affect our health and wellbeing and 
place an unfair burden on Leiston, Eastbridge, Theberton and Minsmere. 
 
Should the development proceed EDF must make a legal commitment that all the 
development site land will be fully restored to the use described in the Consultation 
documents.   
 
It seems that the location of the proposed campus is based purely on the existing 
EDF land ownership and its closeness to the construction site.  Is this correct? 
 
The development of a Community Safety Management Plan and Worker Code of 
Conduct will be especially important to local communities following the experience of 
the Sizewell B development.  How will this be delivered and funded? 
 
Transport 
The two jetty proposals have been removed from the proposals thus reducing 
potential adverse coastal impacts.  However, the impact of a no-marine led transport 
will mean over reliance on road transport, in particular the use of the A12 and the 
minor roads in the vicinity of the proposed development site, in particular the B1122. 
We would argue that this provides further evidence of the unsuitability of the site to 
accommodate a development of this scale.  

EDF took too long to decide that its ‘marine-led’ transport strategy was 
impossible. Calling its Stage 3 options ‘Rail-Led’ vs ‘Road-Led’ is misleading – both 
use mainly road. 
 
EDF admits it’s ‘rail-led’ strategy is uncertain, but it still means up to 900 HGVs a day, 
plus Park & Ride buses, on the B1122 through Yoxford and Middleton Moor, with a 
bypass of Theberton. 



 
The proposed Theberton bypass affects too many residents and still places unfair 
congestion, noise, pollution, vibration damage and accidents on residents and 
visitors.   
 
‘Road-Led’ means up to 1,500 HGVs a day on a Link Road from the A12, close to all 
three villages, potentially operating 24 hours a day.  The route is a bad choice, runs 
too close to many homes and Listed Buildings, with substantial embankments, 
cuttings and road closures, breaking up communities and making farms unviable. The 
proposed new road would be parallel to the B1122 and will be of little use once the 
power station is built.  It is debatable whether the highways authority would choose to 
adopt it.  
 
No figures are provided for the site entrance roundabout. TEAGS estimate up to 
6,470 Sizewell vehicle movements (including 1,500 HGVs) will use it per day, as will 
a forecast 6,800 passing non-Sizewell vehicles at peak. 
 
Sizewell C needs a proper, low-impact Relief Road, such as ‘D2’ or EDF’s route W, 
built before main construction starts. D2 is a more strategic route, serving multiple 
Energy Projects and providing a strong legacy for Leiston and Saxmundham. 
Around Hinkley C, rat-running on country lanes and congestion in villages from 
flyparking by workers have become serious problems. EDF are doing nothing to 
prevent this here.  
 
Should EDF be permitted to proceed as they now propose or by alternative means 
the Local Highway Authority must have agreed and adopt the route to ensure that it 
continues to serve the community beyond the construction period.  
 
Very importantly the proposed highway interventions involving a new relief road, the 
A12 and the B1122, must be completed before work begins on the main construction 
site.  If they are begun at the same time it might take 2-3 years or more for the road 
works to be agreed, for land to be accumulated, including by Compulsory Purchase 
(which will be challenged) contractors commissioned and work undertaken. 
 
Comments on EDF’s Consultation Process  
Sizewell C is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project. EDF’s consultations have 
not been detailed enough for a project of this importance, with little evidence that they 
have listened to the concerns of local people, Councils or representative groups. 
 
There is very little mention of cumulative environmental, traffic, social and other 
impacts, and no assessment of the combined impact of overlapping Energy Projects 
in East Suffolk. 
 
EDF has presented new roads and massive traffic increases at the very last stage of 
public consultation, creating considerable shock and reducing the value of feedback. 
EDF admits its ‘Rail-Led’ strategy may not be feasible, which undermines the 
consultation process. 
 
In Pre Application Consultation Stages 1 and 2, EDF failed to present adequate 
comparisons; e.g. between proposed accommodation sites or between relief road 



proposals. This denies the public the ability to respond in an informed manner, 
resulting in an inadequate consultation process. 
 
The model at EDF’s exhibitions does not show the construction phase, despite 
previous suggestions. EDF’s computer-generated videos are over-simplistic and 
misleading. The documents use outdated aerial maps from 2004/07, despite 2016 
maps being available. 
 
We believe that in consideration of the issues raised by the Secretary of State in the 
Environmental Scoping Report Opinion and the lack of information in the any of the 
three consultation stage documents, including this Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report (PEIR), there needs to be a further public consultation once the 
proposal is better developed and the impacts and mitigations proposed by EDF can 
be communicated through a much improved PEIR to local and national statutory 
bodies, relevant organisations and the public so a properly considered view can be 
formed and communicated. This revised PEIR should  be a very advanced draft of 
the Environmental Statement which EDF intends to submit as part of the 
Development Consent Order process.   
 
Government Policy 
In 2011 the UK Government in its National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power 
Generation EN-6 concluded that for Sizewell, This assessment has outlined that 
there are a number of areas which will require further consideration by the applicant, 
the IPC and/or the regulators should an application for development consent come 
forward, including amongst other things effects and mitigating actions of coastal 
erosion, effects on biodiversity including the SSSI that is partially included in the site 
boundary, and the visual impact on the AONB. However, the Government has 
concluded that none of these factors is sufficient to prevent the site from being 
considered as potentially suitable. 
 
Since 2011a lot has changed in the energy industry and daily we hear of advances in 
renewables technologies. 
 
Today the site and proposed development; 

 is at risk from climate change and sea level rise and fluvial flooding; 
 would have an enormous adverse impact on adjacent internationally 

designated sites of ecological importance; 
 would have an adverse impact on coastal processes on a very sensitive 

landscape; 
 would have an adverse impact on sites of amenity, cultural heritage and 

landscape value; 
 is too small to accommodate a development of this scale; 
 would have enormous transport and socio economic impacts which the 

developer has shown no evidence of being in a position to mitigate. 
 

We would argue, therefore, that the Sizewell site is not the ‘potentially suitable site for 
new nuclear power stations before 2025’ identified by the UK Government in 2011 in  
EN-6.  
 
 



Planning conditions 
If, despite continued and justifiable opposition to the proposed development, EDF 
still refuses to react responsibly to this consultation and change its proposals 
appropriately or abandons the project, then there will clearly be a need for numerous 
legally-binding commitments (Section 106 Agreement or Planning conditions made 
by the Planning Inspectorate and appropriately enforced by the LPA) made by EDF 
and others during the DCO process and with no chance of retraction. This should not 
constitute any acceptance of EDF’s plans.   
 
The Local Planning Authority and the Local Highways Authority should also be 
resourced to maintain a comprehensive approach to their monitoring and 
enforcement for the duration of the development and thereafter. 
 
In terms of the development directly impacting Eastbridge and its adjacent areas 
these should include: 
  

 appropriate mitigations of the impact of the development on the hydrology of 
the Sizewell Marsh to Minsmere Levels;   

 the impact of the development on natural coastal processes; 
 pollution related to the use of back-fill materials deposited in the borrow pits;   
 borrow pit restoration to the land use specified in the Development Consent;   
 the impact of the development on the Minsmere sluice;  
 surveys and the protection of existing landscape features, including hedges 

and trees (including veteran trees) for the entirety of the development;   
 plans for mitigation by the developer should pollution be detected during 

construction and in the operation of the site thereafter;  
 management of pollution as a result of sand and dust, leachate from the spoil 

heap; 
 the establishment of appropriate monitoring and contingency arrangements;   
 waste water treatment;  
 general management of the establishment and the operation of borrow pits 

and spoil heaps; 
 
for the Campus site; 

 the campus site must not extend west of Eastbridge Lane; 
 no building shall exceed four storeys; 
 that the site is fully restored to improved pasture as illustrated in the Stage 3 

Pre-Application Consultation so it cannot be developed longer-term; 
 street lighting is designed to limit light intrusion towards Eastbridge; 
 the proposed car park on the north side of the site is designed to exclude light 

spillage from motor vehicles towards Eastbridge and other nearby residential 
properties; 

 noise from the site during occupation is limited so that no disturbance occurs 
to nearby communities and households, including Eastbridge; 

 all existing trees and hedgerows are adequately protected from damage 
during construction of the residential campus and thereafter; 

 that the residential campus is landscaped adequately to minimise the risk of 
visual intrusion of buildings when viewed from Eastbridge and nearby 
households; 



 that EDF and the management organisation responsible for the Campus 
make appropriate limitations on the ability of Campus residents to exit the 
Campus on foot, cycle or by motor vehicle other than by the  proposed main 
site entrance at the B1122; 

 that the campus is served by appropriate and adequate waste management, 
sewerage management, water supply and water management facilities, 
energy supply and broadband facilities that have no diverse impact on local 
communities and households; 

 that during construction appropriate measures are taken to minimise the 
impact of noise, dust, vehicle (emissions) and light pollution; 

 that construction activity be limited to 7am to 6pm; 
 that neighbouring highways be cleaned of debris arising from the construction 

site at regular (daily?) intervals; 
 that construction vehicles leaving the site should be washed on site before 

joining the highway; 
 that the lighting of fires to dispose of building debris shall not be permitted; 
 that construction workers and contractors not be permitted to travel to the 

Campus construction site via Eastbridge nor to park outside the Campus site 
boundary, including in Eastbridge and Theberton and surrounding rural roads, 
on the B1122 or the road connecting the B1122 and Eastbridge. 

 
 

 
 

Kind regards 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:
 

  
Subject:Sizewell C “consultation 5” 
I am responding in relation to the latest sham consultation over the 
proposed “Sizewell C” development. The proposal would have a 
catastrophic effect on the environment, tourism, transport links and the 
local population. It is to be rejected in its entirety. As referenced in my 
previous correspondence, one of the most unacceptable elements in the 
proposal relates to transport. The latest consultation seeks to introduce 
some half-baked proposals to make use of sea and train options (but to a 
limited extent); it is still proposed that under all eventualities, the primary 
element of site access/transportation will be by road, introducing a volume 
of lorries that the A12/A14 and local roads are simply unable to 
accommodate. It is perfectly clear that the applicant has no serious intent to 
offer adequate mitigation of this point. I note that there is no firm provision 
to restore a rail passenger service to Leiston. If there were any concept of 
“joined up thinking” in these proposals, this would have been front and 
centre of a scheme to partially mitigate the adverse impact on the local 
area, and provide access for site workers travelling in from accommodation 
outside the area. It is almost laughable that new non-binding “proposals” 
have been introduced at this late stage in relation to sea and rail 
transportation. To be clear, the scheme is not viable without the use of sea 
and rail, but this consultation must necessarily be judged on firm and 
deliverable proposals, and these have not been adequately developed- a 
reflection of the applicant’s broad rejection of sea/rail in favour of road 
transport. This is nothing more than a smokescreen to distract from 
fundamentally unacceptable transport proposals. The application continues 
to propose the construction of a huge “campus” for site workers’ 
accommodation. The location is unacceptable in terms of the associated 
environmental damage and adverse impact on the local community. The 
size of the proposed campus is unreasonable. More generally, EDF has 
shown itself to be an unacceptable partner. The unlawful destruction of 
Coronation Wood exhibited a fundamental disregard for due process, and 
once again confirms that the local community can have no confidence 
whatsoever in any of the casual assurances or platitudes offered. Sizewell 
C would destroy the local environment and fatally damage tourism on the 
Suffolk Coast, resulting in a substantial reduction in employment 
opportunities for local people. It remains incompatible with the 
Government’s timetable for reducing carbon emissions, and it is financially 
incoherent; it would represent an unfeasibly expensive supply of electricity 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
mailto:matthew.hicks@suffolk.gov.uk


even under the improbable scenario of the project being completed on time 
and/or on budget. This proposal must be rejected in its entirety.  

 
 



From  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:

  
Subject:Sizewell C - Consultation 5 
Dear Sir or Madam 
  
I am writing with comments on the Stage 5 consultation. 
  

1. It seems that the latest proposals by EDF are made in an effort to answer the critics of its 
previous proposals, in particular relating to transport and traffic solutions. However, EDF 
states that it cannot yet be sure its new sea and rail solutions can be delivered. 
  

2. It cannot be right that a consultation is launched on proposals which may be undeliverable. 
Surely EDF should (even though it has already  been considering solutions for some 8 years) 
continue to work up a proper, deliverable scheme and then open it to public consultation. In 
any event, even if the new proposals are deliverable they would have no impact on traffic 
levels for the first two or three years of the construction period, until new roads and 
marshalling areas have been built. 

  
3. EDF’s new sea proposals involve a new sea defence system which they acknowledge will 

exacerbate erosion on the surrounding coast. EDF further admit that their scheme will lead 
to rising water levels in the New Cut and therefore the surrounding marshes. Those marshes 
are used either by RSPB who are alarmed (despite what EDF representatives have claimed in 
local meetings) by the implications, or by our farming business to graze approximately 200 
cattle during the summer months. These two existing uses would be put in jeopardy by 
EDF’s latest scheme. 
  

4. The proposals for a new Sizewell Link Road are misconceived and as other submissions to 
this consultation will make clear based on incorrect assumptions. There is no justification or 
explanation given by EDF for the rejection of the clearly better alternative Route W 
North/D2 – better from the points of view of less disturbance of villages and housing, less 
ecological damage, less emissions (because shorter), some (as opposed to zero) legacy 
value. 
  

Kind regards 
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From:  
Sent: 07/12/2020 12:05:02 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Sizewell Link Road 
Body: 
 
 

  
7th December 2020  
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
We live at  and the proposed  

 . I do fundamentally object to the 
project however if you are successful in your plans I hope you will 
engage with me to minimize disruption caused to us and our 
community As you have recently altered the plans for Sizewell can I 
please ask you to consider the comments below and contact me at 
your earliest convenience, as if the project does go ahead by making 
simple alterations to your existing plans you can save us all 
considerable inconvenience. I see from your press releases that you 
wish to engage with the community in the hope you can mitigate 
disruption to our way of life pre/during and after construction. You 
must be acutely aware that a project this size you must attend to our 
concerns and therefore I believe that the least you can do is meet me 
or call to discuss So your latest plan and from the planning 
application it appears that the proposed construction for the Link road 
will begin from the West and progress to the East, in my opinion the 
construction compound should All be to the East of the A12 and at 
least 20 metres from the A12 to avoid an eyesore and possible 
distraction for road users and locals. Where exactly will the fence go 
for the highway? on the current plan it seems to be right across our 
driveway which is in constant use by a working farm and ourselves. If 
the construction compound was 20 feet further North the access 
would not be affected, any fencing could then be to the East of the 
A12 and therefore causing minimal disruption and eyesore. 
Construction noise from reversing beepers and engine noise to be 
kept to a minimum hence why compound should be away from the 
A12 to the East. To mitigate Co2 can the constructors use electric 
vehicles ? And where will they all park on a daily basis? We are lucky 
to have virtually black skies and amazing views of the sky at night 
Instead of ten metre light posts lighting up the approach road and 
roundabout they should be replaced with low level smart lighting that 
minimises light pollution to this rural part of Suffolk (currently there is 
almost perfect dark skies.) I do not know what form this low level 
smart lighting will take but just know there must be an alternative to 
10 metre high light columns . I have recently visited little Hadham 



bypass in Hertfordshire (A120) and noticed that they are installing 
low level lighting in the approach to the roundabouts so a solution is 
available As there are more HGVs and vehicles using the A12 and 
because of additional braking noise additional hedges and trees 
should be planted from the new proposed roundabout along the 
existing route for at least half a mile each way Should there be a 
bunding bank shielding the roundabout from view from across the 
field from  this would help with noise pollution as well 
as visual When this link road was first mentioned in round 4 I believe 
the recommendation was for removal after construction? Has this 
changed as I can see no legacy use. Layby on East side of A12 to 
have double yellow lines to prevent continuous parking and fly tipping 
IF road D2/W was built would that not have a legacy use for Leiston 
and Aldeburgh plus be used for other infrastructure projects. Please 
can you contact me on , or by email if that is more 
convenient initially Yours faithfully  Please see below 
planning extracts from the said A120 bypass and the detail and 
simplicity of explanation they have used to keep communities on 
board, I cannot see exactly what you are planning so a meeting 
would be very useful. “The design of the proposed route has been 
developed with the engineers to reduce the?potential impact on 
landscape character and views where possible. This has been 
achieved through?the avoidance of most mature trees, developing 
visually sensitive bridge designs and identifying areas where new 
native planting may screen views of the proposed road. Extensive 
site walkovers?have been undertaken and photomontages have 
been prepared from key locations to accurately identify and present 
the scale of potential visual impact. Ecology and nature conservation 
Extensive ecological surveys are being carried?out including 
habitats, bats, badgers, reptiles, amphibians, hedgerows, hazel 
dormouse, breeding birds, otter and water vole. Great Crested Newts 
have been found east of the scheme and ponds and terrestrial 
habitat are provided in the design. Extensive badger activity has 
been observed A noise model of the scheme is being used to 
compare road traffic noise levels with and without the scheme. It is 
being validated against surveys of background noise made earlier 
this year. Noise mitigation is being considered to minimise the 
predicted adverse impacts of the scheme. Typical mitigation 
measures include noise barriers, earth bunds and low noise road 
surfacing. The use of each measure depends on the amount of 
mitigation required and operational, maintenance and engineering 
constraints. The guidance of the Design Manual?For Roads and 
Bridges states that a change in road traffic noise of 1dB in the short 
term (when a project is opened) is the smallest change that is 



considered perceptible. In the long term (typically 15 years after 
project opening), a 3dB change is considered perceptible. The 
guidance therefore considers a noise change of up to 2.9 dB in the 
long term to be a negligible impact. and further surveys will take 
place to ensure that appropriate mitigation is provided so as not to 
sever territories with the road. Consultation with the landscape 
architect will ensure that appropriate habitat replacement and 
enhancement will be included in the scheme. “ Construction 
Environmental Management Plan When the scheme enters into the 
construction stage the appointed contractor will produce a 
Construction Environmental Management Plan based on 
recommendations from the Environmental Statement. This will 
describe methods by which they will meet environmental 
requirements. Implementation of the plan will be monitored by the 
relevant authorities. The proposed Environmental Management Plan 
will cover: • defining responsibilities for the environment ? • protection 
measures for nature conservation and biodiversity ? • noise control 
and hours of working ? • traffic management ? • materials and waste 
management ? • air quality protection such as ?dust management ? • 
management of complaints and corrective action processes ? • 
monitoring and reporting processes ?” 
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Sizewell C Stage 3 Pre-Application Consultation response  
 
My family and I live at  in Eastbridge, just m from the proposed Sizewell 
C construction site.  This is our response to the Sizewell C Stage 3 Pre-Application 
Consultation. 
 
We find the scale of the proposed development and construction alarming and 
saddening for the future of our community and for this beautiful part of the East 
Suffolk coast, the AONB and the internationally renowned RSPB Minsmere nature 
reserve.  We support the campaigns and representations made by Theberton and 
Eastbridge Action on Sizewell, the B1122 Action Group, the Minsmere Levels 
Stakeholder Group and the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds in all these 
matters.  We are also very pleased with the joint approach of Suffolk County Council 
and Suffolk Coastal District Council in many of these matters. 
 
We object in the strongest possible sense to the proposed development for the 
reasons that we have summarised and then detailed below. 
 
Summary of reasons 
 
Environment: We have very serious overarching concerns about the environmental 
damage that will be caused by the project, including to the Suffolk Coast and Heaths 
AONB and protected landscapes. The scale of the project will tear the AONB apart 
for 10-12 years and the development site is too small to accommodate a 
development of the size and scale proposed.  



The construction period of 10-12 years will damage the things that make this part of 
Suffolk so special; peace, tranquillity and dark night skies. Visitors will be driven 
away by eyesores, closed footpaths and beaches, disruption, noise and pollution, so 
hurting tourism businesses. 
 
The project is enormous – too big for the setting and land available. The government 
suggests that a single new nuclear power station should occupy 30 hectares (based 
on Sizewell B). Sizewell C is proposed to be squeezed into only 32 hectares. 
 
Construction and operation of the development will threaten some of the most 
biodiverse habitats in the UK and the Heritage Coast, including two Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest and the internationally treasured RSPB Minsmere NatureReserve. 
It will be impossible to recover from the loss of habitats that host rare birds, animals 
and plants. 
 
EDF should publish its full Environmental Impact Assessment before applying for 
planning permission. With the accumulation of energy projects threatening to 
industrialise and overwhelm the area, any EIA should assess the cumulative impacts 
of all of these.  This should be followed by a further consultation period before the 
DCO submission. 

 
Accommodation: We are opposed to the siting of a 2,400 bed campus at 
Eastbridge, just 800m from our home. EDF has failed to justify why it cannot use split 
sites - as at Hinkley Point C with 500 workers onsite and 1,000 in Bridgwater, where 
the site is laid out in preparation for new housing afterwards. 
 
Borrow Pits and Spoil Heaps: The proposed borrow pits and spoil heaps that will be 
located just 500m from our home and local communities will receive continuous 
disturbance from this activity (noise, dust, vehicle pollution and congestion, vibration) 
for a large part of the construction period. 
 
Tourism and Economy: We believe the £250m local tourism industry will be 
damaged throughout the period of construction and beyond. Noise, dust, loss of 
access and visual impacts will deter visitors to the coast between Southwold and 
Aldeburgh. EDF has provided inadequate information about impacts on tourism. 
Moreover, with EDF needing to reduce 20% from the cost of Sizewell, it plans to use 
the Hinkley supply chain. EDF must quantify how their savings will reduce economic 
and employment benefits for the local area. 

 
Transport: The abandonment of a marine-led transport strategy and the uncertainty 
of five trains a day will have a massive impact on the area. Sizewell has nothing like 
the infrastructure of Hinkley Point; yet Hinkley had a jetty. 
 
A Theberton by-pass impacts too many residents and still imposes unfair congestion, 
noise, pollution, vibration damage and accidents on local communities and visitors.    
 
The proposed link road/by pass is a poor choice of route, runs too close to many 
homes, needs substantial embankments and cuttings, breaks up communities and 
makes farms unviable. After construction it is pretty much useless, as two parallel 
roads are a nonsense. 



   
We argue that Sizewell C needs a proper Relief Road which has less impact on 
communities and more long-term value, similar to the former ‘D2’proposal, and built 
before the main construction starts. If the other energy infrastructure projects go 
ahead, D2 would be much better placed to service them. We would appreciate 
reassurance that an overarching view of these cumulative projects is being taken. 
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council in its requirement for ‘a firm commitment 
for early delivery of the associated transport infrastructure to avoid disruption to the 
main haul route (A12-B1122) during the construction period’  
 
Development site is too small: We conclude that, for all these reasons the Sizewell 
C site is too small to accommodate two nuclear reactors and that as a result the site 
does not have the potential to accommodate the proposed development. As a result 
the proposed development should be abandoned. 
 
Further consultation needed: Should EDF wish to proceed to the Development 
Consent Order process we demand a further round of consultation that will seek to 
present its EIA and the reassurances that local communities need. 
 
Further explanation 
 
Environment 
EDF’s plans will cut the AONB in half for at least a decade, and threaten to 
compromise the purposes of the AONB designation itself. 
 
Preliminary environmental information is close to non-existent in places, with too 
much relying on work that EDF has not yet reported or even started. EDF should 
publish its full Environmental Impact Assessment before applying for planning 
permission, and taking into account the other Energy Projects proposed in the area, 
look at all projects together. 
 
Environmental best practice must be followed; EDF saying that it “will be taken into 
account” is not good enough. 
 
EDF must not build a town for 2,400 workers so close to protected areas. 
The construction laydown areas, accommodation site, spoil heaps, quarries and 
causeway crossing of the SSSI will damage the fragile hydrology of the Minsmere 
Levels, Sizewell Marsh and affect the Minsmere Sluice. Alterations in the 
management of water run-off could make sensitive ecosystems wetter or drier, while 
the causeway crossing will impede the drainage of Sizewell Marsh SSSI habitat. 
 
The proposed rock armour defence of the Sizewell C & D platform and Beach 
Landing Facility is inadequate, stopping above the low water line when it should go 
below it. Once the sacrificial dune erodes, the sea will be able to undermine the rock 
armour defence. 
 
When quarry pits are refilled with excavated materials, there is a risk that pollutants 
will leach into the water table and Minsmere Levels groundwater over decades. EDF 
recognise the potential for pollution but are not proposing anything to stop it. 



 
The proposed spoil heaps could cause significant dust pollution to the AONB, 
Minsmere Levels and Sizewell Marsh and local communities, and could also affect 
human health. 
 
EDF has introduced 4 new pylons into its proposals, the height of the reactors, which 
will have an appalling impact on the AONB landscape, rather than installing this 
infrastructure underground.  This signals that the site is too small for two nuclear 
reactors. 
 
The construction site is a typical Sanderlings landscape; importantly there are many 
mature hedgerows, often with veteran trees of interest biologically, aesthetically and 
culturally because of their age.  These landscape features should be recorded and 
protected for the duration of the development and form the basis of the restoration of 
the landscape once construction is complete.  The bridleway connecting the 
Eastbridge Road and Lovers Lane is described in the Consultation documents as a 
‘Hedge with trees (species poor).  This is incorrect; there are many native tree 
species (oak and ash in particular) that are of veteran quality. 
 
RSPB Minsmere is concerned about: 
 

 The impact of noise and artificial light from such a massive construction on 
rare wildlife that is very sensitive to such disturbance, particularly marsh 
harriers - one of the UK's rarest birds. 

 The impact on RSPB's ability to manage water levels on the reserve, that 
is vital for managing the reedbeds and other freshwater habitats that are 
home to rare wildlife like otters, bitterns and avocets. 

 The potential erosion of Minsmere's coastline, which could accelerate 
when you build new coastal structures. This could pose a significant threat 
to Minsmere's special freshwater and coastal wildlife. 

 
RSPB  and the 13,839 individuals (on 23rd March 2019) that have supported its 
‘Love Minsmere’ campaign’ have asked EDF to: 
 

 Make a public statement to reassure our community that Minsmere will be 
protected from any potential harm from the development of Sizewell C. 

 Fully assess the impact that Sizewell C could have on Minsmere's 
precious habitats and wildlife. 

 Write a clear plan outlining how EDF will overcome these impacts, so we 
can be sure this natural treasure can be safe for generations to come. 

 
Despite repeated requests for this information and assurance EDF has failed to do 
this.  We fully support the views of RSPB and other conservation organisations in 
these matters. 
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council in its requirement with regard to: 

 Ecological surveys and mitigation: EDF Energy need to undertake further significant 
work to seek to survey, understand, quantify and qualify and mitigate impacts of the 
development on the ecology;  



 The platform footprint and position: This Council highlighted at Stage 2 that the 
proposed footprint is further seaward than Sizewell B, which gives this Council 
significant concerns around the impact on coastal processes and coastline and may 
make this design unacceptable. The Council needs to see a full assessment of the 
coastal process impacts and an assessment of alternatives (such as moving the 
platform back inland, or redesigning the layout);  

 Coastal processes: EDF Energy need to undertake further assessments, and 
establish with this Council a robust process for ongoing monitoring of coastal change 
and Sizewell C impacts, with an obligation for EDF Energy to provide mitigation if 
actual change departs from anticipated baseline change. 

 
And that, Further work on the environmental impact of the development with the key 
environmental government bodies, including the Environment Agency and Natural England, 
and with non-governmental organisations such as the National Trust, the RSPB and the 
Suffolk Wildlife Trust. 
 
Borrow Pits and Spoil Heaps  
The proposed borrow pits and spoil heaps are wholly unacceptable as a part of this 
development. Construction materials should be sourced from existing sand and 
gravel resources and brought to site by rail or sea. Spoil should be removed from the 
site by rail or sea to a location that requires such materials.  
   
If, despite this, borrow pits are introduced on to the site, we would expect to see 
robust evidence from EDF to show that potential alternatives had been fully 
investigated, and why they had been found to be impractical and how those 
proposed can function hydraulically in such a sensitive environment. 
 
Several hectares of spoil heaps and extracted sand and gravel resources are 
proposed. These heaps would be between 20 and 35 metres high and part of a 
damaged landscape for several years.  The heaps will be visible from Eastbridge, 
Minsmere and Dunwich Heath and most of the Public Rights of Way that criss-cross 
the area to the north. 
 
With prevailing winds from the south west, the natural travel for dust and sand 
pollution will be directly across Minsmere Levels and on into Minsmere Bird Reserve 
and onwards to National Trust Dunwich Heath property, threatening wildlife on the 
Minsmere Levels and Reserve.  There are no proposals as to how sand and dust will 
be contained and prevented from leaving the site or how potential leachate pollution 
from spoil heap run-off will be managed on site. 
  
Plans for mitigation, should any pollution be detected, need to be specified by EDF. 
 
We strongly support the County Council position on these matters and that the 
Council requires additional information and evidence to convince it that the proposed borrow 
pits and stockpiling will not have an unacceptable impact on the sensitive local environment 
(including on the AONB and the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) Minsmere) 
and on neighbouring land uses.   
 
People and Economy 
We believe the East Suffolk tourism industry will be damaged during the construction 
period beyond repair. Eyesores, noise, dust, and traffic will deter visitors to the coast 



between Southwold and Aldeburgh. EDF has not provided enough information about 
impacts on tourism. How does EDF believe that it can alleviate these long term 
impacts?  
 
In terms of the impact on the local environment, in particular the Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and places like RSPB Minsmere, how does EDF believe its 
destruction of this area for the next 10-12 years can be justified? 
   
EDF plans to try to cut the cost of Sizewell C by 20%, in part by using the Hinkley C 
supply chain. EDF must state how this will affect the promised economic and 
employment benefits for the local area.    
  
EDF has not yet conducted many vital studies including  for Health and Community. 
The project must not reduce local access to emergency services and healthcare. 
 
The Stage 3 consultation  presents a comprehensive approach to socio-economic 
issues.  Most Councils would struggle to achieve many of these tasks, they don’t 
have any money!  How does EDF, as an energy provider, anticipate the tasks that it 
is planning can be delivered?   
 
If EDF thinks that the local authorities will deliver these roles will EDF fund   the 
additional services?  Or will EDF either fund its own dedicated team to deliver these 
programmes or pay to staff the Councils for the construction period and beyond? 
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council in its requirement that  ‘more information is 
required on the delivery mechanisms to achieve sufficiently ambitious socio-economic 
aspirations and mitigations……’  
  
Leiston is not an affluent community following Sizewell A and B. What has EDF been 
able to learn to do better this time round?   
 
What is the view of EDF about the cumulative effect of energy development around 
Leiston on the AONB and the thriving tourist industry? 
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council  when it  ‘seeks to focus Government and 
all the promoters on the in-combination effects of Sizewell C and proposals related to 
Offshore Wind projects and National Grid interconnectors in the Leiston area. The Council to 
seek commitments from Government, EDF Energy and the other promoters to explain how 
the in-combination effects will be addressed.’  
 
Is it right to compare the socio economics of the Sizewell C project to the Hinckley C 
project? They are different places, on opposites sides of the country with different 
local economies and environmental issues.  
 
And is it right that the Leiston and Sizewell area is at the heart of the Suffolk Energy 
Coast initiative?  
 
Accommodation 
EDF has ignored opposition to a campus for 2,400 workers at Eastbridge from local 
people, the Councils and our MP. It has ignored the Boyer/Canon review of worker 
campus site options commissioned by the County Council. 



 
EDF is not moving from its plan for a new ‘town’ for 2,400 construction workers, of 3-
4 storey blocks with car parks and leisure facilities, on a greenfield site close to 
Minsmere and next to Eastbridge, a small, quiet rural hamlet of 50 people.  
 
We strongly support Suffolk County Council in its requirement for EDF ‘ to provide 
further evidence to demonstrate why it considers its favoured location to be the optimal 
location. This Council would like to see the evidence behind not choosing either Ipswich or 
Lowestoft for an accommodation campus. This Council would like EDF Energy to also 
reconsider the nearby Leiston airfield site as an alternative location for the campus. Subject 
to receipt of that justification, whatever accommodation campus site is chosen the evidence 
will need to prove that environmental impacts can be sufficiently mitigated and compensated 
for. 
 
EDF has consistently refused to consider splitting the site or to consider locating 
workers in urban areas with suitable social infrastructure and potential for legacy. It 
has failed to justify why it is not using its approach at Hinkley C, where 500 workers 
are onsite and 1,000 in Bridgwater where the site has been laid out for new housing 
afterwards. 
 
The campus will bring noise, air and light pollution, a massive increase in traffic, and 
the potential for anti-social behaviour. This will affect our health and wellbeing and 
place an unfair burden on Leiston, Eastbridge, Theberton and Minsmere. 
 
Should the development proceed EDF must make a legal commitment that all the 
development site land will be fully restored to the use described in the Consultation 
documents.   
 
It seems that the location of the proposed campus is based purely on the existing 
EDF land ownership and its closeness to the construction site.  Is this correct? 
 
The development of a Community Safety Management Plan and Worker Code of 
Conduct will be especially important to local communities following the experience of 
the Sizewell B development.  How will this be delivered and funded? 
 
Transport 
The two jetty proposals have been removed from the proposals thus reducing 
potential adverse coastal impacts.  However, the impact of a no-marine led transport 
will mean over reliance on road transport, in particular the use of the A12 and the 
minor roads in the vicinity of the proposed development site, in particular the B1122. 
We would argue that this provides further evidence of the unsuitability of the site to 
accommodate a development of this scale.  

EDF took too long to decide that its ‘marine-led’ transport strategy was 
impossible. Calling its Stage 3 options ‘Rail-Led’ vs ‘Road-Led’ is misleading – both 
use mainly road. 
 
EDF admits it’s ‘rail-led’ strategy is uncertain, but it still means up to 900 HGVs a day, 
plus Park & Ride buses, on the B1122 through Yoxford and Middleton Moor, with a 
bypass of Theberton. 



 
The proposed Theberton bypass affects too many residents and still places unfair 
congestion, noise, pollution, vibration damage and accidents on residents and 
visitors.   
 
‘Road-Led’ means up to 1,500 HGVs a day on a Link Road from the A12, close to all 
three villages, potentially operating 24 hours a day.  The route is a bad choice, runs 
too close to many homes and Listed Buildings, with substantial embankments, 
cuttings and road closures, breaking up communities and making farms unviable. The 
proposed new road would be parallel to the B1122 and will be of little use once the 
power station is built.  It is debatable whether the highways authority would choose to 
adopt it.  
 
No figures are provided for the site entrance roundabout. TEAGS estimate up to 
6,470 Sizewell vehicle movements (including 1,500 HGVs) will use it per day, as will 
a forecast 6,800 passing non-Sizewell vehicles at peak. 
 
Sizewell C needs a proper, low-impact Relief Road, such as ‘D2’ or EDF’s route W, 
built before main construction starts. D2 is a more strategic route, serving multiple 
Energy Projects and providing a strong legacy for Leiston and Saxmundham. 
Around Hinkley C, rat-running on country lanes and congestion in villages from 
flyparking by workers have become serious problems. EDF are doing nothing to 
prevent this here.  
 
Should EDF be permitted to proceed as they now propose or by alternative means 
the Local Highway Authority must have agreed and adopt the route to ensure that it 
continues to serve the community beyond the construction period.  
 
Very importantly the proposed highway interventions involving a new relief road, the 
A12 and the B1122, must be completed before work begins on the main construction 
site.  If they are begun at the same time it might take 2-3 years or more for the road 
works to be agreed, for land to be accumulated, including by Compulsory Purchase 
(which will be challenged) contractors commissioned and work undertaken. 
 
Comments on EDF’s Consultation Process  
Sizewell C is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project. EDF’s consultations have 
not been detailed enough for a project of this importance, with little evidence that they 
have listened to the concerns of local people, Councils or representative groups. 
 
There is very little mention of cumulative environmental, traffic, social and other 
impacts, and no assessment of the combined impact of overlapping Energy Projects 
in East Suffolk. 
 
EDF has presented new roads and massive traffic increases at the very last stage of 
public consultation, creating considerable shock and reducing the value of feedback. 
EDF admits its ‘Rail-Led’ strategy may not be feasible, which undermines the 
consultation process. 
 
In Pre Application Consultation Stages 1 and 2, EDF failed to present adequate 
comparisons; e.g. between proposed accommodation sites or between relief road 



proposals. This denies the public the ability to respond in an informed manner, 
resulting in an inadequate consultation process. 
 
The model at EDF’s exhibitions does not show the construction phase, despite 
previous suggestions. EDF’s computer-generated videos are over-simplistic and 
misleading. The documents use outdated aerial maps from 2004/07, despite 2016 
maps being available. 
 
We believe that in consideration of the issues raised by the Secretary of State in the 
Environmental Scoping Report Opinion and the lack of information in the any of the 
three consultation stage documents, including this Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report (PEIR), there needs to be a further public consultation once the 
proposal is better developed and the impacts and mitigations proposed by EDF can 
be communicated through a much improved PEIR to local and national statutory 
bodies, relevant organisations and the public so a properly considered view can be 
formed and communicated. This revised PEIR should  be a very advanced draft of 
the Environmental Statement which EDF intends to submit as part of the 
Development Consent Order process.   
 
Government Policy 
In 2011 the UK Government in its National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power 
Generation EN-6 concluded that for Sizewell, This assessment has outlined that 
there are a number of areas which will require further consideration by the applicant, 
the IPC and/or the regulators should an application for development consent come 
forward, including amongst other things effects and mitigating actions of coastal 
erosion, effects on biodiversity including the SSSI that is partially included in the site 
boundary, and the visual impact on the AONB. However, the Government has 
concluded that none of these factors is sufficient to prevent the site from being 
considered as potentially suitable. 
 
Since 2011a lot has changed in the energy industry and daily we hear of advances in 
renewables technologies. 
 
Today the site and proposed development; 

 is at risk from climate change and sea level rise and fluvial flooding; 
 would have an enormous adverse impact on adjacent internationally 

designated sites of ecological importance; 
 would have an adverse impact on coastal processes on a very sensitive 

landscape; 
 would have an adverse impact on sites of amenity, cultural heritage and 

landscape value; 
 is too small to accommodate a development of this scale; 
 would have enormous transport and socio economic impacts which the 

developer has shown no evidence of being in a position to mitigate. 
 

We would argue, therefore, that the Sizewell site is not the ‘potentially suitable site for 
new nuclear power stations before 2025’ identified by the UK Government in 2011 in  
EN-6.  
 
 



Planning conditions 
If, despite continued and justifiable opposition to the proposed development, EDF 
still refuses to react responsibly to this consultation and change its proposals 
appropriately or abandons the project, then there will clearly be a need for numerous 
legally-binding commitments (Section 106 Agreement or Planning conditions made 
by the Planning Inspectorate and appropriately enforced by the LPA) made by EDF 
and others during the DCO process and with no chance of retraction. This should not 
constitute any acceptance of EDF’s plans.   
 
The Local Planning Authority and the Local Highways Authority should also be 
resourced to maintain a comprehensive approach to their monitoring and 
enforcement for the duration of the development and thereafter. 
 
In terms of the development directly impacting Eastbridge and its adjacent areas 
these should include: 
  

 appropriate mitigations of the impact of the development on the hydrology of 
the Sizewell Marsh to Minsmere Levels;   

 the impact of the development on natural coastal processes; 
 pollution related to the use of back-fill materials deposited in the borrow pits;   
 borrow pit restoration to the land use specified in the Development Consent;   
 the impact of the development on the Minsmere sluice;  
 surveys and the protection of existing landscape features, including hedges 

and trees (including veteran trees) for the entirety of the development;   
 plans for mitigation by the developer should pollution be detected during 

construction and in the operation of the site thereafter;  
 management of pollution as a result of sand and dust, leachate from the spoil 

heap; 
 the establishment of appropriate monitoring and contingency arrangements;   
 waste water treatment;  
 general management of the establishment and the operation of borrow pits 

and spoil heaps; 
 
for the Campus site; 

 the campus site must not extend west of Eastbridge Lane; 
 no building shall exceed four storeys; 
 that the site is fully restored to improved pasture as illustrated in the Stage 3 

Pre-Application Consultation so it cannot be developed longer-term; 
 street lighting is designed to limit light intrusion towards Eastbridge; 
 the proposed car park on the north side of the site is designed to exclude light 

spillage from motor vehicles towards Eastbridge and other nearby residential 
properties; 

 noise from the site during occupation is limited so that no disturbance occurs 
to nearby communities and households, including Eastbridge; 

 all existing trees and hedgerows are adequately protected from damage 
during construction of the residential campus and thereafter; 

 that the residential campus is landscaped adequately to minimise the risk of 
visual intrusion of buildings when viewed from Eastbridge and nearby 
households; 



 that EDF and the management organisation responsible for the Campus 
make appropriate limitations on the ability of Campus residents to exit the 
Campus on foot, cycle or by motor vehicle other than by the  proposed main 
site entrance at the B1122; 

 that the campus is served by appropriate and adequate waste management, 
sewerage management, water supply and water management facilities, 
energy supply and broadband facilities that have no diverse impact on local 
communities and households; 

 that during construction appropriate measures are taken to minimise the 
impact of noise, dust, vehicle (emissions) and light pollution; 

 that construction activity be limited to 7am to 6pm; 
 that neighbouring highways be cleaned of debris arising from the construction 

site at regular (daily?) intervals; 
 that construction vehicles leaving the site should be washed on site before 

joining the highway; 
 that the lighting of fires to dispose of building debris shall not be permitted; 
 that construction workers and contractors not be permitted to travel to the 

Campus construction site via Eastbridge nor to park outside the Campus site 
boundary, including in Eastbridge and Theberton and surrounding rural roads, 
on the B1122 or the road connecting the B1122 and Eastbridge. 

 
 

 
 

Kind regards 
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From:

Sent: 25 September 2019 14:32

To: info@sizewellc.co.uk

Cc: therese.coffey.mp@parliament.uk; mark.ash@suffolk.gov.uk;

sizewellc@eastsuffolk.gov.uk; sizewellc@pins.gsi.gov.uk; terry-jill.haworth-

culf@eastsuffolk.gov.uk; Theberton & Eastbridge Action Group on Sizewell (TEAGS)

Subject: Sizwell C - response to Stage D Pre-application Consultation

Attachments: 190323_Response to Stage 3 Consultation.pdf

To:
info@sizewellc.co.uk

Copied to:
The Planning Inspectorate [PINS] ,
Dr Therese Coffey MP,
Suffolk County Council: Leader of the Council, Councillor Matthew Hicks,
East Suffolk District Council, Councillor Craig Rivett

Sizewell C Stage 4 Pre-Application Consultation response

My family and I live at in Eastbridge, just m from the proposed Sizewell C construction
site. Our response to the Stage 3 consultation is attached and all points raised at that time still stand. This
is our response to the Sizewell C Stage 4 Pre-Application Consultation.

We find the scale of the proposed development and construction alarming and saddening for the future of
our community and for this beautiful part of the East Suffolk coast, the AONB and the internationally
renowned RSPB Minsmere nature reserve. We support the campaigns and representations made by
Theberton and Eastbridge Action on Sizewell, the B1122 Action Group, the Minsmere Levels Stakeholder
Group, the Environment Agency, the AONB, the National Trust, the Royal Society for the Protection of
Birds and Suffolk Wildlife Trust in all these matters. We are also very pleased with the joint response to
Stage 4 of Suffolk County Council and East Suffolk District Council.

We object in the strongest possible sense to the proposed development for the reasons that we have
summarised below and in our attached detailed response to the Stage 3 consultation. hed.

Summary of reasons

Environment
We have very serious overarching concerns about the environmental damage that will be caused by the
project, including to the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and protected landscapes. The scale of the
project will tear the AONB apart for 10-12 years and the development site is too small to accommodate a
development of the size and scale proposed.

The construction period of 10-12 years will damage the things that make this part of Suffolk so special;
peace, tranquillity a place for nature and dark night skies. Visitors will be driven away by eyesores, closed
footpaths and beaches, disruption, noise and pollution, so hurting tourism businesses and the visitor
economy.

The project is enormous – too big for the setting and land available. The government suggests that a single
new nuclear power station should occupy 30 hectares (based on Sizewell B). Sizewell C ((two new nuclear
reactors) is proposed to be squeezed onto only 32 hectares.

Construction and operation of the development will threaten some of the most biodiverse habitats in the UK
and the Heritage Coast, including two Sites of Special Scientific Interest and the internationally treasured
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RSPB Minsmere Nature Reserve. It will be impossible to recover from the loss of habitats that host rare
birds, animals and plants. Sites for fen meadow and Marsh harrier mitigation will not compensate for
habitat that will be lost. EDF’s mitigation plans cannot overcome the dramatic loss of the sense of place
that is provided by the Minsmere nature reserve and local landscapes.

EDF should publish its full Environmental Impact Assessment before applying for planning permission.
With the accumulation of energy projects threatening to industrialise and overwhelm the area, any EIA
should assess the cumulative impacts of all of these. This should be followed by a further consultation
period before the DCO submission.

Borrow Pits and Spoil Heaps: The proposed borrow pits and spoil heaps that will be located just 500m from
our home and local communities will result in continuous disturbance from this activity (noise, dust, vehicle
pollution and congestion, vibration) for a large part of the construction period.

Accommodation
We are opposed to the siting of a 2,400 bed campus at Eastbridge, just 800m from our home. EDF has
failed to justify why it cannot use split sites - as at Hinkley Point C with 500 workers onsite and 1,000 in
Bridgwater, where the site is laid out in preparation for new housing afterwards.

Tourism and Economy
We believe the £250m local tourism industry will be damaged throughout the period of construction and
beyond. Noise, dust, loss of access and visual impacts will deter visitors to the coast between Southwold
and Aldeburgh. EDF has provided inadequate information about impacts on the visitor economy.

Moreover, with EDF needing to reduce 20% from the cost of Sizewell, it plans to use the Hinkley supply
chain. EDF must quantify how their savings will reduce economic and employment benefits for the local
area.

Transport
The abandonment of a marine-led transport strategy and the uncertainty of two to five trains a day will have
a massive impact on the area. Sizewell has nothing like the infrastructure of Hinkley Point; yet Hinkley had
a jetty.

A Theberton by-pass impacts too many residents and still imposes unfair congestion, noise, pollution,
vibration damage and accidents on local communities and visitors.

The proposed link road/by pass is a poor choice of route, runs too close to many homes, needs substantial
embankments and cuttings, breaks up communities and makes farms unviable. After construction it is
pretty much useless, as two parallel roads are a nonsense. It seems likely that Suffolk County Council
would not adopt the new road. EDF’s offer to remove the road following construction show’s very clearly
that the road offers no lasting legacy to local communities and businesses.

Sizewell C needs a proper Relief Road which has less impact on communities and more long-term value,
similar to the former ‘D2’proposal, and built before the main construction starts. If the other energy
infrastructure projects go ahead, D2 would be much better placed to service them. We would appreciate
reassurance that an overarching view of these cumulative projects is being taken.

We strongly support Suffolk County Council in its requirement for ‘a firm commitment for early delivery of
the associated transport infrastructure to avoid disruption to the main haul route (A12-B1122) during the
construction period’.

Comments on EDF’s Consultation Process
Sizewell C is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project. Despite 4 rounds of consultations, the
substance has been inadequate for a project of this scale. From the responses of statutory consultees –
Environment Agency, County, District and parish councils – it is clear that EDF has not provided sufficient
PEI or addressed the concerns of local people and significant NGOs, such as RSPB, AONB and SWT.
EDF says it is holding this fourth stage of consultations because stakeholders asked for it, but there are
almost no changes that address our concerns.
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There is very little mention of cumulative environmental, traffic, social and other impacts, and no
assessment of the combined impact of overlapping Energy Projects.

Throughout the consultations, EDF has failed to present adequate comparisons e.g. between potential
accommodation sites or relief road routes. This denies the public the ability to respond in an informed
manner. Important studies are being withheld until Development Consent.

EDF did not bother to come to some of the most affected communities at Stage 4 – including Theberton &
Eastbridge and Middleton – to explain why it had not addressed many concerns.

EDF says it is holding this fourth stage of consultations because stakeholders asked for it, but there are
almost no changes that address our concerns. Should EDF wish to proceed to the Development Consent
Order process we demand a further round of consultation that will seek to present its EIA and the
reassurances that local communities need.

Other Issues
EDF says Sizewell C can help the government’s net-zero by 2050 plan. The Committee on Climate
Change says that renewables could fill the gap more quickly and cheaply than nuclear. A government
Energy White Paper is expected imminently and a new National Policy Statement to replace EN-6 is
required before any development can be approved.

At least 6 other energy projects are planned for the area, to serve offshore wind farms. Construction would
overlap with Sizewell C – but legally the Government is unable to take account of their combined impacts!
EDF’s EIAs must assess the impacts of all projects together.

Spent fuel will be kept onsite until at least 2135; no long-term nuclear waste facility is available.

Development site is too small
We conclude that, for all these reasons the Sizewell C site is too small to accommodate two nuclear
reactors and that as a result the site does not have the potential to accommodate the proposed
development. As a result the proposed development should be abandoned.

Kind regards,
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Police Headquarters, Martlesham Heath, Ipswich IP5 3QS 
Tel: 01473 613500 Fax: 01473 613737 (24 hrs)  

 Calls may be monitored for quality control, security and training purposes.  
 

 
 
 
 Our ref: SC/ 
 
 17 December 2020 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I am writing to provide Suffolk Constabulary’s response to the Sizewell C (SZC) Consultation on 
Proposed Changes. Building on previous engagement with EDF throughout all stages of 
consultation regarding the SZC project, the Constabulary welcomes this opportunity to comment 
on aspects of the proposed changes to the SZC Development Consent Order (DCO) application 
which are relevant to community safety and policing. These comments should be read in 
conjunction with the SZC Relevant Representation submitted by the Constabulary to the Planning 
Inspectorate.    

The Constabulary’s objectives in relation to the Examination of the SZC DCO application are to 
understand and address the full range of likely community safety and policing impacts from SZC, 
and to secure appropriate mitigation to avoid significant adverse community safety impacts and any 
other unacceptable community safety risks. Any proposed changes to the SZC project which seek 
to reduce community safety impacts and to address concerns raised by local communities and 
other stakeholders are therefore welcomed by the Constabulary. However, the changes proposed 
to the SZC DCO application will not themselves remove the underlying need to ensure adequate 
policing capacity and specialist resources to address the likely net additional community safety 
impacts resulting from the SZC project. 

Having reviewed the SZC Consultation on Proposed Changes – Consultation Document, the key 
proposed changes of relevance to community safety and policing are those regarding the SZC 
Freight Management Strategy (FMS). These changes are relevant as the Constabulary will have 
an important role in protecting road safety and the functioning of the transport network during the 
SZC construction period, including a requirement to escort certain abnormal indivisible loads (AILs) 
safely and timeously. These responsibilities form an integral part of the Constabulary’s mission to 
make Suffolk a safer place to live, work, travel and invest, and they cannot be separated from the 
Constabulary’s wider community safety remit.  

It is noted that the proposed increased use of rail freight and additional Beach Landing Facility 
(BLF) would increase the delivery of AILs by sea (up to 100 per annum) and facilitate a reduction 
in Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) movements. As the primary organisation that ensures the safe use 
of Suffolk’s road network, the Constabulary supports the principle of the proposed changes to 
reduce HGV and AIL movements. It is also recognised that improving the safety and efficiency of 
transporting construction materials to the SZC site are objectives shared between the Constabulary 
and EDF.   

However, as drafted the Consultation Document unfortunately provides inadequate information 
regarding proposed changes to the FMS and their community safety implications. The Consultation 
Document indicates that AIL movements by sea would remain seasonally restricted but does not 
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provide a breakdown of the expected frequency, type or size of AIL movements by mode, either 
under the existing SZC FMS or with the implementation of the proposed changes. As the 
requirement to escort certain AILs depends upon their type, size and nature, based on the limited 
information provided to date by EDF it is therefore not possible to assess the extent to which 
increased AIL deliveries by sea may reduce the volume of road based AILs requiring police escort. 
It is also noted that the proposed increase in bulk materials transport by rail and sea does not 
correlate with an equal reduction in volume moved by HGV. This suggests either a concern about 
the reliability of using an increased rail and marine based solution or a net increase in the volume 
of construction material which needs to be transported on Suffolk’s roads (compared with that 
stated in the DCO application).  

To enable these proposed changes to the FMS to be appropriately factored into the Constabulary’s 
ongoing analysis of impacts from SZC on road safety, AIL escort requirements and police 
resourcing demands, EDF is respectfully requested to provide a full breakdown of expected AIL 
movements (by frequency, mode, vehicle size and load type) and to confirm how this relates to 
indicative AIL movement data for Hinkley Point C previously provided by EDF. Clarity is also sought 
regarding whether a net increase in the volume of construction material which needs to be 
transported (compared with that stated in the DCO application) is now anticipated, rather than 
simply HGV movements being offset by increased rail and sea transport.  

This information is needed together with full responses to all outstanding information requests 
raised to date by the Constabulary to underpin robust modelling of AIL escort requirements and 
wider policing resource impacts. Given the nature and scale of SZC, it is imperative for AIL escort 
requirements and associated policing demands throughout the SZC construction period to be 
planned for based on robust data so that sufficient resource capacity within this specialist area of 
policing can be provided at the time required to mitigate impacts generated by SZC.  

The Constabulary looks forward to continuing to engage positively with EDF to understand and 
address the full range of community safety impacts from SZC, including to secure appropriate 
mitigation for net additional police resourcing demands.  

 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

 
 

Suffolk Constabulary                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
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By email: info@sizewellc.co.uk 

Dear Sir/Madam 
 
EDF Consultation on proposed changes to Sizewell C DCO application submission 
November - December 2020 
 
Please find below comments from the National Trust in response to the consultation on Proposed 
Changes (November – December 2020) to SZC Co.’s application for a Development Consent Order 
which was accepted for examination by the Planning Inspectorate in June 2020. 

The National Trust understands that the proposed changes which are being consulted on have 
arisen as a result of post-submission engagement with stakeholders and further detailed 
development with contractors.    

The proposed changes that are of concern to the Trust are: 

• Changes to the design of the permanent Beach Landing Facility (BLF) to make a solid base 
(grillage) on top of the seabed in front of the permanent BLF better able to receive more 
regular deliveries by barge and to extend its length;  

• The addition of a temporary Beach Landing Facility for the delivery of bulk materials and 
associated infrastructure and lighting; 

• Changes to, and information about parameter heights, with some elements up to an 
exceptional height of +70AOD; 

• Changes to the design and height of the permanent sea defence. 
 
These changes are relevant to issues of concern to the National Trust which have been previously 
raised in our consultations and discussions with EDF, namely: 

• Recreational Displacement (impact on visitor capacity, enjoyment and infrastructure at Dunwich 
Heath and Beach and impacts on ecology and designated sites) 

• Landscape and Visual Impacts  
• Coastal Processes 
 
In summary the National Trust’s concerns are: 

a. A lot of the changes presented in the document will give rise to physical, visual and aural 
impacts which have not been assessed.   
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b. Assessment of some impacts will be subject to Monitoring and Mitigation Plans, but these have 
not yet been provided. 

c. The lack of information about the proposed changes does not alter the position of the National 
Trust set out in our Relevant Representation. Until the changes are confirmed and all 
supporting information is provided, we will not be in a position to make significant progress 
towards a Statement of Common Ground. 

d. The absence of assessments prevents stakeholders being able to comment in a meaningful 
way, which for a development of this scale and impact is not acceptable.  We request that this 
information is provided as soon as possible and at least a month prior to the start of the 
examination.   

 
Our comments are set out in detail below, with the proposed change, impact, and request in bold. 

Recreational Displacement 

The Proposed Changes document introduces four design options for a second (temporary) Beach 
Landing Facility for the delivery of bulk materials.  In addition, there would be a conveyor and 
hopper system that would be installed along the length of the pier which would then cross the beach 
to a construction area.   The proposals would introduce a significant amount of additional 
infrastructure to both the beach at Sizewell and offshore and require recreational users of the beach 
to walk under the conveyor.  It is our view that the physical and visual disruptions and noise 
associated with the construction and operation of two beach landing facilities will further 
degrade the amenity value of the beach and make this a less desirable area to visit.  
Accordingly, it will further increase recreational displacement to other areas, including 
Dunwich Heath and beach.   

The consultation document acknowledges that the construction, operation and removal of the 
temporary Beach Land Facility (BLF) and changes to the parameter heights on the main 
development site to facilitate the construction process would give rise to a greater impact on 
experience of people using the coast path and beach for recreation, including their experience of 
tranquillity.  However, it does not explore where people will go and any potential changes in 
recreational usage of sensitive sites as alternative locations. The document states that further 
assessment will be undertaken to confirm the potential impacts, including consideration of noise and 
landscape and visual impacts for the options, and this will inform any mitigation proposals that may 
be necessary.  The National Trust strongly agree that this needs to be undertaken. The assessment 
should include an updated assessment of recreational displacement to our site, including 
impacts on sensitive site features and updates to the Habitat Regulations Assessment.  The 
assessment should also be considered along with the change in anticipated visitors to the SAC from 
20,000 to 88,000 which was recently reported to us in response to queries that we raised about 
discrepancies in the reports submitted with the DCO application.  We would have expected this 
information to be provided at the point of consultation.  In the absence of this information we are 
disadvantaged and until this information is provided we are unable to comment further on this matter.   

Consideration should be given to the creation of a new recreational space close to Sizewell as 
mitigation.  It is noted that the consultation document refers to the establishment of an independent 
environmental Trust to manage ongoing re-wilding and biodiversity of the Sizewell Estate.  It 
indicates that this could be expanded to connect parcels of land for re-wilding and habitat creation.  
The National Trust supports this in principle, but it is not clear if this would form part of any mitigation 
for the Sizewell C development.  It is also not clear if this land would be beyond the Sizewell Estate, 
if such land has been identified or how this would be delivered.  The National Trust request further 
clarification on this matter.   

Landscape and Visual Impacts 
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The National Trust understand the rationale behind changes to the transport strategy and the 
benefits that increasing the amount of freight brought to the site by sea would have on reducing the 
impacts of HGV’s on the local area.  However, changes to the design of the permanent BLF and 
the introduction of a second temporary BLF will have a significantly greater visual impact on 
the landscape and seascape and a harmful impact upon the character and special qualities of 
the AONB. 

An additional BLF for use during the construction phase (of potentially up to 400 metres in length 
with four self-elevating platforms and a conveyor and hopper system) and changes to parameter 
heights for infrastructure and plant are proposed.  In addition, an increase to the minimum height 
of the permanent sea defence from +10.2mAOD to approximately +14mAOD and an increase to 
the maximum height from +14.2mAOD to approximately 15mAOD, plus landscaping, (to address 
flood risk and the need to comply with the Nuclear Site Licence) is proposed.  The changes also 
indicate that the sea defence will move further seaward.  These will all, individually and 
cumulatively, have an adverse impact upon views from our elevated site at Dunwich Heath 
and beach and upon the AONB.  However, the information presented in the document is not 
supported by any detailed or scaled plans, meaningful visualisations or updated assessments.  We 
would have expected any consultation on changes to be supported by these updates and the lack of 
certainty about the final design of these elements prevents us from understanding the true scale of 
impacts.  

It is noted that use of the permanent BLF is for delivery of abnormal indivisible loads only.  The 
proposed additional temporary BLF would be used for the delivery of bulk materials.  The document 
states that it is operationally not preferable to have both activities taking place on the same facility, 
whilst also working within the limited window of time afforded by the tidal range.  In our opinion this 
conclusion has not been fully justified. 

The document indicates that investigative work is ongoing regarding the freight management 
strategy.  It states that detailed site investigation to finalise materials volumes is continuing, as are 
discussions with operators about capacity for rail freight transport.  It is clear that the four different 
design options for the BLF will have different capacities and effects.  It should be the case that the 
outcomes of the investigations inform the decision about the design of the temporary BLF. 
Notwithstanding this, all four options for a temporary BLF will have an adverse visual impact 
(to a greater or lesser degree depending on which option is chosen) which it will not be 
possible to mitigate. We therefore do not support the addition of a second BLF and associated 
conveyor/hopper system.   

Unlike the permanent BLF, the temporary BLF would operate at night.  There is no detail about the 
type or quantity of lighting, details of how often the BLF would be used at night, or 
assessment of its impacts (including a cumulative assessment with lighting on the main 
development site and noise assessment).  This must be provided when the changes are submitted 
to the Examining Authority and not left to requirements as the impacts are important in the overall 
consideration of the development at the point of examination.   

The consultation document acknowledges that changes to the temporary Beach Landing Facility 
may increase the significance of construction phase effects on visual receptors in coastal locations 
and offshore and alter the nature and significance of effects on the beauty and special qualities of 
the AONB and Heritage Coast.   It identifies that additional work is required to review the scope of 
assessments, to determine if new visualisations are required and assess the significance on 
landscape/seascape character, visual receptors and designated and defined landscape/seascape.  

It is disappointing that updated information and assessments have not been provided as part of this 
consultation.  An updated Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment along with details of any 
landscape mitigation/compensation proposals must be submitted to the Examining Authority.  
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These must include revised representative viewpoints, daytime and night-time visualisations 
(showing infrastructure up to and including the exceptional height parameters) and field surveys to 
determine nature, scale and extent of effects arising. The plans must show the full extent of the 
temporary BLF and the conveyor system together.  A cumulative assessment of all infrastructure 
on and off-shore must be provided with the changes submission.   

A Noise Assessment for the operation of conveyor/hopper system should also be provided. 
We have significant concerns that this could have an adverse impact on our holiday cottages at 
Dunwich Heath, particularly if it is to operate at night.  We would have expected a Noise Assessment 
to be provided as part of a pre-submission consultation to assess this impact and request that this is 
provided as part of the formal submission of the proposed changes. 

Coastal Processes 

Changes to the permanent BLF and any of the options for a temporary BLF will introduce 
additional piles, grillage, metal rods, dredging of the seabed and larger platforms which have 
the potential to impact upon coastal processes and our land at Dunwich.  The quantity and 
extent of these is not yet known as it is dependent upon the design chosen.  Furthermore, a higher 
barge occupancy could result in larger more persistent scour pits. The method of dredging 
(depending on which is chosen) may also increase in the levels of sediment suspension and result in 
a net loss of sediment.  

The consultation document also states that the design of the Hard Coastal Defence Feature 
(HCDF) has changed and that the toe of the defence has been extended seaward.  Its actual 
location is vague and hard to understand. No actual dimensions have been provided.  As it is 
proposed to extend further seaward the risk of influence on coastal processes may increase.  
The document states that the design of the sacrificial soft coast defence will be re-assessed to 
maximise its longevity before re-nourishment is needed.  Unfortunately, this information has not yet 
been provided. 

The document acknowledges that the options for the temporary BLF have several pressures that 
could produce moderate, significant effects on the longshore bars and/or shoreline. It states that 
further assessment is needed, especially for the SPA/SAC frontage due to its conservation value. 
This would be informed by numerical modelling and scour assessment for the updated pile, dredge 
reprofiling and method, and barge occupancy. The modelling will include both the enhanced 
permanent BLF and the temporary BLF options so that any cumulative effects (interrelationships) 
can be directly accounted for within the assessment. 

It is clear that design, feasibility and modelling are still being reviewed.  It is imperative that 
detailed designs supported by technical assessments are provided.  Without these it is 
impossible for us to consider the impacts of such significant changes on our land. 

Conclusion  

A lot of the changes presented in the document will give rise to physical, visual and aural impacts 
which have not been assessed. The changes present design options and/or require further technical 
information, feasibility studies or updated assessments.  Furthermore, it is possible that some 
impacts could be addressed through Monitoring and Mitigation Plans and the S106 Agreement but 
details of these have not yet been provided.  Without this detailed information it is not possible for us 
to meaningfully assess the impacts on our site Dunwich Heath and beach and the AONB within 
which it sits.  Accordingly, we advise that the proposed changes do not alter the position of the 
National Trust set out in our Relevant Representation which was submitted to the Examining 
Authority in September.   
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The information set out in the consultation document presents what could be significant changes to 
the application.  If/when the proposed changes are submitted to, and accepted by the Examining 
Authority, we will need to consider the impact of these on our site and our position in respect of the 
above issues.  Until we have done so we will not be in a position to make significant progress 
towards a Statement of Common Ground.  It is unreasonable to expect interested parties to 
consider changes to the application at the same time as preparing their written representations 
based on information originally submitted with the application.  Furthermore, participating in the 
examination whilst also jointly preparing a Statement of Common Ground and progressing 
discussions on monitoring/mitigation/compensation to inform requirements and/or legal agreements 
will place added resource pressure on us and other stakeholders. We request that the final 
changes in their entirety (with all supporting information) are provided at least a month in 
advance of the start of the examination.   

We welcome continued discussions with EDF on matters which are of concern to us, including any 
changes which are submitted to the Examining Authority, prior to the start of the examination. 

Yours faithfully 
 

 

 
  

 

 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Sizewell C Changes to DCO Plans 

Consultation Response by Waldringfield Parish Council 

17/12/2020 

Waldringfield Parish Council (WPC) OBJECTS to the Sizewell C planning application and to 

the proposed changes for the following reasons: 

Overview 

None of the concerns we expressed in our Stage 4 consultation response have been fully 

addressed. Issues that we highlighted in our Stage 4 consultation response but that have 

not been addressed include:  

 lack of a full Environmental Impact Assessment 

 impact of noise, vibration and light pollution on wildlife 

 nuclear waste 

 impact on the local economy, particularly tourism 

 failure to provide legacy infrastructure and affordable housing in the area 

 

Issues that are mentioned in the DCO Changes Consultation document, but that we 

consider to be inadequately addressed are described below. We therefore consider that 

these proposals do not change our overall objection to or concerns about Sizewell C, so all 

our comments on the Stage 4 consultation are still relevant. 

Decarbonisation of the Energy Supply 

Most of the claims made in §1.3 (“Decarbonisation and the need for new nuclear capacity”) 

of the DCO Changes Consultation document are false or very dubious. Even on EDF’s 

assumptions, Sizewell C cannot make a positive contribution to the UK’s net zero target 

until 2040, assuming that it is finished on schedule, which is far from certain given the poor 

record of EPR builds. Even if all goes well, Sizewell C will not be completed before 2034, 

but there is a need for speedy action to address the current climate emergency which 

means we need sources of energy that we can deploy much more quickly, cheaply and 

reliably than nuclear mega-projects such as Sizewell C. Also, decommissioning is not 

included in EDF’s CO2 calculations for Sizewell C’s greenhouse gas emissions.  

Parish  
5 St George’s Terrace, Church Road, 
Felixstowe, Suffolk IP11 9ND 
Email:  
Telephone:  
Website: www.waldringfield.onesuffolk.net/parish-council 
 

Waldringfield 
Parish Council 
 

http://www.waldringfield.onesuffolk.net/parish-council


 

 

Environmental Impacts 

The new compensatory fen meadow habitat at Pakenham in West Suffolk (§4.9) is, like the 

other two compensatory habitats at Benhall and Halesworth, miles away and does not 

adequately compensate for rare fen habitat loss in the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. Legally, 

compensatory habitats that are at least equivalent to those lost must be put in place 

before construction. However, the proposal is only for work to start at the outset of 

construction: “Works to create the fen meadow habitat at Pakenham would be similar to 

those described in Volume 2, Chapter 3 of the ES in relation to Benhall and Halesworth, 

commencing at the outset of construction on the main development site”. (§4.9.9). 

Transport 

In the Stage 4 consultation, WPC and others argued that transport by rail and sea should 

be maximised, to reduce congestion on the roads, and that dropping the ‘marine led’ 

option was a massive mistake. We are pleased to see that the marine option has been 

resurrected, but are still concerned that this is not guaranteed. 

As a result of including the ‘marine led’ option EDF estimate that the number of daily HGV 

movements will drop from 650 to 500 (typical day’s peak) and 1,000 to 700 (busiest days) 

(Table 2.1). Whilst this is welcome it is still a very large volume of traffic. It is still the case 

that no assessment has been made of the impact of this traffic on the A12 around 

Martlesham, the Seven Hills A12/A14 junction or the Orwell Bridge, or of the combined 

increase due to the extra 2,000 dwellings at Brightwell Lakes and the Felixstowe Port 

expansion. 

This reduction in HGV movements is dependent on the proportion of material moved by 

road, however: “Even with unlimited rail and sea capacity, however, the volume of material 

moved by HGV is unlikely to be less than 40% of the total” (§3.1.14). At what point in the 

process it will be established whether this is indeed possible and, if it is not possible, what 

other steps will be taken to reduce impact on the road system? 

The Beach Landing Facility (BLF) is likely to only be operational between April and October. 

It is claimed that “Whether the material is bought by sea in the summer or all year round, it 

still directly reduces the volume of material that it is necessary to transport by other means” 

(§3.2.21), but this would necessitate stockpiling large amounts of material during the 

winter months. However, this is limited: “bulk material can only be imported to site at the 

rate it can be accommodated within the stockpiles, the height of which are limited in the 

Application” (§3.2.22). It is therefore likely that HGV movements will need to increase 

during the winter because the stockpiles are running low due to the BLF not being 

operational. Bad weather during the summer months could also result in larger numbers of 

HGV movements. 



 

 

Moreover, the reduction in HGV movements due to the new proposals will not happen for 

the first two years, at least: “The potential enhancements in rail and marine capacity would 

not be in place in time to significantly affect traffic volumes during the early years.” (Table 

3.5). ‘Early years’ are defined as “approximately two years from the start of construction until 

the opening of various facilities – particularly the two village bypass and the Sizewell link 

road.” (§3.1.4 footnote). So any delay in providing the two village bypass or the Sizewell 

link road would result in the ‘early years’ (during which there are higher HGV movements) 

extending even longer that two years. 

 



From  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Response to the latest Consultation on proposed Changes to 
the Sizewell C Project 
I write both as the Suffolk County  for Blything Division (covering the town of 
Saxmundham and the parishes of Blythburgh, Bramfield, Darsham, Dunwich, Kelsale-cum-
Carlton, Middleton, Theberton, Thorington, Walberswick, Wenhaston, Westleton and 
Yoxford and personally as a long-term resident of Saxmundham. 
  
In principle I welcome proposals that remove some of the HGV movements from our roads 
and support using rail and sea to deliver more bulky freight to the proposed Sizewell C site 
BUT it strikes me that your proposals are designed to look good, without supplying the 
necessary proof that they are deliverable. It would be churlish not to welcome them, but 
there are considerable reservations… 
  
Fist an increase in rail activity. Welcome yes, but the disadvantages on local communities 
along the East Suffolk line have not been addressed and therefore I cannot give the 
proposals an unqualified welcome. Here I have an interest to declare: I live about 50 metres 
from the railway line in Suffolk and do not welcome freight being delivered through the 
night. The noise factor is bad enough, and I accept that problem can be mitigated in part by 
installing continuous welded rail and sound baffles, but the vibration effects are not able to 
be mitigated. My house was built in 1849 on Victorian foundations and I believe it could be 
materially damaged by the many heavy (c2000 tonnes) freight trains. I will require, via legal 
proceedings if necessary, EDF Energy to survey my house before the start of the project (if it 
is given the go-ahead) so that we both have an agreed starting point and can judge 
subsequent damage against a proven and agreed baseline. Of course the best solution here 
is for EDF Energy to fund Network Rail to build a passing loop in the Campsea Ashe area so 
that almost all train deliveries can be made during the day. Your unwillingness to agree to 
this modest request is galling and arrogant. 
  
Greater use of the Beach Landing Facility and a ‘jack-up’ jetty with conveyor belt unloading 
facility is again welcome in principle, but difficult to accept in reality because of the great 
harm that is likely to be inflicted on the wildlife of Minsmere RSPB Reserve and also on the 
coastline south of Sizewell, notably at the ‘problem’ points of Thorpeness and to the 
immediate south of Aldeburgh. Mitigation measures are lacking and the likely and real 
harmful effect is not contemplated nor mitigated. The modified proposals for long-term 
coastal protection at Sizewell C are still judged as ineffectual by Local Authority experts that 
I have consulted and this is a matter of concern now, but moreso for next generation living 
in Blything Division and elsewhere. 
  
The pylons on site still remain. This is unacceptable especially as the County Council has 
produced a report showing that the electric cabling can be incorporated underground. I have 
seen the EDF Energy response to this report which by no means invalidates the original 
assertions, and this matter will continue to be pursued with both you and the Planning 
Inspectorate. Disagreement is one thing, but arrogant and inadequate responses from you 
can not be acceptable both here now and never. 
  
The rest of your proposals are relatively minor and not worth individual comment, except to 
say once again that the D2 Road Route proposed in the 1990’s by Layfield remains clearly 
the best route towards site, and it is absolutely scandalous that EDF Energy has not given 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info


this the serious attention it deserves. The present proposed route to site, which adds 
nothing long term to the Suffolk strategic road network, is second-rate and second-class and 
I will continue to press the County Council to require you to remove this road at the end of 
the construction period, if it does go ahead. 
  
I have seen the response from the County Council to this latest consultation, and indeed 
helped to shape it, and I support it totally. I have also discussed with many of the Parishes I 
represent the concerns they have, and I have seen their responses, all of which I also 
support without contradiction. The same goes for the response from Saxmundham Town 
Council. 
  
You must by now be aware that what EDF Energy says is not trusted by local people. This 
latest consultation has been regarded by many as unnecessary and there is scepticism that 
your proposals will ever be carried into reality, meaning that most of what you say in this 
latest Consultation is merely window-dressing. I hope the Planning Inspectorate see through 
the thinness of many of your proposals and the so-called facts that back them up. So much 
more concrete evidence should have been shared to back up your aspirations, but such 
evidence as you have has not all been placed into the public arena for the benefit of local 
people and expert County Council Officers; the latter tell me at every juncture that they 
need more facts and figures from you for justification purposes and also enable them to test 
your proposals against reality. I regret to say that this lack of detailed information is 
scandalous and disingenuous. 
  
This part of Suffolk will be badly scarred for the 10-12 years of construction and for a further 
half a generation (c10 years) thereafter whilst the flora and wildlife recovers and provides 
some of the mitigation required. And where is that very mitigation in the widest sense 
during the first three years of construction? You know as I do that the answer is that it is 
virtually non-existent. 
  
In summary, this latest Consultation exhibits many signs of being a sham. The local 
community is increasingly united against this project as will be made very clear during the 
Planning Inspectorate process, not least by lawyers acting on behalf of the County Council 
and, doubtless, others too. The economics of the project come directly from the madhouse 
and your proposals are being made at the wrong time, in the wrong place (the site is too 
small, so cannot be described as a ‘carbon-copy’ of Hinkley Point C), with the wrong 
economic justification. This timid Consultation helps prove these points and I, who was at 
one time supportive of the idea of a Sizewell C development, have come, through processes 
of logical thought and reason, to see that it is wrong as a project, wrong for the local 
community, wrong for attracting the monetary support it needs to proceed (whether or not 
the Regulated Asset Base proposals are agreed by Government) and should be refused. 
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GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS 
 
AIL  Abnormal Indivisible Loads 
AOD  Above Ordnance Datum 
AONB  Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty  
BLF  Beach Landing Facility  
CWS  County Wildlife Site  
DCO   Development Consent Order (referring to the application 

documents submitted by SZC Co. to the Planning Inspectorate) 
HCDF  Hard Coastal Defence Feature  
HGV  Heavy Goods Vehicle 
LEEIE  Land East of Eastlands Industrial Estate  
LOAEL  Lowest observed adverse effect level (related to noise) 
M&MP  Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (related to coastal change) 
oLEMP  outline Landscape and Ecology Management Plan  
SCDF  Soft Coastal Defence Feature 
SOAEL  Significant observed adverse effect level (related to noise) 
SSSI  Site of Special Scientific Interest 
SZC Co.  The applicant 
WMZ  Water Management Zone 
 
“The Council” refers to Suffolk County Council and “the Councils” refers to 
Suffolk County Council and East Suffolk Council, together. 
 
“The Consultation Document” refers to the SZC Co.’s Consultation on 
Proposed Changes, November 2020. 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

I. Suffolk County Council (the Council) welcomes this consultation on proposed 
changes, as a number of the changes aim to address key concerns that the 
Council raised in its Relevant Representation.  

II. Whilst these proposed positive changes are appreciated, the Council is 
disappointed that SZC Co. has not used this opportunity to consult on other 
changes to address further concerns raised by the Council in its Relevant 
Representation, including removing pylons from the proposals, removing the 
outage car park from Goose Hill, and providing the Sizewell Link Road as a 
temporary road to be removed after Sizewell C construction. 

III. The Council strongly supports the principle of proposals to increase the use of 
rail and marine freight deliveries to reduce HGV movements. However, the 
consultation provides inadequate information on the deliverability of the 
proposals and their adverse consequences.  In particular, assessments and 
suitable mitigation proposals for noise and vibration impacts of night time trains 
on the East Suffolk Line have not yet been provided, and the environmental 
impact assessments of the different Beach Landing Facility (BLF) options are 
not advanced enough to conclude whether the proposals may result in 
unacceptable impacts. Further detail is also required to show that the necessary 
infrastructure can be delivered in the timescales required, as any delays in the 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
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rail and marine facilities would require more freight to be moved by road which 
would cause disruption to the existing highway for both construction traffic and 
local users. As such, the Council cannot at this stage make an informed overall 
judgment on the proposals. The Council would welcome further dialogue with 
SZC Co. to better understand the evidence base which has led to the current 
proposals.  The Council is committed to continuing to work with SZC Co. with 
an aim to overcome challenges and find suitable mitigation measures to enable 
an increase of sea and rail deliveries, as these proposals would go some way 
towards addressing the Council’s concerns about the transport strategy raised 
in its Relevant Representation. 

IV. The Council considers the proposed change to the design of the Site of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI) crossing is preferable to that in the DCO proposals. 
This results in some improvement to ecological connectivity, although further 
ecological improvements of that design should be considered, as outlined in 
this response. However, the Council maintains its position that the ecological 
impact of the crossing can, and should, be further reduced by replacing the 
proposed design with a three-span bridge design.  

V. Whilst accepting that the crest height of the Hard Coastal Defence Feature 
(HCDF) must be set at a level that provides appropriate flood protection and 
resilience to the power station, the Council cannot accept the proposed 
indicative designs of the HCDF and its increased seaward movement, as the 
proposals significantly lack detail and assessment at this stage.  

VI. The Council notes a number of positive changes which are tentatively 
welcomed, although it reserves final judgement on the suitability of the 
proposals until more detail and substance is provided. The proposed changes, 
which are welcomed in principle, include: 
a. Removal of the relocated Sizewell B outage car park from Pillbox Field; 
b. Provision of an additional fen meadow compensation area at Pakenham; 
c. Change of location of the water storage area away from the northern edge 

(Minsmere boundary) and its replacement with a flood mitigation area; 
d. Provision of the new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton 

Hills; and 
e. Extension of the north west bund of the southern Park and Ride site. 

VII. Further detailed comments are made on other proposed changes. 

 

 

 
  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
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A. PREAMBLE 
1. Suffolk County Council welcomes this consultation on proposed changes, as a 

number of the changes aim to address key concerns that the Council raised in its 
Relevant Representation, most notably proposals that seek to increase rail and 
sea material deliveries and reduce the number of HGV movements, changes to the 
design of the SSSI crossing, and an additional fen meadow compensation site. 

2. Whilst these proposed positive changes are acknowledged, the Council is 
disappointed that SZC Co. has not used this opportunity to consult on further 
changes to address the other concerns raised in the Council’s Relevant 
Representation. The Council continues to argue that these issues need to be 
addressed, either by further changes to the application, or, where this is 
appropriate, through Section 106 obligations or changes to the DCO requirements. 
These issues include: 

a. Removing the proposed pylons for electricity export connection on the main 
development site, by utilising alternative means to connect to the grid;  

b. Removing the outage car park for Sizewell C from its proposed location 
within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Natural Beauty (AONB); 

c. Designing the Sizewell Link Road as a temporary road to be removed after 
Sizewell C construction; 

d. Improving ecological connectivity to Aldhurst Farm; 
e. Acceptable proposals for potable water supply; 
f. Acceptable realignment of the coastal footpath, as well as a safe and suitable 

diversion route during its closure for the construction of the development and 
for the operation of the BLF (noting that it appears that, as a result of the 
proposed changes, the frequency of beach closures is likely to be reduced 
compared to the proposals from the DCO application); 

g. An acceptable solution to mitigate the impact on the Leiston Household 
Waste Recycling Centre at Lovers Lane; 

h. Additional highway improvements required to ensure continued sustainable 
and safe movement of people and materials and improving road capacity; 

i. Provision for the cost of full removal of the hard sea defence as part of the 
decommissioning process unless and until a future study showed this to be 
unnecessary or undesirable; and 

j. A comprehensive coastal change Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (M&MP), 
with an allocated mitigation/compensation budget, that allows determining if 
and to what extent an observed coastal change in the Sizewell C zone of 
influence is attributable to the development, and appropriate and required 
mitigation measures. 

3. The feedback provided in this response should be read in parallel with comments 
provided in the Council’s Relevant Representation. The Council recognises that, in 
some instances, the new proposals may either alter or make redundant previous 
feedback, however in general previous feedback remains valid.  

4. Several of the changes proposed may result in the need to allow additional parties 
to register as Interested Parties with the Planning Inspectorate.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
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5. We note that, in its introduction (paragraph 1.1.6), the Consultation Document 
refers to the opportunity “to establish an independent environmental Trust to 
manage the ongoing re-wilding and biodiversity of the growing Sizewell Estate (…), 
with a view to expand and connect parcels of land identified for re-wilding and 
habitat creation”. The Council is very interested in such a proposal and would like 
to find out more detail, as so far the information about this idea is still very vague. 
Careful consideration would have to be given to any relationship between such a 
Trust and required mitigation and compensation for the Sizewell C development 
secured under Section 106. 

6. The response has separate headings on the most important changes, related to 
the freight strategy, the beach landing facilities, the SSSI crossing proposals and 
the changes to the HCDF. Any other changes from the consultation are covered 
under the subsequent Main Development Site and Associated Development Site 
headings.  

B. FREIGHT STRATEGY 
7. Paragraph 5 of the Council’s Relevant Representation states: 

“The Council does not support the applicant’s proposed freight transport 
strategy as it stands, due to the fact that (1) it is not a sustainable strategy, 
because an increased proportion of rail transport (and potentially sea-borne 
transport) could be reasonably achievable, and (2) it does not currently mitigate 
its transport impacts on the highway network to acceptable levels for the 
community. The Council asks the Examining Authority to consider the 
proposals against national policies promoting sustainable transport 
solutions. The Council is not content that the Sizewell C proposals have 
not replicated the much greater use of sea transport which occurred at Hinkley 
Point C and is proposed for Bradwell B.  Given the minimal use of sea transport, 
the Council is particularly disappointed that opportunities have not been taken 
up by the applicant to pursue an upgrade of the East Suffolk Line which would 
allow for a greater percentage of materials to be delivered to site by rail.  The 
Council considers that it is still reasonably achievable to increase 
the proportion of rail and potentially sea-borne deliveries at this point. “ 

8. Therefore, the Council welcomes the reconsideration of the freight strategy by SZC 
Co. and strongly supports the principle of proposals to increase the use of rail and 
marine freight deliveries to reduce HGV movements.  

9. The Consultation Document leaves a number of key issues unresolved. In addition, 
it re-emphasises the need for mitigation of harm that was not dealt with in the draft 
DCO. Further assurance is required about the deliverability, impact and mitigations 
of any submitted changes to the transport strategy. 

10. The Consultation Document suggests (in table 3.1) that the new proposals may 
result in “the optimum integrated freight management option”. The Council is in 
support of finding the most sustainable freight management solution but wishes to 
note that these proposals should have been considered and put forward in the pre-
examination phase and at DCO submission. The reliance on and importance of rail 
that is being discussed now should have advised the proposals at an earlier stage 
where it might have been able to allow for the adoption of the “rail-led” strategy 
proposed at Stages 2-4 of consultations, which would have provided for day-time 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
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rail freight deliveries. An earlier consideration of alternative marine transport 
solutions, following the conclusion that a jetty was not considered deliverable after 
the Stage 2 consultation, would have allowed for a comprehensive assessment of 
optimal solutions and their impacts to be available now. Notwithstanding this, the 
Council is very supportive for the changes proposed at this stage to be further 
pursued, assessed and, wherever possible, implemented. 

11. If SZC Co. can deliver an additional Beach Landing Facility (BLF) and an enhanced 
capacity of the permanent BLF, the Council wishes to see the marine deliveries be 
maximised and prioritised over train and HGV deliveries. It would be strongly 
welcomed if, as a result of the BLFs, HGV and Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AIL) 
movements can be even further reduced, and (as secondary priority) night-time rail 
movements can be reduced.  

Outstanding questions about the freight strategy. 

12. The following queries arise from the Consultation Document in respect of the 
freight strategy. The Council wishes to see greater clarity on these matters: 
a. The Council needs to be assured that the most sustainable approach of 

sourcing and transporting materials to site will be used wherever possible and 
that disruption of haul routes is kept to a minimum. Detailed questions about 
apparent inconsistencies in the Consultation Document were set out in a letter 
from the Councils to SZC Co. on 30 November 2020 (included in the Appendix 
to this response). In particular, there appears to be a difference between the 
opportunities for additional capacity afforded by increased rail and/or marine 
options and the decrease of HGV movements. A clearer understanding is 
required of  

• the relationship between the figures for the overall amount and types of 
materials to be transported to the site; 

• the likely origins of materials; 

• the timings of the demand for different materials across the life of the 
project and the capacity of the different transport modes to meet these 
requirements; as well as 

• the delivery timetable for the associated works such as the green rail 
route, BLF and relief roads so that these are available when required by 
the freight strategy.  

b. Consideration by SZC Co. as to whether using the capacity of the BLFs in the 
early years may provide an opportunity for delivering improvements to the 
East Suffolk Line (as proposed in previous consultations under the “rail-led 
strategy”) without jeopardising the main project’s construction programme. If 
such improvements were still deliverable, this could permit freight trains to be 
brought to the site by day rather than by night, without much of the latter’s 
attendant noise issues and possibly allowing an increase in the achievable 
number of rail movements per day. 

c. In addition to the possible increase in the number of trains, the Council 
requests that SZC Co. assesses the opportunities to improve the capacity of 
rail haulage by increasing the length and payload of trains, as well as running 
trains on six nights a week rather than five (though the consequent impacts 
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on blocking of level crossings with the former and extended night-time 
disturbance with the latter would need to be considered). If trains were run on 
six nights a week, the Council’s preference would be for trains to run between 
Sunday evenings and Saturday mornings (i.e., not running trains on the nights 
from Saturday to Sunday). 

d. Paragraph 3.2.8 of the Consultation Document suggests that there might be 
continued use of the rail facilities at the Land East of Eastlands Industrial 
Estate (LEEIE) after the opening of the Green Rail Route in the event of a 
four- (or five-) train operation. Clarification is required whether the use would 
continue to be restricted as proposed during the early years (i.e., no 
movements through Leiston or unloading overnight), and if prolonging use of 
the LEEIE as a transport hub increases traffic on Lovers Lane in peak years. 

e. There is reference to the possible use of a fifth train per day during peak 
construction. The Council would have concerns if this significantly disrupted 
passenger services, particularly at peak travel times, and would welcome 
further discussions on this.  

f. The changes to the freight management strategy will affect the Environmental 
Statement and the controls within the relevant management strategies. This 
needs to be better understood, including whether the HGV reductions will be 
reflected in these documents. 

g. The Consultation Document refers (Table 3.5) to the impacts of additional rail 
movements on level crossings. Confirmation is sought on this, including 
whether this includes the East Suffolk Line as well as the Leiston Branch Line.   

h. Confirmation is required on the deliverability of running the proposed 
additional trains (as well as the trains as set out in the draft DCO) in the wider 
rail network. 

Environmental consequences of the freight strategy 

13. The Council has always pressed the developer to look for transport solutions that 
reduce HGV road traffic. Any reduction in HGV movements will have environmental 
benefits in reductions of the impact on amenity, noise, vibration, air quality and fear 
and intimidation created by the number of HGVs along the A12 and B1122. Less 
HGVs is also likely to lead to a reduction in climate change emissions.  A reduction 
of HGV movements is expected to reduce the perception of traffic volumes which 
may lead to fewer vehicles diverting to local roads. As such, the Council strongly 
supports the principle of the proposed changes and is committed to working with 
SZC Co. to overcome any challenges and find suitable mitigation measures to 
make these changes happen. 

14. While any reduction of HGVs will reduce noise and vibration impacts along road 
corridors, to achieve a perceptible noise and vibration impact by comparison with 
the DCO application proposals, a significant diversion of loads to both marine and 
rail is needed.  

15. Whilst welcoming the benefits arising from fewer HGVs, the environmental costs 
created by the increased use of alternative modes need to be carefully considered 
and mitigated.  
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16. On greater utilisation of BLFs, it is not possible to make a judgement as to the 
environmental impacts when so many factors remain to be determined (see details 
in the section below).  

17. For rail, the principal impact would be the noise and vibration disturbance of two 
additional night-time train movements along the East Suffolk Line (one additional 
train to site and back), which would be in addition to the five night-time and one 
day-time train movements already proposed in the draft DCO (plus a possible fifth 
day-time return train journey). These additional trains would exacerbate existing 
issues by extending the hours when such disturbance would take place. 
Accordingly, it is important to effectively deal with the impacts of those services 
already identified in the DCO application as well as any additional train services. 
Further assessment of the environmental impacts of night-time train movements 
(both for the draft DCO proposals and the additional train movements proposed in 
the Consultation Document) is required, particularly on noise and vibration, but also 
on the wider environmental and ecological impact. 

18. Appendix 1 of the Consultation Document refers to the DCO Environmental 
Statement, identifying properties which are subject to significant observed adverse 
effect level (SOAEL) in respect of noise and vibration from rail use. It then goes on 
to propose a Noise Mitigation Scheme that deals with properties expected to be 
subject to noise levels over SOEAL. This is an inadequate response to the issue 
and is not policy compliant. Both National Policy Statement EN-1 and the Noise 
Policy Statement for England state that there should be steps taken to mitigate and 
minimise adverse effects of health and quality of life where the impact lies between 
SOAEL and the lowest observed adverse effect level (LOAEL) and there is no 
indication that the SZC Noise Mitigation Scheme is proposing to do this. The 
Council expects mitigation to be provided on both any breach of SOAEL and any 
breach of LOAEL to ensure that internal noise levels do not cause adverse effects 
to residents. Mitigation needs to be based on modelling and prediction and actual 
monitoring. 

C. BEACH LANDING FACILITIES (BLF) 
19. As outlined above, the Council welcomes that SZC Co. proposes in its Consultation 

Document options to increase marine freight deliveries to site, which is something 
the Council has asked to be investigated for many years.  Whilst it would have 
been preferable if these proposals had already been explored and put forward in 
the pre-examination phase, the Council is committed to working with SZC Co. to 
aim to overcome any challenges arising. 

20. The proposals in the Consultation Document are not sufficiently developed, and 
the impacts, particularly on coastal processes, have not been fully evaluated. The 
Council needs to be convinced that any proposal is deliverable and will not have 
unacceptable coastal impacts. The Council is working closely with the technical 
experts from Coastal Partnership East and East Suffolk Council to assess the 
proposals.  

21. The Consultation Document proposes both to enhance the design of the 
permanent BLF proposed in the DCO to receive more regular deliveries, and to 
provide an additional temporary BLF. As both proposals would reduce transport by 
road, each is welcome in principle. The Council understands that the proposals for 
enhancing the permanent BLF will increase the number of AILs to be delivered by 
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sea from 50 per annum to 100 per annum in the construction phase, which will 
reduce AILs delivered by road. This would be welcome considering that AILs can 
cause significant disruption to traffic flows.  

Outstanding questions about the BLFs (in addition to the coastal processes comments 
below) 

22. It is not clear how the capacity of the different temporary BLFs relates to the 
indicated reduction of HGVs. It is stated that options 1 and 2 for the BLF would 
equate to a reduction of 25 HGVs (50 movements) and Options 3 and 4 would 
result in reductions of 50 HGVs (100 Movements).  However, these figures do not 
directly compare with the tonnes of material set out at Table 3.6 (and what has 
previously been stated about one HGV equating to 18.5 tonnes), which indicate 
Options 1 and 2 could deliver as much as 40 HGVs (80 movements) daily and 
Options 3 and 4 would be considerably more than this given they have seven times 
the capacity.  

23. The Consultation Document refers to delivery “campaign” periods for both BLFs to 
be between approximately 1 April and 31 October.  Whilst it is understood that the 
proposed changes to provide for additional stockpiling would allow for material 
deliveries to be front loaded in each season, the Council is seeking additional 
clarification of how far these campaign periods may result in seasonal variations in 
HGV deliveries and whether the same restrictions to daily and quarterly HGV 
movements would apply all year around given these limitations.   

24. Confirmation is required as to whether any additional facilities will be required and 
what impact these would have if marine deliveries are increased e.g. regarding 
bunkerage, provisioning, or customs/ port health inspection cargo superintendents.   

Impacts of the new BLF proposals on coastal processes 

25. Our assessment of the proposals is limited because further information is required 
to adequately understand the proposed works and their potential impacts, and how 
this differs from the information presented in the DCO.  The comments in this 
section, and in the section on the changes to the sea defence structures, must 
therefore be regarded as a preliminary view conditional upon the supply, and the 
Councils’ review, of additional material by SZC Co.  

26. The feedback provided in this response should be read in parallel with feedback 
given in the Council’s Relevant Representation.  We recognise that the new works 
information may either alter or make redundant previous feedback; however, any 
previous feedback should not be overlooked or automatically regarded as 
superseded.   

27. The Council is disappointed that it has not received responses to questions and 
points of clarification from the Relevant Representation and raised at subsequent 
meetings with SZC Co., and that the new change proposals have not clarified or 
answered those concerns. The Councils now have additional questions. This 
makes it more challenging for the Councils to reach common ground with SZC Co. 
on these matters in the desired timescales.   

28. It should be noted that a robust Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (M&MP), that is fully 
funded by the developer/site operator, is a critical requirement in the delivery of 
satisfactory outcomes on coastal processes.  We recommend that this document 
be placed in the public domain as soon as possible. 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
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29. For any BLF solution, the Council’s preference is to minimise the use of additional 
permanent embedded piles, to maximise the use of fully removable equipment and 
avoid the need for dredging of the outer sand bar, as far as feasible.  

30. The proposals for both permanent and temporary BLFs could result in new 
impacts/increased risks arising from dredging of the outer sand bar, for navigation 
access, and sediment movement blocking by the berthing platform. These require 
further investigation and modelling to confirm and quantify. The possibility of the 
use of a backhoe dredger is of concern as it has potential to lead to a loss of 
material from the nearshore system; the use of a plough dredger appears 
preferable. 

31. The changes have potential to cause additional negative impacts that may be 
temporary and potentially manageable via the M&MP process, but this needs to be 
demonstrated by SZC Co. in respect of detailed further studies and modelling. 

32. Further detailed investigation and impact assessment of this design, alongside an 
agreed M&MP that deals with identified risks, is required for the Council to be able 
to come to a more fully informed view on the proposals.  

33. Based on the considerations above, our initial preferences are: 
a. For the permanent BLF: The Council prefers a berthing platform that does not 

include piles. We note that discussions during this consultation period have 
suggested the berthing platform (or grillage) design may exclude piles, which 
would be welcome.   

b. For the temporary BLF: Based on the incomplete information provided in the 
Consultation Document, the Council’s preference is Option 4, as the option with 
the highest freight delivery capacity.  
Option 4, as presented in the Consultation Document, also appears to be 
favourable in its potential use of Self Elevating Platforms and a berthing 
platform design that does not include piles. However, we would need to see full 
details of the proposed works and the associated environmental impact 
assessment.  

Consideration of other impacts of the BLF proposals 

34. Coast path: The Council welcomes the indication (in paragraph 3.3.14 of the 
Consultation Document) that in enhancing the permanent BLF, the coast path 
would only need to be closed in ‘rare circumstances’, which is a reduction from the 
proposals in the draft DCO application.   Closures for the temporary BLF are also 
indicated to occur only during ‘rare circumstances’ (paragraph 3.3.40).  Further 
information is sought on the envisaged frequency of closures and the 
communication to the local community of these closures, and on the impact of the 
temporary BLF on the amenity and experience of users of coastal access.   

35. Landscape: Whilst an additional BLF will have an adverse effect on the coastal 
character of the beach area and near shore coastal waters in the immediate locality 
of Sizewell Beach, the Council’s initial views is that this is unlikely to be of 
significance in relation to the overall impact of the construction phase, beyond the 
visual envelope of the beach area.  However, to finalise the Council’s views on this 
matter, it requires an updated LVIA and an assessment of the impacts on the 
character and special qualities of the AONB, as well as further detail in respect of 



SZC CO.’S CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED CHANGES - SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL’S RESPONSE 

11 
 

lighting requirements for operation in the dark, navigating lighting requirements, 
and the scale of the vessels involved.   

36. Ecology: The Council agrees that a proposed temporary BLF would have little 
additional terrestrial ecological impact, as the Suffolk Shingle Beaches County 
Wildlife Site in front of the platform will already have been removed as part of the 
construction of the Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF). The Consultation 
Document recognises that, for marine ecology and designated sites impacts, the 
further assessment is required for both the temporary and permanent BLF. In the 
absence of this information, it is not possible to determine which of the proposed 
options is the least ecologically damaging. For any piling activities, it is likely that 
a seasonal restriction will be required to protect nesting little terns.  

37. Environmental protection: Environmental impacts in terms of noise, vibration, light, 
and dust will need to be considered and the mitigation of those impacts addressed 
for whichever option is chosen. For the temporary BLF, a conveyor belt is proposed 
between the beach and stockpile locations. The Council requests that the conveyor 
belts should be covered to reduce dust and particulate impacts.   

D. CONCLUSION ON PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE FREIGHT STRATEGY 
38. The Consultation Document suggests that there is an opportunity to substitute 

some of the proposed HGV movements with additional use of rail and marine. This 
reduction in HGVs is to be welcomed for many important environmental reasons. 
It is apparent that these improvements will need to be balanced against any 
adverse consequences created by the increases in night-time rail use and 
provision of additional BLFs, and mitigation needs to be provided for these impacts.  
Inadequate information has been provided within the Consultation Document as to 
the deliverability and impacts of the proposals, and the Council would welcome 
further dialogue with SZC Co. to better understand the evidence base which has 
led to the current proposals. 

39. Whilst strongly in favour of the principle of the proposed changes, the Council 
wishes to continue to work with SZC Co. to seek to understand these 
consequences and resulting mitigation requirements further, which will need to be 
made clear in any formal submission to the Planning Inspectorate.  

40. In terms of rail use, the Council considers that the most effective approach remains 
the implementation of the original proposals of the “rail-led strategy” included in 
earlier consultations with appropriate improvements being made to the East Suffolk 
Line as well as the Sizewell branch line. 

41. The Council strongly supports the principle of increased delivery of materials and 
AILs by sea, and therefore welcomes the proposals for the BLFs. It is important to 
note that the impact assessments of the different BLF options are not advanced 
enough to conclude whether the proposals may result in unacceptable impacts. 
From the information available, the proposals to enhance the capacity of the 
permanent BLF appear acceptable. For the temporary BLF, the Council’s initial 
preference is for Option 4, with its highest freight delivery capacity and its apparent 
preferable design in terms of coastal process impacts. These conclusions are 
strongly caveated as further assessments particularly on coastal processes and, 
also, on ecological and environmental impacts, are required to take an informed 
judgment. 



SZC CO.’S CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED CHANGES - SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL’S RESPONSE 

12 
 

42. To ensure that SZC Co. and its contractors retain a more sustainable split between 
the different modes of freight transport, robust measures should be in place 
through the DCO and its supporting documents that cap the number of HGVs 
coming to the site. 

43. The Council is committed to working with SZC Co. to increase deliveries by rail 
and sea, as these proposals would go some way towards addressing the Council’s 
concerns about the transport strategy raised in its Relevant Representation. In the 
Council’s view, it will be imperative for SZC Co. to implement solutions that 
significantly reduce HGV numbers from those stated in the DCO application. 

E. SIZEWELL MARSHES SSSI CROSSING 
44. Paragraph 70 of the Council’s Relevant Representation notes the Council’s serious 

concern about SZC Co.’s proposals for a causeway to cross the Sizewell Marshes 
SSSI and the resulting ecological impacts: 

“A causeway design would have a much higher ecological impact than the 
alternative of a three-span bridge across the Sizewell Marshes SSSI (as was 
proposed as one option during the pre-submission consultations), as the 
causeway would involve a greater amount of direct land-take from the SSSI 
than a bridge option and would sever connectivity for species moving between 
Sizewell Marshes SSSI and Minsmere (particularly species such as water vole, 
birds and invertebrates, and including European Protected Species).”  

45. The Council considers that the proposed change to the SSSI crossing put forward 
in the Consultation Document to a 30m bridge with embankments is an 
improvement to the proposals set out in the draft DCO. The Council agrees that 
there would be some ecological improvement as a result of the change, particularly 
in terms of somewhat improved connectivity for bats, water vole and otter, and the 
slight reduction in SSSI land take (although there will still be temporary land 
take/damage to the parts of the SSSI which will not be permanently lost). SZC Co. 
still needs to provide evidence that species such as riparian mammals would use 
such a feature to pass from habitat to habitat. However, the Council understands 
that, as currently proposed, the crossing design would still impede the passage of 
a number of invertebrate species, therefore conflicting with the requirements of the 
Water Framework Directive, as the status of the relevant waterbodies would be 
adversely affected. 

46. The Council considers that the newly proposed option remains sub-optimal from 
an ecological perspective and is worse than a ‘full three-span bridge’ option, 
particularly in relation to permanent SSSI area loss and habitat connectivity for 
invertebrates. The Council maintains its position that the ecological impact of the 
crossing can and should be further reduced by replacing this design by a full three-
span bridge design. 

47. As the change proposed is an ecological improvement to the proposals assessed 
in the DCO Environmental Statement, the terrestrial ecology and ornithology 
assessment rationale set out in Table 4.4 is accepted.  

48. The Consultation Document refers to the overall height of the crossing currently 
being proposed at 7.3m AOD with a potential need to increase the height to 10.2m 
AOD at some point in the future if the risk of flooding requires this modification. 
Consideration should be given as to whether there is scope to directly design and 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
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construct the crossing at the increased height of 10.2m AOD. This could allow an 
increase of the height of the bridge under the causeway, facilitating the passage 
along the watercourse underneath the crossing for a greater range of invertebrate 
species. Increasing the height now would also avoid the need for future disturbance 
to vegetation and landscaping on the embankment and the damage this could 
cause to biodiversity utilising the area. For such a change, a full landscape and 
visual impact assessment and ecological appraisal would be required.  

49. The Council requests greater clarity about the rationale for the retention of the 
formation for the second carriageway and supporting structures of the crossing 
beyond the construction period. The removal of the second carriageway formation 
after the construction phase could facilitate more effective ecological connectivity 
in the long term, and improve the passage of, for example, invertebrates (see 
paragraph 45 above), and should therefore be fully explored, although the Council 
recognises that this would result in additional disturbance to vegetation and 
landscaping on the embankment. If such alternatives are proven not to be 
deliverable, the Council requests that further modifications to the design are 
developed, to better maintain the ecological function of the habitats on either side 
of the SSSI crossing. 

50. Beyond the ecological comments above, there are no specific concerns about the 
proposed change. From a landscape perspective, the change proposed is 
acceptable. As stated before, in terms of archaeology, assessment and mitigation 
will need to be factored in as this area has a potential for buried surface 
archaeological deposits, including wet-zone activity, waterlogged remains, as well 
as palaeo-environmental remains. The area has yet to be subject to archaeological 
investigation. For surface archaeology, trial trenched evaluation and palaeo-
environmental assessment will be required (post consent), subject to an agreed 
Written Scheme for Investigation and followed by mitigation as appropriate. For 
deeper deposits, assessment required in line with the peat strategy. Further 
mitigation to be decided pending results of evaluation. Historic Environment is not 
included in table 4.4 but should be considered as per comments above.   

Conclusions on the SSSI crossing 
51. The proposed change of the design of the SSSI crossing results in improved 

ecological connectivity and a slight reduction of SSSI land-take and is therefore 
preferable to the draft DCO proposals, although even with this design, further 
improvements should be explored. However, the ecological impact of the SSSI 
crossing can and should be further reduced by replacing this short bridge with a 
full three-span bridge design.                    

F. CHANGES TO THE HARD COASTAL DEFENCE FEATURE (HCDF)  
52. It is accepted that the crest height of the HCDF must be set at a level that provides 

appropriate flood protection and resilience to the power station. The amount of 
change proposed (from 10.2m AOD to 14m AOD), which we note is due to new 
climate change information, is surprising.  

53. It appears that the increase in crest height and the relocation of Marine Shafts to 
outside the cut-off walls has led / contributed to a significant seaward movement 
of the HCDF profile of around 8m (to be confirmed by SZC Co.) compared to the 
draft DCO proposals.  We require confirmation if and by how much the relocation 
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of Marine Shafts has moved the HCDF seaward, and if so, justification of the 
temporary construction-related benefits of this action against the long-term 
negative impacts of a more seaward HCDF.  

54. The Council requires more detailed information on the nature and extent of 
changes in the HCDF profile, including how the more seaward position will affect 
planned mitigation actions, notably the Soft Coastal Defence Feature (SCDF) 
design and management and the post-SCDF phase of beach management. 

55. The adaptive profile appears to move the rock slope much further seaward. It is 
disappointing that no information is included as to under what environmental 
conditions the adaptive profile would be built. We expect to see more detail of the 
profile design at this stage of development to enable us to assess the proposals. 

56. At the southern extent of the Sizewell C frontage, the temporary defence line 
makes a 90 degree return landward. Confirmation is sought as to whether this a 
proposed change to the DCO application design which featured a tapered 
transition between Sizewell C’s HCDF and the existing Sizewell B defence.  If so, 
a justification for the change and an assessment of the new impacts should be 
provided.  

57. Due to this absence of data, a meaningful assessment of linked environmental 
impacts has not been provided, and could not be undertaken, by SZC Co. This is 
reflected in the lack of information on coastal change impacts in the Consultation 
Document.  It is therefore not possible for the Council to make an informed 
assessment and fully comment about the proposals. 

58. The Council’s view is that the apparent significant seaward movement of the 
defence will lead to an earlier, and, over the lifetime of the site, a much greater 
negative impact on natural shoreline change. 

59. Concerns were raised in the Council’s Relevant Representation about the potential 
impact of the defence position relative to the shoreline.  This new information 
significantly increases these concerns - not least as SZC Co. has not yet indicated 
the extent and timing of the interception by the HCDF on the active shoreline, 
including both the SCDF and the natural beach. 

60. The Council requires assessment of the proposal as an integrated package; as 
such we cannot accept the proposed `indicative’ designs of the HCDF because of 
the apparent significant seaward movement of the HCDF and the uncertain 
impacts on coastal processes caused by it. Further work is required by SZC Co. to 
produce clearer and more developed HCDF design information, allowing for the 
possibility of an increase of the crest height without an associated significant 
seaward movement. 

61. It is noted that the changes proposed to the HCDF may mean that the soft materials 
covering it are lost/need recharging earlier in the life of the station.  As a result, the 
long term impacts (and potentially eventual loss) on this part of the Suffolk Shingle 
Beaches County Wildlife Site (CWS) could be accelerated, possibly resulting in a 
worse long term impact than that assessed in the Environmental Statement. 

62. From a landscape perspective, there are no specific concerns provided the HCDF 
will not be exposed, and subject to a well-considered surface restoration 
programme in line with what has been discussed throughout.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
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Conclusions on the proposed changes of the Hard Coastal Defence Features 

63. SZC Co. should prepare a developed HCDF proposal that addresses the concerns 
described above together with further detailed investigation and impact assessments. 
More information is also required on its plan location and profile relative to the 
proposed permanent HCDF (with comparison of that presented in the draft DCO), the 
permanent and temporary BLFs and other features, including mean high water 
springs (MHWS), to give context. As part of this process, options should be prepared 
and presented for review by consultees that: 
a. Avoid a significant seaward movement as part of the transition to an Adaptive 

profile; 
b. Ensure that the initial toe detail / level is appropriate in the context of the site life 

and potential shoreline retreat / beach level drop; and 
c. Include the use of engineered structures, for example wave return walls, in both 

initial and adaptive profiles whilst managing the proposed landscaping measures 
by which the infilling of the rock armour with a soil for planting could impair the 
hydraulic properties of the structure. 

64. SZC Co. must demonstrate that the M&MP includes appropriate coverage of any 
changes to forecast impacts and mitigation measures. 

G. OTHER CHANGES PROPOSED FOR THE MAIN DEVELOPMENT SITE 
Definition of the main development site 
65. Detailed confirmation is sought on what powers will be used for the delivery of level 

crossing works associated with the Green Rail Route and which bodies will be 
responsible for signing-off the proposals. The Council assumes that the main 
development site definition by SZC Co. includes the Green Rail Route as well as 
the proposed highway works on Lover’s Lane and Abbey Hill – these items are 
within the red line but are not included in the list in paragraph 2.3.3 of the 
Consultation Document.  

Relocated Sizewell B facilities / Pillbox Field  
66. The Council welcomes the proposal to remove the outage car park from Pillbox 

Field and move it to the existing Sizewell B west car park as part of the relocated 
facilities proposals (Option 1 in the Consultation Document), with its resulting 
reduction in landscape and ecological impacts and reduced additional 
development within the AONB. Whilst both Option 1 and Option 2 propose a 
reduction in building heights which is supported, Option 2 of the Consultation 
Document does not provide other significant improvements. 

67. Further detail on Option 1 needs to be provided: 
a. Confirmation that there will be no intensification in the use of the site entrance 

to Sizewell B compared to the current usage during Sizewell B outages; 
b. The provision of a safe crossing point for users of Bridleway 19 on Sizewell 

Gap to mitigate the increase in use during construction of Sizewell C and the 
Sizewell B relocation; and  
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c. An archaeological management plan is required, outlining how remains are to 
be preserved in situ both prior to, during and after construction and including 
during proposed landscaping works on this field. Should plans revert to 
locating the car park over the area of known archaeology, excavation will be 
required. 

68. Both Options 1 and 2 could, and should, be improved if some of the oak trees on 
the existing boundary of Coronation Wood could be retained. It must be 
emphasised that any trees that do not need to be removed must be retained with 
appropriate protection from vehicle movements and other activity. Replacement 
planting at a 10 to 1 ratio is welcomed and details have recently been agreed with 
East Suffolk Council in respect of the 2019 Town and Country Planning Act (TCPA) 
consent for the Sizewell B Relocated Facilities application.  

69. It is noted that Coronation Wood has now had an archaeological earthwork survey 
but still requires trenched evaluation, followed by mitigation as appropriate.  

Temporary Water Storage Area 

70. The proposed change of moving the water storage area away from the northern 
edge of the main development site (Minsmere boundary) and its replacement with 
a flood mitigation area is tentatively welcomed as a likely improvement in terms of 
landscape impacts and ecological mitigation measures compared to the DCO 
proposals, subject to: 
a. Final profiling details. As a very sensitive area in landscape terms, over 

engineered land profiling will need to be avoided, and the final details given 
careful consideration; 

b. Confirmation that the creation of the wetland area is not going to have any 
adverse impact on either the adjacent Minsmere South Levels (part of the 
Minsmere-Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SSSI) or the adjacent woodland 
(The Grove). In particular, any potential hydrological impacts on the Minsmere 
South Levels need to be assessed (this is not picked up in Table 4.3); 

c. Arrangements being in place for monitoring water quality; and 
d. More details on the design and construction methodology for the proposed 

wetland area. 
e. Archaeological mitigation areas being confirmed prior to site preparation 

works and any landscaping or planting, noting that archaeological evaluation 
has defined extensive and sensitive archaeological remains. 

71. In terms of water management, clarification is required as to whether Water 
Management Zone (WMZ) 5 is being reduced in size to account for the new 
location of the temporary water storage area, alongside justification for the sizing 
of any WMZs. The Council notes that both the water resource storage area and 
WMZ 5 have shrunk in capacity as a result of the proposed changes; this may 
facilitate a reduction in flood risk to offsite land and property, but there needs to be 
an assessment and balancing of all impacts.  

72. It is not clear whether the water storage area is proposed as a temporary facility 
or, as what would be favoured in principle f by the Council, left in place as a legacy 
benefit to local farming activity, although this option would require further 
discussions with local stakeholders.  
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Landscape Retention and Removal 
73. As the changes involve only minor additional tree removal, the Council has no 

significant concerns on this matter. It should be noted that the isolation of habitats 
needs to be addressed in post-construction mitigation and management 

 

Surface Water Discharge Across Sizewell Beach 
74. The Council does not have significant concern about the proposed construction of 

a storm surface water discharge as a temporary measure until the permanent 
Combined Drainage Outfall (CDO) is constructed.  

75. The Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) does not have concerns 
over the principle of this outfall, but it will be necessary to control the area that it 
serves and the rainfall events for which it operates, detail of which is yet to come 
forward. This will have an impact on the extent of all WMZs across the main 
development site.  

76. The LLFA notes its concerns around the deliverability of the proposed WMZs (in 
particular WMZ 1) prior to construction of the CDO. We have concerns that this 
may result in the temporary outfall being used in every storm event rather than 
during extreme events only; the Council would not want to see it being used 
regularly.  SZC Co. needs to identify under what design event it would expect this 
outfall to be utilised. Anything less than or equal to a 1 in 30 years return period 
(3.33% annual probability) would not be acceptable. Given the sensitivity of water 
level management in this area, this is an important issue - the problem is not that 
the water is discharged to sea but that it may not be going into the watercourses 
linked with sensitive habitats. Further information on the impact of this outfall on 
the management of water levels needs to be provided, to provide assurance that 
this will not lead to unacceptable ecological impacts. 

77. The fact that the need for this new outfall has been identified indicates that 
modelling of the management of surface water on the Main Development Site has 
been conducted. This information should be provided to the Council.  

78. Users of the coast path are likely to be disrupted during construction, maintenance 
(e.g. if blocked by shingle) and removal of the proposed temporary outfall pipe.  It 
is indicated that the pipe would not obstruct the coastal path and this needs to be 
ensured to be the case. Consideration should be given to adding signs warning 
beach users of potential sudden and large flows. The structure should be designed 
to be safe to avoid people and animals from getting inside. 

79. Whilst the outfall pipe will cross the Suffolk Shingle Beaches CWS, the CWS will 
already have been removed to build the HCDF so there will be no additional direct 
ecological impact. 

80. The Council notes that the outfall would add to the ‘industrialisation’ of the beach 
area, but it is not considered to be additionally significantly adverse in the light of 
other associated beach activity.   

Construction parameters 

81. The new stockpile is noted. It is unlikely to result in significant additional landscape 
or other impacts, and even then, impacts will be temporary. 
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Pakenham Fen Meadow 
82. The principle of an additional SSSI compensation area at Pakenham is welcomed 

as it gives a greater chance of successful habitat creation being achieved, provided 
that works have no impacts on the existing adjacent SSSI and CWS.  

83. In the light of discussions with Pakenham Parish Council, the Council has 
questions about the proposal which are not answered by the Consultation 
Document: 
a. Will there be wider public access to the land either through improvements to 

existing public rights of way or through new permissive paths and, if so, can this 
be reconciled with the ecological objectives? 

b. What is the impact of revisions to management of the water environment on 
the existing SSSI and preserved Pakenham Watermill? 

c. How will the fen meadow be managed in the long term and will there be 
adequate funds to do so? 

84. Archaeological evaluation in the form of trial trenched evaluation, subject to an 
agreed WSI is necessary, followed by mitigation as appropriate – as advised 
previously for the other proposed sites at Benhall and Halesworth. This work 
should be undertaken at the earliest opportunity given the high archaeological 
potential of this area, but not necessarily pre-consent. palaeo-environmental 
assessment will also be required in flood zone areas.  

New Bridleway Link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills 
85. The Council welcomes the proposed provision of the new bridleway link between 

Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills and seeks further information on the expected 
delivery timescales of this link and the proposed form of the bridleway crossing of 
Lover’s Lane. 

86. Consideration should be given to whether in the operational phase, following 
removal of the lagoon to the south of Lover’s Lane and the secondary access ghost 
island, the crossing point can be located closer to the south end of BW19 to match 
the desire line of users. It is currently envisaged that the changes to the alignment 
of Lover’s Lane in this area should be able to provide the necessary visibility for a 
safe crossing point.  

H. PROPOSED CHANGES TO ASSOCIATED DEVELOPMENT SITES 
Southern Park and Ride 
87. The Council welcomes the proposed change in extending the north west bund of 

the site, to provide additional screening to local views, which the Council is aware 
was of particular concern locally. 

88. The Council has no concerns about changes to order limits at the Southern Park 
and Ride. We note that archaeological evaluation has been completed and 
mitigation areas are defined. Mitigation is required prior to site preparation works, 
and construction of bunds and landscaping/planting.  
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Sizewell Link Road 
89. The Council acknowledges that extensions to order limits may be justified in order 

to provide a sustainable drainage strategy, and the Council has no objections to 
the proposed highway changes (set out at paragraph 5.3.9) or the changes to the 
highway drainage proposals (paragraph 5.3.11) subject to agreement of the 
detailed design, and the following comments being addressed:  
a. The number of highway drainage lagoons being as few as necessary; 
b. The impact on the routing and amenity of Public Rights of Way to be fully 

assessed and relevant schedules amended, as necessary; 
c. If it is likely to contain standing water, the need for protective fencing to be 

assessed during detailed design; 
d. Access to lagoons to be provided to allow for future maintenance requirements; 
e. Pumping to only be used as the last resort;  
f. Any new drainage basins to be designed to maximise their long term ecological 

potential – but this should not be seen as a replacement for essential mitigation; 
g. Notwithstanding the Council’s aspiration that the SLR becomes a temporary 

road rather than permanent, proposals by SZC Co. for a permanent SLR need 
to be designed to comply with the highway authority’s requirements for 
adoptable roads, and early discussions need to be held with the authority; 

h. Any extension to order limits to be scoped in for archaeological assessment. 
Some archaeological evaluation has been completed along the Link Road, 
however, further evaluation is still required, to be followed by mitigation as 
appropriate; and 

i. Assessment of whether the additional woodland loss now proposed will have 
an additional adverse impact on roosting, foraging or commuting bats (this is 
not picked up in Table 5.2). 

Two Villages Bypass 
90. The principle of the highway changes to allow for visibility at junctions (set out at 

paragraph 5.4.20) is considered acceptable. 
91. The Council is disappointed that the proposed changes introduce further habitat 

loss, with removal of part of Nuttery Belt (which is a UK Priority habitat). The 
rationale for this loss is not clear in the Consultation Document, although it is noted 
that it may be avoided following more detailed design work. Table 5.3 identifies 
that further survey work is required (particularly for roosting bats). If part of the 
woodland is to be lost, this survey work is essential, although the Council strongly 
prefers that the final design avoids this loss. 

92.  Paragraph 5.4.28 concludes that the loss of part of Nuttery Belt is not significant 
enough to alter the conclusions presented in the ES; however, in the absence of 
the identified, required, survey work, it is not possible to support this conclusion at 
this time. 

93. It is noted that mitigation for the loss of flood plain grazing marsh (a UK Priority 
habitat) in the form of habitat quality improvements is proposed, although no details 
are provided, as SZC Co. propose this to be part of the outline Landscape and 
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Ecology Management Plan (oLEMP) for the scheme. In the absence of details on 
what improvements are proposed, the Council cannot be confident that the 
improvements will be adequate to mitigate the habitat loss that is identified in the 
ES and therefore it is not possible to make comment further now. 

94. Any extension to order limits should be scoped in for archaeological assessments. 
Some archaeological evaluation has been completed along the Two Village 
Bypass, however, further evaluation is still required, to be followed by mitigation as 
appropriate.  

Other Associated Development Sites 
95. In general, the Council has no concern about the proposed changes to order limits 

in section 5.5.  For the Yoxford Roundabout order limits (Figure 5.14), the Council 
requests that SZC Co.  confirms whether the revised order limits will be taken 
forward to detailed design, as the revised carriageway alignment is close to the 
eastern boundary of the order limits.  

96. It should be noted that archaeological mitigation areas are still to be agreed for 
Yoxford Roundabout, and for both Yoxford Roundabout and Northern Park and 
Ride, mitigation is required prior to site preparation works, construction of bunds 
and landscaping/planting. 

I. CONCLUSION 
97. As referred to throughout this response, many of the proposals within the 

Consultation Document are welcomed in principle but lack detail and assessment 
at this stage. The Council would welcome further dialogue with SZC Co. to better 
understand further details of the current proposals, and the evidence base which 
has led to them.   

98. Notwithstanding this need for additional information, the change proposals set out 
in this Consultation Document are welcomed by the Council as they go some way 
to address concerns raised in the Council’s Relevant Representation. 

99. It is of high importance to the Council for SZC Co. to pursue the development of 
these proposals, and to further improve these and other aspects of their scheme 
as set out in this response and in the Council’s Relevant Representation. Further 
evolved and implemented solutions to these concerns will be imperative not only 
for this Council but for Suffolk’s communities.  

100. The Council is looking forward to continuing to work with SZC Co. to aim to 
resolve the issues raised, overcome challenges, and find suitable mitigation 
measures to enable these changes which the Council considers as required.  

  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
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APPENDIX: QUESTIONS ABOUT THE CHANGE CONSULTATION 
Submitted to SZC Co. by Suffolk County Council and East Suffolk Council on 30 November 2020 

It is clear from the Proposed Changes documentation that there are a number of areas of 
evidence that you are working on that will be available only at the time of the submission of 
your proposals to PINS. However, there is a series of issues where it would be helpful to have 
greater clarity on your assumptions and any already available background information that 
has not been included within the material now published. Much of this information will be of 
key importance in enabling East Suffolk and Suffolk County Councils to come to an informed 
response on these matters by 18 December. 

Freight Management Strategy 

Through all stages of consultation, it has always been the Councils' position to achieve an as 
sustainable as possible transport solution for the construction of Sizewell C. To that end, both 
Councils have continued to promote the potential use of marine and rail to transport freight 
to/from the site – understanding that this brings challenges of its own that need to be 
addressed. Whilst the Councils cautiously welcome the efforts being made to attempt a move 
towards a more sustainable solution, additional information is required on the potential impacts 
of these changes.  These questions have attempted to treat the proposals holistically given 
the interaction between the rail and marine elements of the proposals. There are also 
questions with regards to the strategy in the Environmental Protection section below.  

1. Table 3.1 presents a preferred modal split for material transport; this is supported by 
paragraph 3.1.12 which sets out that "in an ideal world, SZC Co.'s contractors believe 
that the modal split set out in Table 3.1 would be desirable, if sufficient capacity 
existed".  The Councils would like to query, whilst these figures may be desirable to 
SZC Co., what is the upper limit of what is achievable with regards to the transportation 
of freight materials by sustainable transport modes to meet the expectations of the 
Councils?  What total proportion of materials could be transported by marine and rail 
and why do 40% of materials have to be transported by road?  To understand what 
the opportunities may be to maximise sustainable transport at different times, it would 
be helpful to see a version of Table 3.1 profiled by time as well as mode over the life 
of the project please. 

2. If sea freight was increased further to a maximum level, would this reduce the number 
of/remove night time trains or /and further reduce HGVs? If either was possible, we 
would like to discuss the impacts and implications of each option, with a focus on the 
impacts on residents. 

3. With reference to Table 3.1, with sufficient storage on site, could concrete powders 
also be rail hauled to site? If there is not storage for these materials on site, where are 
they likely to be? 

3. Based on the information supplied in Chapter 3 of the consultation document, the 
enhanced delivery of materials by sea (particularly bulk materials) appears to 
potentially provide a window of opportunity to deliver the improvements necessary for 
day time haulage on the railway. Could this be an option, particularly if the GRIP can 
be streamlined to allow earlier delivery? We would strongly support any efforts from 
SZC Co. and Network Rail to do so, as this could significantly reduce the environmental 
impact of rail haulage (and provide an important legacy benefit).  

4. Could SZC Co. confirm whether they are considering the following options and their 
impacts with Network Rail (as indicated in the consultation document): 

a) Running train over 6 days/nights a week – can SZC Co. confirm if the proposal 
is for 6 nights Sun-Fri or 6 nights Mon – Sat?  
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b) Increasing the length/payload of trains;  
c) Exploring practicality of rail haulage of all materials? and 
d) Locations of signals to avoid blocking of level crossings (such as in Woodbridge 

and Saxmundham). 
5. Further information is sought on what appears to be a difference between capacity of 

rail and marine and the reality.  This may relate to the source of materials, as above, 
but we request further clarification on the points below as it will be difficult for the 
Councils to balance the different impacts and be able to respond in an informed way: 

a) At paragraph 3.2.5 we are told that the capacity of each train is equivalent to 
that of 67.5 HGVs based on 1,250 tonnes divided by 18.5 (one HGV in this 
cases).  For clarity this would be 135 HGV movements.   However, at Table 3.4 
the additional train equates to a reduction of 25 HGVs (50 movements).  In this 
case, why is the potential impact of the reality of an additional rail movement 
significantly less than the calculated reduction? 

b) Table 2.4 also indicates that Options 1 and 2 for the BLF would equate to a 
reduction of 25 HGVs (50 movements) and Options 3 and 4 would result in 
reductions of 50 HGVs (100 Movements).  However these figures do not 
directly compare with the tonnes of material set out at Table 3.6 (and what has 
previously been stated about one HGV equating to 18.5 tonnes), which indicate 
Options 1 and 2 could deliver as much as 40 HGVs (80 movements) daily and 
Option 3 and 4 would be considerably more than this given it has seven times 
the capacity. 

c) It is understood that the temporary BLF would not be open all year around; how 
would this affect an annual profile of HGV movements; would the same 
restrictions to daily and quarterly HGV movements apply all year around given 
these limitations?  Would it result in a greater proportion of materials 
transported by rail during Winter months and greater by marine in Summer 
months? And, if there is no marine unloading in the winter, is any gap likely to 
be made up by more road or rail? Therefore, could night-time train operation 
be seasonal? In answering this, please reference how you envision the 
additional stockpile parameter requested fitting into this complex arrangement? 

6. Para 3.2.8 implies that LEEIE could continue to be used for rail until at least 2028 if 
there is a four-train operation. Is this correct? If it is, would you still commit to no 
unloading of trains overnight at the LEEIE as has been reassured in the past by SZC 
Co? Would this have any impact on peak traffic movements in the area? 

7. In para 3.2.9, there is reference to further studies being undertaken to look at the 
possible impact of a fifth train on the passenger timetable. We would wish to see this 
as soon as possible as, again, it may affect the comments that we make on this 
consultation. Recent correspondence from Network Rail indicates that there are no 
changes to the passenger rail network proposed in forecasted timetables, the Councils 
have reservations regarding the potential impact of changes to the passenger 
timetable. 

8. What further assessments are likely to be undertaken on rail noise and the impact of 
the BLF and are these likely to be shared with the Councils in the period before 18 
December? 

9. The numbers in terms of reduction of HGVs appear potentially significant but what is 
the identified/assessed reduction in impacts associated with it? (It is considered vital 
to establish a justified balance of impact going forward to ensure that sustainability is 
achieved, and mitigation is correctly apportioned to the most impacted areas).  
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Environmental Protection 

10. P.36 Noise and vibration: Could you confirm why you have not classified the greater 
number of occurrences of the maximum noise event as a material change? (because 
night-time disturbance will be greater). 

11. Please clarify why one train is not classified as two movements in the same way that 
HGV movements are?  

12. Rail movements will occur between 23:00 and 07:00, this period is regarded by many 
important guidance documents as night-time and is subject to a higher level of sensitivity 
in terms of noise impact. How will sleep disturbance be avoided, prevented, or mitigated? 

Coastal (conversation taking place 27.11.2020 with EDFE) 

13. HCDF – need further detail including a DCO / Change profile comparison. More 
information on detail, impact assessment and potential mitigation is required to allow 
a view to be taken.  

Ecology 

14. Will the changes proposed to the HCDF mean that the soft material covering it are lost 
/ need recharging earlier in the life of the station? If so, we need to consider that the 
long-term impacts on this part of the Suffolk Shingle Beaches CWS would be 
accelerated, potentially resulting in a worse long-term impact than that assessed in the 
ES.  

15. It is unclear if the additional woodland loss now proposed for the Sizewell Link Road 
will have an additional adverse impact on roosting, foraging, or commuting bats? If this 
is still to be assessed, then this must be included in Table 5.2. 

16. SSSI Crossing: with regard to para 4.5.6 on the causeway, can we have more clarity 
on the reduction of the length of the Sizewell Ditch which is undercover and out of 
daylight as a consequence of moving from culvert to a bridge? 

17. Pakenham Fen Meadow (SCC only): On the Pakenham proposal, has any thought 
been given to the impact of the creation of fen meadow on downstream flows? In 
particular this is because immediately downstream is the mill pond of Pakenham Mill, 
a working watermill owned by the Suffolk Building Preservation Trust. 

Landscape 

18. Please confirm if the proposed water storage area is to be temporary or permanent? 
There is potential legacy benefit to local farming activity if it is to be retained and we 
would be keen to discuss this opportunity further. 

Surface Water Drainage 

19. Water management zone 7, 8, and 9 were said to discharge to WMZ 1 or 2 prior to 
CDO construction, is this no longer the case? 

20. Please provide clarity on the parameters for when the temporary outfall would be used, 
we understand from the documents it is for approximately a two year period and is 
designed to function for extreme storm events (greater than 1 in 30) only.  

21. From our reading of the document, WMZ5 is being reduced in size in order to account 
for the location of the new water storage area, both of which have been shrunk in 
capacity. What is the consequence of reducing the size of the two basins? There needs 
to be an assessment and balancing of all impacts please.  
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If we can have a response to any of these questions before 8 December it would enable us to 
include it within our response to the consultation. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 

 

 

 

27.11.2020 

 
 



New consultations on Sizewell C 
Inbox 

 
  

 

9:03 PM (3 minutes ago) 

  
 

 

To whom it may concern, 
I notice that the subjects that are under discussion at the moment regarding Sizewell C 
consultation are nearly all proposals that are not yet able to be guaranteed by EDF. I have 
also noticed that surveying and digging is going on all around although It has not yet had the 
go ahead from Government. This is very disturbing for the local population as is the threat of 
a pontoon out to sea and an increase in the number of trains running behind peoples gardens 
in the town of Leiston. 
Whilst actually not opposed to nuclear power there are so many reasons why Sizewell C is a 
bad idea. 
1. The cost will be difficult to assess as other such projects have had budgets way above 
original predictions, Hinckley Point is a case in point.  An independent Britain needs to use 
it's own technology to create power,  we should no longer be dependent on the countries of 
the EU ie France and Spain (SPR). The cost of building and the cost of decommissioning 
especially, cannot be estimated. Even a Rolls Royce smaller power station would be 
preferable and meet the CO2 target possibly 
Other forms of renewable energy which would be cheaper will be more up to date and 
affordable by time Sizewell would be completed. The governments new carbon emmision 
targets could not be met by Sizewell C as there is no way that it could be up and running in 
time. This is definitely an irresponsible use of money especially as we have to rebuild after 
the Corona Virus pandemic. 
Britain must also build build up industry so that we can thrive as an indepenent nation. The 
idea of funding by increase in tax would not go down well at the ballot box. This idea must 
be discarded. 
 It has been estimated that the local revenue from tourism would be devastated up to the level 
of 5 million pounds per year. 
The whole area is known for it's wildness and areas of outstanding beauty (AONBs) This is 
why people come here to experience it's beauty and wildlife. The effect of Sizewell C would 
be devastating to this natural resouce and therefore tourism and thefore the incomes of the 
local people. The jewel in the crown of the area is Minsmere Nature Reserve. This is of 
international renown and visitors come from all over the world thus boosting tourism and the 
local economy. 
As I am sure you are aware that many notable naturalists have pointed out how devastating 
Sizewell C would be to the area. Also many organisations have produced learned and full 
reports also to this affect. 
I do hope you will seriously reconsider this whole Nuclear Project and perhaps even extend 
the life of Sizewell B which I have been told is possible. 
Yours Sincerely, 

 
 

 



 
  
 



From  
Sent:18/12/2020 
To:

   
Subject: 
Response to Consultation 5 By EDF re. Sizewell C and proposed changes to 
DCO Application 

 

 

 

15.12.20 

  

  

Dear Sirs, 

In respect of the above and latest application to the Planning Inspectorate 
submitted by EDF regarding Sizewell C construction, I have the following 
points to make. 

1.    This company is still not sure about which transport mode to use for 
the supply of construction material to the Sizewell site. They have had 
every opportunity to make firm and concrete decisions over the last five 
years and they pretend even now to be uncertain. Having attended in 
person four consultation meetings with EDF, I am 
now  able  to  translate ‘EDF speak’. Their vocabulary has been 
carefully honed by some very slick  PR work. When EDF expresses 
doubt about a matter as important as transport, the thing they really 
mean is that they will use the easiest and cheapest modality whilst at 
the same time pretending that all other options are being actively and 
exhaustively considered. This will tick all boxes for the benefit of the 
planning authorities but leave the door wide open for EDF to follow the 
cheapest option and in consequence tread on any interests of the local 
community. EDF cannot be stopped by us. Our MP 
seems  disinterested in the views of her constituents and their plight 
and so we look to the Planning Inspectorate to save us from being 
overrun by EDF’s slipshod and cheapskate plans. 



2.    When I say slipshod I can give an example. The company seriously 
intends to use the inadequate B1122 for transport to SZC for the first 2-
3 years of construction. This will bring hell on earth to those living 
alongside this very inadequate little road. At least 1000-1500 
HGV’s  with countless vans cars and buses are expected to wend their 
way to and from the site. The correct way for EDF to approach this 
problem should be quite clear, even to a child. Quite simply 
INFRASTRUCTURE COMES FIRST rather than the pocket of EDF 
with its enormous economic power. We look to the Planning 
Inspectorate to apply common sense to this part of the  the application. 

3.    Over the last five years another route into Sizewell has been 
advocated by local councils as well as Suffolk County Council. Known 
as D2, this route would bring many advantages not only to the local 
community but  also to the constructors of this huge power station. The 
route has been analysed  and brings no significant or intrinsic problems 
whilst at the same time bringing countless advantages to EDF. We 
have been at a loss to understand how and why EDF has chosen 
studiously to avoid this proposal which was selected by Suffolk CC as 
their preferred route. 

  

 

  

 



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:  

 
 

 

  
Subject:Sizewell C Stage 5 response 
17th December 2020 
 
Dear EDF,  
Please find below my response to your 5th round of consultation on Sizewell C.   
 
I continue to have significant concerns that this development will blight the local 
environment, cause irreparable damage to the internationally significant RSPB MInsmere 
reserve and will bring significant negative impacts for local residents not limited to; 
 
·      air, noise, dust, vibration pollution 
 
·      Constant massive volumes of traffic on roads entirely unsuited to them and like the A12 
already stretched 
 
·      Damage to local people’s health and well-being – especially for the parish of Theberton 
and Eastbridge. 
 
I continue to believe that EDF have not thought through this development appropriately. 
Based on evidence from the now 5 rounds of consultation an incomplete DCO application 
and evidence from the Hinkley C build I do not trust EDF will be transparent or be the “good 
neighbour” they are so keen to claim they are to either the local environment or people. 
 
Incomplete plans 
 
It is very clear from having read significant proportions of the DCO application, read the 5th 
stage consultation documents and hearing from Tom McGarry and his team at a recent 
Theberton and Eastbridge Parish Council meeting that EDF still do not have fully scoped or 
designed plans.  
 
During the Parish council meeting EDF staff could give no certainty at all about the 
information in the Stage 5 documents. The information from each EDF presenter was 
peppered with the caveats “we think…”, “maybe…”, “needs to be worked on…” “ continue 
to refine…”, “we are working on…”, “are being worked up in detail…” “we are exploring…”, “ 
evolving…” and “might…”. If after 8 years of consultation EDF have not done full 
Environmental Impact Assessments, do not have fully developed plans for both the 
development and the build site then they should not have submitted the DCO.  
 



EDF should only be consulting on plans which it is 100% certain it can deliver and should 
provide fully impact assessed and detailed proposals for each element.  
 
I sadly believe that due to the again poorly prepared and incomplete information this 
consultation contains EDF are yet again paying lip service to this process.  
 
Premature action by EDF 
 
In the last week EDF have felled Coronation Wood, a habitat for various bat species, without 
the appropriate bat permits from Natural England to re-locate Sizewell B facilities to make 
way for Sizewell C. Sizewell C has not been approved, EDF do not have fully developed plans 
for it let alone have a funding model of how to pay for it, surely this environmental 
destruction is very premature. 
 
Ultimately, EDF should not be commencing any work unless Sizewell C is approved. 
 
Issues with proposals 
 
1.     Beach Landing Facility / piers 
 
This will cause damage to the marine environment, EDF has not provided a plan or impact 
assessment for either BLF option or given details on how the materials will be moved to the 
stockpiles which are at the other end of the site, close to the borrow pits at Eastbridge.  
 
2.     Road Traffic / HGV Lorries 
 
If the rail and BLF options (which are not fully scoped or impact assessed) prove possible, 
EDF claims HGV numbers on a typical day could be reduced from 650 to 500, and on the 
busiest day from 1,000 to 700. However, any difficulties with trains or boat shipments will 
put HGVs back on the roads.   
 
These new proposals would not have any impact on reducing traffic during the first two 
years, before new roads and Park & Rides would be completed. During these “early years” 
600 trucks per day, plus those for other Energy Projects, and all other Sizewell C traffic 
would use the current A12 and B1122. 
 
On top of HGV numbers, Sizewell C will still generate up to 12,000 daily extra vehicle 
journeys, massively increasing traffic on the A12, surrounding roads and making rat runs 
more likely. The A12 & A14 are already problematic; the Orwell Bridge, EDF’s Freight 
management facility and new roundabouts will all increase the risk of delays.  
 
Residents continue to oppose the routes of the Sizewell Link Road as it is in the wrong place, 
will divide our community and which Councils and MP Therese Coffey say should be taken 
up afterwards. The D2 route which EDF refuses to either consider or properly justify why 
they discount it would be a much better solution. 
 
3.     Sea Defences.  



 
EDF’s advisers, Cefas, state it is only possible to predict detailed changes to the coastline 10 
years ahead, saying“almost every prediction in the very long-term has no certainty” (East 
Anglian Daily Times 6/8/20).  
 
  
 
EDF’s plans are incomplete and do not go deep enough. As spent fuel will stay onsite at 
Sizewell C until 2140 and the site would not be decommissioned until 2190. This creates a 
huge potential hazard on an eroding coastline. 
 
  
 
As there are increased concerns the sea defence would exacerbate erosion north and south 
of Sizewell, as the new defence starts 8 metres closer to the shoreline any plans for future 
adaptations will encroach even further into the beach 
 
  
 
4.     Flooding and Drainage:  
 
SSSI crossing: Statutory agencies are clear that a bridge should be used to cross the Sizewell 
Marshes SSSI and Leiston Drain. EDF’s proposal is merely a widened culvert and the 
increased area shaded by the bridge would be barren.  
 
This may increase or heavily impede the drainage of Sizewell Marsh putting this unique 
environment at risk.  
 
5. Environmental and community impacts  
 
Compensatory habitat at Pakenham, Benhall and Halesworth are miles away and in no way 
not adequately compensate for rare fen habitat loss in the Sizewell Marshes SSSI.  
 
Legally, compensatory habitats that are at least equivalent to those lost must be put in place 
beforeconstruction. Suffolk Wildlife Trust says EDF’s plans are “not even close” to mitigating 
the impact on the environment.  
 
6. Materials  
 
EDF says more material will be kept on site and used as infill or "landscaping". We do not 
want the situation Hinklye residents face where EDF have not returned land to its pre-
development condition and the Hinkley C's "Alps" now blight the area. 
 
I continue to object wholeheartedly to the borrow pits and spoil heaps located adjacent to 
Eastbridge Village An additional spoil heap up to 15m high is proposed in the main 
construction site. 
 



The increase of “parameter heights” of some parts of the site, is entirely unacceptable in a 
naturally near flat location 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 



From  
Sent:18/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  
Subject:Response to EDF Sizewell C Consultation on proposed changes 
After spending months wading through 56,000 pages of EDF Sizewell C 
DCO documents, struggling to find detail and make sense of maps without 
grid references with keys so small they are unreadable, EDF now present a 
fifth consultation because apparently they are listening to feedback. EDF 
no doubt find themselves in this situation because they took no notice of 
feedback given over 8 years in their previous four consultations. This knee 
jerk 5th consultation from EDF smacks more of panic particularly as Suffolk 
County Council and other public bodies such as the MMO gave thorough 
and robust relevant representations. Yet here in this 5th consultation are 
still just options and ideas with little detail or supporting evidence. EDF 
need to come clean and admit that to dump a carbon copy of Hinkley Point 
C on a 32ha site in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty on an eroding 
coastline with many environmental designations is still only a concept. In 
fact these five consultations and the DCO show it is an impossible task. 1. 
Freight management When EDF have still not been able to provide clear 
figures for the amount of materials needed to construct Sizewell C or 
precise location from where these materials will come from it is impossible 
to assess how best to bring these materials to site. It also makes me 
question the accuracy of their carbon emission claims. In fact I think every 
transport option should be accompanied by a full environmental, landscape 
and societal impact assessment so an informed decision can be made. 2. 
Increased frequency of train movements From reading Network Rail’s 
relevant representation DCO submission there are many issues that need 
to be resolved to deliver materials to site by rail. EDF’s statement in the fifth 
consultation “We are seeking views on the following potential options while 
continuing to assess their feasibility (which is not guaranteed)” to me 
means either, after 8 years of working on the Sizewell C project, EDF 
haven’t got a clue about what they are doing or they know the number of 
rail movements are not possible to achieve, but realise the number of HGV 
movements required is a stumbling block for the project. Sea freight Same 
as 2 above. EDF previously stated to bring materials in by sea was not 
feasible. EDF now say “Further site planning and logistics work has 
identified potential for increasing the amount of material brought to the site 
by sea” Then quote two options which they had previously stated (and I 
agree) would be environmentally damaging. 3. Enhancing the permanent 
beach landing facility Extending the beach landing facility by 30m is 
unacceptable and will increase the detrimental effect on the marine 
environment. 4/5 Temporary Beach Landing Facility I would hardly call a 
construction that could be present for the entire build of 10/12 years 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
mailto:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk


temporary. I consider a temporary beach landing facility to be too 
environmentally damaging and likely to exacerbate coastal erosion. In 
order to take the unacceptable amount of HGV’s off of the congested A12 
and Suffolk’s rural roads, EDF have decided to sacrifice the AONB and the 
marine environment and this is unacceptable. The fact that there is still no 
acceptable way to bring materials to the Sizewell C site shows that the 
scale of the project is too vast for the remote location. 6. SSSI crossing 
Driving a road through the Sizewell Marshes SSSI cutting the AONB in two 
is unacceptable and environmental vandalism. The suggestion by EDF is 
that the revised option is a bridge but the reality is that it is still a culvert, 
just wider. The fact that EDF feel the only way to access the site is by 
destroying a SSSI which is linked to many other designated sites including 
RSPB Minsmere introducing light, noise, dust, air and chemical pollution 
into these area for the lifetime of its operations again indicates that this 
project is not suitable for the location. 7. Fen meadow replacement EDF 
themselves admit fen meadow habitats are challenging to create. So rather 
than go for third time lucky best not to destroy it in the first place. 
Suggesting sites that are nowhere near the existing site has very limited 
value as they have no link to the existing mosaic of wildlife rich habitats. 8. 
Water Resource Storage Area “with the existing location used as a 
permanent flood mitigation area” When the word flood occurs so many 
times one again has to question the viability of the site. 9. Surface water 
Sorry but using the sea as a dustbin is unacceptable. 10. Other main site 
changes a) Sea defence I am particularly concerned that in May 2020 EDF 
deemed that a 10.2 metre sea wall was high enough to protect the Sizewell 
C site against climate change predicted sea level rise and extreme weather 
events. Yet now 6 months later they are proposing 14 metres. EDF have 
clearly underestimated the impacts of climate change on the proposed site 
and considering radioactive waste will be stored there for approximately 
150 years I feel this is a matter of great concern and again highlights that 
the site is not suitable and EDF’s plans are merely a concept. The sea 
defences also seem to be 8 metres further forward which will cause coastal 
squeeze and a permanent scar on the AONB landscape. b) Construction 
activities and height limits The site is just too small and EDF seem to be 
pushing the boundaries in all directions. Without definitive maps of the 
licensed nuclear site it is not possible to assess the adequacy of the site to 
accommodate all the buildings and machinery required. Structures of 
height are inappropriate in the AONB. c) Tree retention Seems to be the 
removal of trees causing more environmental damage and greater 
biodiversity loss. Totally unacceptable. d) Boundary changes Again 
highlights the proposed site is too small as EDF are trying to creep into 
every corner of the AONB. Totally unacceptable. e) EDF want to change, 
divert and even destroy many of East Suffolk’s bridleway and footpaths. It 
is an insult to suggest that a new bridleway between Aldhurst Farm and 



Kenton Hills is any sort of compensation. 11. Sizewell B relocated facilities 
The fact that Coronation Wood has already been destroyed by EDF and 
according to Natural England without a bat mitigation licence, 
demonstrates that EDF has little regard for the AONB status and 
environment of the site. It also highlights they have no intention of taking 
locals’ views in to account as no one who responded to the initial planning 
application with East Suffolk Council agreed with the felling of Coronation 
Wood. Many alternatives were put forward that meant the car park and 
other facilities could be located outside the AONB meaning Coronation 
Wood could have be retained. All believed that Sizewell B relocated 
facilities should be part of the DCO process as this is only necessary to 
make way for Sizewell C as the proposed site is too small. EDF already 
have approved plans for SZB relocation, have plans in their original DCO, 
have two options in this 5th consultation and have submitted new plans to 
East Suffolk Council. EDF have made fools of East Council who passed 
their original plans and have shown themselves to be incompetent with still 
no clear plans for Sizewell C. This will now be the fourth time I have 
responded to EDF’s Sizewell B relocated facilities. I personally feel EDF’s 
incompetence has put great strain on myself and many others and am 
beginning to question if this is a deliberate ploy in order to dissuade people 
from continuing with the Sizewell C DCO process. My objections to the 
SZB relocated facilities remain the same ie They should be part of the 
Sizewell C DCO. Yet they have already been approved! Coronation Wood 
should not be felled for a car park and other buildings. Yet it already has 
been! Tree planting on Pillbox Field is not mitigation for chopping down 
Coronation Wood it is loss of acidic grassland, unlikely to be successful 
because of the nature of the ground conditions. Yet planting of saplings 
has already started! The nuclear complex must not be allowed to creep 
further into the Suffolk AONB creating an industrialisation of the area and 
putting its status as an AONB at risk It was promised to the community that 
after decommissioning and decontamination, the Sizewell A site would be 
returned to the community as a greenfield site so should not be used for 
SZB relocation. EDF have shown that after 8 years 5 consultation two 
planning application with East Suffolk Council they still have no clear ideas 
how the Sizewell C project can proceed without causing irreparable 
environmental damage and biodiversity loss. This demonstrates that the 
dis-benefits clearly outweigh the perceived benefits and the Sizewell C 
project should be stopped.  

 Sent from my 
iPad 
 



Dear EDF, In response to Public Consultation 5 – Sizewell C We still cannot see how the 
proposal for Sizewell C makes any sense – financially, geo-politically and most importantly 
environmentally – it simply does not fit with our collective green vision for the next critical 
few decades of this century. The length of construction, the C02 emissions, the size of the 
construction and the irreparable, irreversible habitat devastation for the lives of so many 
species in order to facilitate transport and to import a massive work force outweigh any of the 
misleading benefits EDF try to have us believe. The environmental mitigation is still 
woefully insufficient. This area is the wrong area for a development of this length and of this 
scale so close to RSPB Minsmere on a SSSi. I cannot conceive how any ethical company can 
justify bringing such a phenomenal level of pollution, destruction and misery to the lives of 
so many, including their own employees, as well threaten the natural biodiversity of our 
surrounding marine environment and wetlands on which we all depend. No major 
environmental group is voicing support for the SZC plans. Locally, we are all really appalled 
how Coronation Wood has started to be felled as preparation for an unapproved application 
to build SZC. How is this in any way showing our community how sincere EDF are in their 
commitment to support nature? We still feel like we are saying the emperor has no clothes to 
the UK Government. It is preposterous to keep littering our precious and beautiful AONB 
coastline at Sizewell with nuclear reactors with built-in obsolescence and dependent on a 
finite, exhaustible material, uranium, the supply of which we depend 100% on other countries 
to supply. If the design for nuclear plants have the design axiom of a limited lifeline with still 
no agreed plan on how to securely futureproof the nuclear waste or non-operational 
decommissioned shell , we should not build them. On a similar note, if, as a country, we 
cannot afford them, we should not build them. The vision for the accommodation campus and 
imported workforce has not been modified despite a clear opposition from Theberton and 
Eastbridge residents on how this is so obviously the wrong location to bring such huge 
numbers of itinerant people to the area. Our roads are quiet and mostly single track; they are 
dark and unlit and that suits us and the nocturnal wildlife – our parish council has recently 
submitted their application for Quiet Road status. We cycle and walk easily here; our car 
journeys are short and quick. In the event of the need to evacuate the area due to an incident 
at Sizewell B – be it terror related, weather related or due to an industrial accident, all known 
risks we live with and fear - we would currently be able to get to our children’s schools and 
nurseries, our parents’ care homes, our elderly neighbours and collect them by car and leave 
the area safely. This would not be the case with an additional workforce of thousands also in 
the area. Our vulnerable and dependent are not car-drivers. We have duty of care within our 
communities to support everyone 24/7, as our 2020 lockdown experience has proven, and this 
is only workable by having a low population and quiet road network. Quite simply, 
increasing human population in this area puts all local services under immense strain, negates 
the argument that EDF proffer that Sizewell C will create jobs locally and jeopardises our 
human safety by jamming the evacuation routes away from Sizewell B for over a decade. We 
do not want that for our community. We thrive on having people in our community serving 
our community. This is not reflected in the workforce model EDF proposes. We still believe 
the traffic analysis is biased towards car-driving work-to-home single trip commuters, not the 
trip-chaining of so many unpaid care workforces of parents, those caring for the elderly and 
sick in addition to the farm vehicles moving from field to field. EDF know that if this 
development is approved, the tourism industry of East Suffolk, a hugely important and 
valuable employment sector, will suffer enormously; as will the viability of the equally 
important farming industry. At a critical point in so many people’s lives, the affordability and 
availability of homes for families will be negatively impacted greatly by SZC which in turn 
will impact on the number of children in the area and therefore will land a crushing blow on 
my own employment in primary education. We need not remind you that we  



 We swim in the sea regularly all year round with seals bobbing up 
besides us and walk our dog around this area along the car-free roads, beaches and footpaths. 
It is because of this close proximity to nature and the area's tranquillity that our life here 
(within a supportive village community, where we are able to grow our own food and plant 
trees in our garden, watch wildlife, view the stars in our dark skies and consistently reduce 
our carbon footprint, all whilst being in full-time employment) is currently, truly perfect. We 
cannot support your plans in any way; the EDF Sizewell C plans do not respect in any shape 
or form the vision of how we want to live our lives here. Yours sincerely,  

c.c.  
 

 
 



 

The Old Coach House 

Cransford 

Woodbridge IP13 9NZ 

 

 

 

THE SIZEWELL C PROJECT: CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED CHANGES  

TO DCO APPLICATION, November – December 2020 

 

Friends of the Earth continue to be deeply concerned about the widespread and chronic environmental 

damage that would result from such a vast commercial development as Sizewell C.  The proposed changes 

do little, if anything, to ameliorate the impacts.  Nothing can alter the fact that it would be built in a totally 

unsuitable place, within an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, across and into part of Sizewell Marshes Site 

of Special Scientific Interest, and adjacent to world-famous RSPB Minsmere with its designated sites of 

European and international importance.  Planned mitigations can never make up for this outstanding coastal 

site, which has taken thousands of years to evolve.  We therefore continue to oppose the building of this 

nuclear power station and all the associated buildings. 

We are also concerned that the Sizewell C Co/EDF DCO application was obviously not at all ready to be 

submitted to the Planning Inspectorate.  It is our view that the councils should never have passed it for 

examination.  Now we are left with these extensive changes, many of which are not guaranteed to be 

forthcoming. This is most unsatisfactory. 

Q.1 Freight management 

In general, we are in favour of transport by rail rather than road, especially if the infrastructure is already in 

place.  However, the ‘green’ rail route would have to be constructed to take the freight into the Sizewell C 

site from Leiston.  This would run along the NW edge of Kenton Hills, a commuting route for rare bats, 

including Barbastelle, causing them great disturbance.  Kenton Hills is also important for protected reptiles 

that would be put at risk on the railway line. 

We oppose bringing more freight by sea because of damage to the marine environment (see below). 

None of the proposals would reduce lorry numbers during the early years, before the necessary 

infrastructure is in place.  These would overload our rural roads and be intolerable for residents. 

Q. 2 Increased frequency of train movements 

These proposals involve night-time trains, which would be increased.  They would be very disturbing to 

people living along the East Suffolk line and into the branch line at Saxmundham.  There would be an extra 

one during the day that could affect the passenger timetable.  We do not support this, as local people have 

fought long and hard for an hourly rail service on the East Suffolk line. 



Increasing the number of trains would cause even more disturbance to Leiston residents, listed properties 

and the Pro Corda music school.  We have commented on this previously. 

We were told during the last consultation that the negotiations with Network Rail were very problematic 

and that it was unlikely that agreement could be reached in time. We are now told that your new proposals 

are simpler and raise fewer difficulties.  Will footpaths be diverted, bridges strengthened etc along the lines 

of past consultations?  This is not clear, but you do admit that the new proposals may not be feasible.  

Would it not have been better to conclude your negotiations with Network Rail before submitting your 

application?  Changes would not then have been necessary. 

Q. 3 Enhancing the permanent beach landing facility (BLF) 

To double the capacity of the BLF, as now proposed, would involve adding a further 30m to its length.  We 

know from experience that any projection into the sea disturbs the coastal processes that are based on 

longshore drift. As the sand and shingle is trapped by the structure, increased erosion is caused further 

down the coast.  The longer this is, the worse the effects.  We cannot therefore support such plans.   

Creating a landing platform on the sea bed would upset the marine ecology and could threaten the stability 

of the Sizewell-Dunwich offshore banks.  These banks are considered to provide protection to the power 

stations from storms. 

A road would lead from the BLF to the station platform.  This would be directly adjacent to the Minsmere-

Walberswick Special Protection Area (SPA), Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Ramsar.  Deliveries could 

cause great disturbance to rare birds and other wildlife. 

Q. 4 A new, temporary beach landing facility 

We understand that this would be for bringing construction materials, such as aggregates, to the site.  You 

do not explain where these very large quantities would come from, nor how they would reach the sea the 

other end. 

We continue to be extremely concerned about so much work on the beach.  Not only is this greatly valued 

by walkers along the Coast Path, but there are many rare plants and invertebrates here.  This is a County 

Wildlife Site (CWS) and should be protected.  Vegetated shingle supports such rarities as Sea Pea and Yellow 

Horned Poppy.  You have promised to keep substrate and use it for replanting – but when?  This could be a 

decade later.  How long would the seeds last?  Under what conditions would they be stored?  You have not 

provided any detailed information.  When Sizewell B was built, scientific work was put in place in 

cooperation with the University of East Anglia and special methods of dry-freezing and storage were 

instigated to preserve the seeds.  If the beach has to be so badly damaged, then we want to see a similar 

scientific approach for mitigation. 

Scarce butterflies such as the Grayling use this habitat for breeding and basking, as do protected adders and 

other reptiles.  There are plans to translocate reptiles, but that is likely to overload the other habitats, 

leaving insufficient food to go round. 

Any unavoidable use of the beach should be minimised, not expanded. 

 



Q.5 New, temporary BLF options 

All of these four options would cause significant damage, so we do not support any of them.  The jetty, 

originally proposed in the early consultations, had to be abandoned because of the environmental problems 

it would cause.  Piles into the sea bed cause long-term scouring at the base, so that ongoing dredging would 

be necessary, causing significant harm to marine biota. 

The Southern North Sea is a protected area twice over: it is part of the Outer Thames Special Protection Area 

(SPA) for birds, especially the red-throated diver, and it is also a Special Area of Conservation (SAC) mainly 

for harbour porpoise.  You have not convinced us that no harm would be caused to these species due to the 

marine works. 

Q. 6 SSSI crossing 

There should be no road at all over the Sizewell Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) – a precious 

habitat supporting a great many rare and uncommon species. 

You should have followed the Mitigation Hierarchy,  the first stage of which is Avoidance.  You have done 

nothing to avoid this crossing and have never presented us with other less-damaging routes for the access 

road. 

The bridge structure is a marginal improvement on the causeway with culvert and is more likely to alleviate 

problems caused by flooding.  The space under the bridge offers the potential for a safe animal crossing – 

but only if proper fencing is installed to funnel the animals through so that they won’t be in danger on the 

road.  We understand that only fencing for otters is planned, not for any of the other animals that would be 

at great risk on the road, including reptiles and deer, that need special fencing. 

There would still be a long, dark culvert-like structure, through which all the water from the marshes would 

have to drain – very ecologically damaging. It would, in effect, act as a total barrier to fish and aquatic 

invertebrates that will not go through it, as they use polarization of light for guidance.  It would become a 

dead zone and have a significant impact on the Minsmere-Walberswick SSSI and other designated sites to 

the north.  This is not acceptable. 

Q. 7 Fen meadow replacement 

Newly created habitats have a very low success rate.  Even if they are well planned and managed by 

conservationists, only 26%-45% are successful.  Those that are developer-led, as here, do even worse, due to 

lack of monitoring and poor management.  Fen meadow is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to recreate, 

as it is an ancient habitat that has taken a great many years to evolve.  We know of none that has been 

successful in the long term.   

None of the proposed sites is really close to Sizewell Marshes.  Pakenham is in West Suffolk, too far away for 

mitigation.  Altering the water levels here, as proposed, could damage the existing fen meadow. 

You should not be building into fen meadow at all.  This is a very rare and precious habitat.  In England, most 

have been lost to drainage for agriculture. 

The fact is that the site for the twin reactors is too small and totally inappropriate for such a massive and 

complex structure. 



Q.8 Water resource storage area 

The proposed ‘wetlands during construction’, is mainly to provide more marsh harrier foraging area, to help 

to replace that lost at Sizewell.  We fail to see how this would work, bearing in mind the constant noise, 

lighting and disturbance.  In any case, it would take some years to establish.  Where would the marsh 

harriers feed meanwhile? 

Wet woodland is an uncommon Biodiversity Action Plan habitat that, due to the SZC proposals, would go 

under concrete.  We have been pushing for mitigation for some time.  The proposals say there is ‘potential’ 

for wet woodland in the water resource area.  Such a habitat takes up to 30 years to establish.  Why, 

therefore, was it not planted at the beginning of the consultations, so that we could see if it might be 

successful?  Mitigation guidelines from Natural England emphasise that any compensation habitats must be 

started well in advance of any construction works.   

It is not clear whether the area would be allowed to follow natural succession, whereby the wet woodland 

would eventually establish itself, or whether trees should be planted.  It should already be up and running.  

Any mitigation for wet woodland should be separate from and additional to that for marsh harriers. 

Q. 9. Surface water 

We are concerned that surface water run-off would increase significantly due to hard surfaces replacing 

marshes, grassland and woodland.  This temporary outfall pipe, planned to run from the construction site to 

the sea to take the extra water during storms, would not be available for two years.  What happens 

meanwhile? 

The earth works to create the construction area, roads etc would cause huge amounts of silt during any 

downpour.  All of this could wreck the delicate ecological balance of Sizewell Marshes SSSI and clog up the 

ditches, despite what is said in the DCO documents about best practice and SuDs drainage systems, none of 

which are fully effective.  Many of these early works would take place before any outfall pipe is in place. 

Removing surface water in this way could end up depleting the marshes, where the correct balance of water 

is crucial to sustain the protected habitats with their rare plants and invertebrates. 

Q. 10. Other main site changes 

a) Sea defence 

It is well known that hard coastal defences cause flanking erosion at either end, as the energy of the waves 

has nowhere else to go.  With climate change, this problem will increase with the rising sea and more 

frequent storms.  This could speed up erosion at Minsmere and also at Thorpeness, both already under 

pressure. 

It seems that the idea of the ‘temporary sea defence’ is to provide a clear space behind it for the major 

tunnelling works of the cooling infrastructure.  We cannot see that it is to ‘simplify its structure’.  We find 

this misleading. 

 

 



b) Construction activities & height limits 

The taller the cranes and the stock piles, the worse the impact on the protected landscape of the Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB).  Cranes could be up to 70m high.  These and the stock-piles are likely to 

be in place for many years, causing a terrible eye-sore within this beautiful landscape. 

c) Tree retention 

You mean tree removal!  We dislike the way in which you mislead the public through the use of language.   

A great many hectares of woodland would go under concrete, including nearly all of Goose Hill and 

Coronation Wood.  Trees have also been cut down in Kenton Hills woodland and at St James’ Covert and 

elsewhere.  We are opposed to loss of woodland.  A further ‘3 to 4’ trees would evidently go, but you don’t 

say what they are.  Loss of oaks, for example, or veteran trees could significantly affect the ecology of the 

area. 

d) Boundary changes 

The two village bypass: to expand the Order Limits to the west of the existing access road would mean 

cutting down 245sqm of Nuttery Belt woodland.  This is simply to improve visibility at 60mph.  We cannot 

support yet more loss of woodland.  We are also opposed to such fast speeds, which greatly increases risk of 

road kill to wildlife.  Wild animals and birds have not evolved to be able to assess these high speeds and 

react accordingly. 

e) Bridleway 

We wish to point out that Aldhurst Farm has been created as a wildlife reserve.  How would users of the 

bridleway be prevented from straying over the site and causing disturbance?  You do not say. 

Introduction of the bridleway would reduce the biodiversity net gain being claimed.  Aldhurst Farm cannot 

be both a wildlife reserve and a country park for local residents and visitors.  Much of it is already seriously 

disturbed by dog walkers.  There is no hope here for the safety of ground-nesting birds and protected 

animals such as reptiles. 

Q.11. Sizewell B relocated facilities 

As already stated in previous consultations, we are totally opposed to putting the training centre and visitor 

centre at Sizewell, both of which take up a considerable amount of land.  We believe they should be in 

Leiston, where there is a very large redundant school building with extensive grounds.  This is by far the best 

way to free up land so that Coronation Wood could have been saved. 

There are problems with both options.   

Some years ago we attended a workshop on Sizewell A land and the conclusion was that it should be 

restored to a green recreational area for local people and visitors, especially bearing in mind its location 

within the AONB and Suffolk Heritage Coast. 

There should be no car park on Pillbox Field nor more land take from the SSSI for a footpath, as previously 

stated. 



We are also opposed to the planting of trees on Pillbox Field.  This is rough acid grassland – a habitat now 

sorely missing from Suffolk.  This provides important shelter for insects that feed birds and bats. Small 

mammals thrive here that are food for the owls hunting over it.  Any mitigation planting should be 

elsewhere, preferably on low-grade agricultural land. 

Q.12. Associated development changes 

a) Reduction in land required  

We are in favour of any reduction in land take. 

b) Boundary changes 

Changing boundaries at such a late stage is causing considerable extra stress to local people involved. 

As regards the pubic rights of way around Walk Barn, walkers generally alter the footpath route 

spontaneously for good reason.  We would need to know what this is to be able to comment. 

c) Southern Park & Ride  

Residents of Wickham Market do not want this P & R so close to their village.  It already suffers from a very 

narrow main street and parking problems and they fear it will be used as a rat-run by Sizewell workers.  This 

will increase noise and traffic fumes significantly and greatly reduce their quality of life for more than a 

decade.  None of the traffic solutions provided is acceptable.  The landscaping proposed will make little 

difference to the overall negative impact. 

The A12 bypass around Wickham Market was constructed in order to leave this village free of through 

traffic.  Sizewell traffic should not be allowed through the village at all. 

 

on behalf of Suffolk Coastal Friends of the Earth 

Registration ID:20025904 

16/12/2020 

 

 



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:

  
Subject:Response to Sizewell C 5th Planning Consultation 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Before I go into the detail of the above proposals, I wish to complain in the 
strongest possible terms about your response to the objections that have 
been made over many years to your previous proposals. You have 
produced this - your fifth - planning consultation far too late - indeed in the 
run-up to Christmas - to make any meaningful response possible. You have 
refused to wait until the end of the Covid crisis to have face-to-face 
consultations - the impression given is that this suits your purposes very 
well.  And this despite assertions to the contrary on your website, where 
you claim to be sensitive in engaging with the public and nature 
conservation groups such as the RSPB and Suffolk Wildlife Trust.  
 
Similarly, such responses as you have given have been inadequate, 
speculative and vague, failing to engage with the very real concerns 
presented to you. In fact the vagueness of some of your proposals makes 
any dialogue pointless. You should not be consulting on speculative 
proposals that you have not researched properly, and cannot guarantee 
being able to deliver.  
 
Thirdly, I have objections of a more fundamental nature, which I will go into 
later. 
 
 
 
Mitigations of Blight to the Area 
 

1. Minsmere Bird Reserve, the AONBs and SSSI 
This whole area is one of outstanding natural beauty, tranquillity and dark 
skies; Minsmere Nature Reserve and the Minsmere Levels are home to 
over 6,000 species of animals, plants and fungi. They attract a large 
number of visitors, who make an important contribution to the economy of 
East Suffolk. Many people love Minsmere; 60,000+ have so far signed the 
RSPB petition to save it - and counting!  
 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info


The RSPB reserve of Minsmere, founded in 1947, has won international 
awards for excellence, and is responsible for bringing such species as the 
Marsh Harrier back from the brink. But these well-known larger species 
depend on a whole ecosystem of aquatic and insect life, which in its turn 
depends on these fragile and beautiful marshes. It is extremely likely that 
Sizewell C would adversely affect the water levels of these marshes. 
Expert opinion varies as to whether they would be over-drained, flooded or 
both - but the least likely outcome is that water levels would remain the 
same - or indeed that the water would not be contaminated. This would 
have a catastrophic impact on all the wildlife. Your “possible” mitigation of 
providing another habitat at Pakenham (in a completely different area of 
Suffolk) would not compensate for the complex wetland ecosystems at 
Minsmere and Sizewell Marshes. 
 
Populations of the legally protected Marsh Harrier, Water Vole and Otter, 
whose populations would be seriously harmed by the build proposed at 
Sizewell. 
 
Another example of an inadequate response to objections raised by RSPB 
and the East Suffolk Wildlife Trust concerns the culvert you propose as a 
crossing of the SSSI. This would cut the AONB and its wildlife populations 
in half - in a way that a bridge would not - and the culvert would have an 
adverse effect on wildlife - otters, water voles and even bats.  
 
In their summary of concerns, RSPB and Suffolk Wildlife estimate 
that  Sizewell C would kill 3,000,000 fish a year in its cooling system and 
through toxic chemicals; the dead fish and these toxic chemicals 
discharged into the sea would pollute the water, affecting the flocks of Red 
Throated Diver that congregate every winter in the sea near Sizewell. This 
would also starve and poison the Terns that currently thrive in the area, as 
well as many other species, including the Kittiwakes that currently live at 
Sizewell.  
 
All in all, I am sceptical about your solutions to the Summary of Concerns 
mentioned above (all of which I agree with) and I fear that your answers to 
objections from these bodies, and from the Suffolk Councils and local 
residents, are more aimed at fobbing off opposition than dealing sensitively 
with environmental damage.  
 
Again, in response to objections of locals to your original traffic proposals, 
you have now agreed to constructing a “Sizewell Link Road”. But this would 
seriously compromise the survival of an important bat population in Kenton 
Woods - not to mention removing one of Upper Abbey Farm’s barns.  
 



2. Local Communities 
 
Eco Tourism makes a significant contribution to the local economy - all the 
more so since the Springwatch and Autumnwatch programmes about 
Minsmere have been aired on BBC television. By your own calculations 
Sizewell C would drive away 29% of these tourists and according to the 
Suffolk Coast Destination Management Organisation this translates to a 
loss of 400 jobs and £40m a year.  
 
 
In this dry area of the country, during the operation of the power station up 
to 2,000,000 L of mains water would be consumed daily; the effects of this 
on local communities have not been measured, but it would inevitably 
affect water supplies in the area.  
 
The respected independent research and analysis consultancy 
Development Economics states that your claims of economic benefits to 
flow from Sizewell C are “over-optimistic, unproven or misleading”. They 
say you  frequently omit the evidence behind your figures, which are 
consequently often misleading. They conclude, critically, and I quote: 
 
“EDF’s Economic Statement “fails to meet the minimum requirements 
of the legislation”, with no serious attempt to measure the deterrent effect 
on tourists and their expenditure, traffic congestion or competition for skills 
and labour. The National Policy Statement EN-6 requires that applicants for 
major nuclear energy projects take into account ‘potential pressures on 
local and regional resources, demographic change and economic benefit’. 
[paras 3.11.3 and 3.11.4] 
 
One need look no further than Leiston to see that the so-called economic 
benefits brought by Sizewell B are exaggerated. Leiston is run-down and 
suffers from a drugs problem dating from the construction of Sizewell B. 
(Construction workers are known to be the second worst group nationally 
for drug abuse.)    
 
To sum up: the claimed economic benefit from the generation of jobs is 
highly questionable, as such jobs as are generated would be poached from 
local businesses, and also many of them would be taken by workers 
imported from Hinkley Point - for whom you propose to build a small town 
in the fields next to the hamlet of Eastbridge. The economic and social 
damage that would be caused by loss of income from tourism would be real 
and lasting.  
 
3. Traffic  



 
Your original projection of lorry numbers on the local road infrastructure 
came in for a lot of criticism - it would clearly put unsustainable pressure on 
the B1122. And even with the mitigations that you now propose, there 
would be 2+ “early years” as you describe them, during which you plan to 
construct new roads and Park and Rides. During that time there would be 
no traffic mitigations in operation. The A12 and the B1122 would be 
gridlocked and our hamlet of Eastbridge would become a rat run. Blue-light 
services would be unable to operate, putting the local population at risk. 
You claim that both your potential mitigations, the rail-led and the sea-led, 
would reduce the number of HGV’s from 600 to 500, and on the busiest 
day from 1,000 to 700. These numbers are still way beyond what a rural 
location such as this could cope with. And from time time traffic conditions 
would become even worse, as whenever there were problems with trains or 
ships the original numbers of HGV’s would be back on the roads. All in all, 
Sizewell C would still generate up to 12,000 extra vehicle journeys per day. 
Traffic problems would extend back to the A14 and Orwell Bridge. And the 
Sizewell Link Road, which is now one of your possible mitigations, is 
opposed by local residents (as is the Two Villages Bypass). 
 
As with replacements habitats, you describe your new mitigations merely 
as possibilities. The sea-led option of a second Beach Landing Facility is 
subject to feasibility studies which have not yet been conducted, or at least 
made public. You have given no plan or impact assessment for either BLF - 
you propose to double the length of the second one to 100m by adding 
submerged beams on piled foundations. The impact of this is unknown. 
And it is obvious that use of the Beach Landing Facilities would be subject 
to reasonable weather conditions. In bad weather all activity would revert to 
HGV’s on the roads, where, incidentally, they would be competing with 
traffic from other energy projects in the area.  
 
The “rail-led” scenario is also vague: you say there “could” be 8 train 
movements a day including Saturday, possibly 10 for a while, of which one 
would be at night. Of course, these train movements would not take much 
traffic off the roads. And have you thought about how you would 
compensate people living by the railway line, for whom there would be 
unacceptably high levels of noise?  
 
 I have two further, unanswered questions which concern the materials you 
would need to move: where would you source the aggregate you would 
need? And how would you move materials from the beach to the stockpiles 
at the other end of the site?   
 



I said earlier that I have even more fundamental objections than the issues 
raised so far. They concern security, both local and national, and the 
whole rationale of a project such as Sizewell C at this time.  
 
Fundamental  Objections 
 
1. Security 
 
The security implications of this project alone would justify rejecting your 
proposal. When I attended one of your local briefing meetings I asked 
about nuclear waste disposal, to be told that the waste would simply be 
buried on site. When I questioned this, I got the easy reply, “Oh, but that’s 
what everyone else does”! I consider that to be unsafe in any location, but 
geologies do vary, and that of the Suffolk coast is probably more insecure 
than any other for storing nuclear waste that will take centuries to 
decompose. The coast is composed of soft sandstone, which is being 
rapidly eroded by the sea - a process that is accelerating due to global 
warming and rising sea levels. And of course the East coast is slowly 
sinking, while the West coast is slowly rising. There is even the possibility 
that if the Norwegian shelf collapsed, it would cause a tidal wave, which 
would engulf the power station. 
.  
The thought of burying nuclear waste at Sizewell, or even building a 
nuclear power station in the first place, is frankly hair-raising under these 
conditions, and it would be a simply horrific legacy to leave our children and 
our children’s children.   
 
2. Redundant Technology 
 
And this brings me on to my last point: in our aim to become carbon 
neutral, do we really need any more large nuclear power stations - 
particularly EPR ones, whose design is obsolete and much too complex, 
and none of which has been successfully built and become operational? If 
you believe we do (and increasingly large numbers of people now do not), 
why not go for the small modular reactors like the ones Rolls Royce make? 
They are at least a tried and tested technology, which would deliver - 
something that cannot be said for EPR reactors - so they could be built to 
the time-scheme needed in order to be carbon-neutral by 2040. Hinkley 
Point is way over time and budget, so it is very unlikely Sizewell C would be 
up and running on time; the earliest it would be producing electricity is 
2034, and it wouldn’t offset the carbon used in construction until 2040. No 
other nation is investing in EPR reactors - the ones at Flamanville in France 
and Olkiluoto in Finland are now considered to be a disaster.  
 



Meanwhile, offshore wind costs are plummeting - recent estimates are now 
lower than ever. Hydrogen cells are being pioneered for use in cars, and 
heating for houses; tidal bores are a reliable source of energy… 
 
With all these, and more, exciting sources of energy being developed 
towards a carbon-neutral future, why don’t you abandon your attachment to 
obsolete and damaging technologies and embrace true progress?  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



	  Response	  to	  SizewellC	  5th	  Consultation	  
	  
	  
Having	  read	  the	  Consultation	  Documents	  that	  are	  supposed	  to	  address	  issues	  to	  
do	  with	  Transport	  etc	  my	  position	  still	  has	  not	  changed	  on	  why	  SizewellC	  should	  
not	  go	  ahead.	  I	  will	  outline	  my	  reasons	  for	  these	  unchanged	  views	  in	  bullet	  
points.	  

• Having	  travelled	  on	  the	  A12	  last	  week	  for	  a	  hospital	  appointment	  at	  
Ipswich	  Hospital	  I	  am	  still	  of	  the	  view	  that	  with	  a	  reduction	  of	  Trucks	  on	  
an	  average	  day	  from	  650	  to	  500	  and	  on	  a	  busiest	  day	  from	  1000	  to	  700	  
the	  congestion	  will	  still	  be	  unacceptable.	  If	  SizewellC	  does	  go	  ahead	  I	  will	  
have	  to	  transfer	  my	   	  care	  from	  Ipswich	  to	  Norfolk	  Hospitals.	  I	  
have	  excellent	  care	  at	  Ipswich	  and	  they	  have	  known	  me	  for	  15	  years.	  To	  
have	  to	  sever	  that	  relationship	  is	  a	  cause	  of	  much	  distress.	  

• I	  saw	  nothing	  in	  the	  Consultation	  that	  addressed	  the	  problem	  of	  villages	  
becoming	  rat	  runs.	  The	  road	  through	   	  that	  I	  live	  next	  to	  is	  very	  
narrow	  and	  is	  becoming	  busier	  by	  the	  year.	  The	  extra	  traffic	  due	  to	  people	  
travelling	  to	  the	  Darsham	  Bus	  terminals	  will	  cause	  noise	  early	  in	  the	  
morning	  and	  late	  into	  the	  night.	  Extra	  pollution	  coming	  from	  this	  traffic	  
will	  have	  a	  severe	  impact	  on	  a	  rare	   	  condition	  I	  live	  with.	  

• The	  extra	  Train	  movements	  at	  night	  will	  cause	  much	  distress	  to	  people	  
living	  close	  to	  the	  line	  in	  Woodbridge,	  Wickam	  Market,	  Saxmundham	  and	  
Darsham.	  There	  has	  been	  much	  new	  house	  building	  next	  to	  these	  stations	  
and	  more	  are	  expected.	  

• Whilst	  there	  is	  a	  lack	  of	  impact	  assessments	  for	  the	  proposed	  new	  Beach	  
Landing	  facilities	  any	  proposals	  cannot	  be	  properly	  considered.	  EDF	  have	  
not	  demonstrated	  in	  the	  previous	  Consultations	  that	  impact	  assessments	  
need	  to	  underpin	  every	  aspect	  of	  their	  plans	  for	  the	  area.	  

• The	  Mitigation	  sites	  for	  the	  loss	  o	  SSSI’s	  are	  not	  adequate	  compensations	  
as	  the	  land	  is	  not	  of	  good	  enough	  quality	  and	  does	  not	  match	  ecological	  
diversity	  in	  the	  SSSI.	  

• The	  increase	  in	  the	  height	  of	  Sea	  Defences	  will	  have	  negative	  visual	  
impacts	  and	  cause	  greater	  uncertainty	  when	  it	  comes	  to	  coastal	  erosion	  
north	  and	  south	  of	  the	  site.	  

• Greater	  land	  take-‐up	  relating	  to	  the	  Link	  Road	  will	  cause	  further	  distress	  
to	  those	  living	  close	  to	  the	  areas	  impacted.	  

	  
The	  development	  is	  inappropriate	  for	  an	  area	  with	  so	  many	  national	  and	  
international	  environmental	  protections	  which	  also	  happens	  to	  have	  an	  eroding	  
coastline.	  
	  
Signed	  

	  

	  
	  
	  



 

 

                     
 

 
 

Dear Sir or Madam 
 

Sizewell C CONSULTATION 
 

Here is my response to the current consultation on Sizewell C 
 
It is unreasonable at this late stage for EDF to be bringing forward proposals 
for consultation when the proposals are still not yet in their final form. EDF 
must decide what they want to do, and then tell us.  
 
1. To give one example, the present transport strategy is clearly not worka-
ble. EDF acknowledges this by bringing forward alternative proposals, for 
more train journeys, a second Beach Landing Facility, or a permanent Beach 
Landing Facility. But EDF has not decided which, if any, of their alternative  
proposals will solve the problem of congested roads, or even whether any of 
them will?  
 
And none of  the alternative proposals cover the “early years”. In other words 
a degree of congestion that is widely considered to be unacceptable, has 
been accepted for the first two years of the project.  
 
This uncertainty about the large-scale plans makes it impossible to think 
about the detailed concerns of local residents. For example in the second 
consultation I asked how long it would it take an ambulance to take a danger-
ously ill patient from Eastbridge to the nearest hospital in Ipswich, during the 
construction of Sizewell C. There can still be no answer to this perfectly valid 
question: how many additional deaths will take place as a result of ambu-
lance delays due to traffic congestion? 
 
 
2. Shared concerns of the RSPB and the Suffolk Wildlife Trust 
 
Despite the claims of the EDF web site:  
 
“We want Sizewell C to be an exemplar of how industry and  the environment 
can co-exist when sensitively developed and managed”  
 
the RSPB and the Suffolk Wildlife Trust have made it abundantly clear that 
EDF’s proposals are the very opposite  to their claims on  their web. 
 
 



 

 

In the RSPB’s responses to EDF’s second and third consultation documents 
RSPB drew attention to the failure of EDF to respond to the concerns that 
they had raised in response to the first and second public consultations. Now 
in their latest response RSPB together with the Suffolk Wildlife Trust have is-
sued an extensive and utterly devastating assessment of EDF’s proposals. 
They are considered to be inadequate in almost every conceivable way in-
cluding systematic methodological issues across the whole scheme  
 
• Lack of detail in description of sea defences and the SSRI crossing 
• Lack of key mitigation and monitoring plans 
• Insufficient data and poor quality data in Environmental Impact Assess-

ments 
• Lack of detail in mitigation and monitoring proposals  
 
There are also equally serious criticisms of the same type which lead the 
RSPB and the Suffolk Wildlife Trust  to have serious doubts about the effects 
the proposed developments on 
 
• Coastal habitats 
• Water levels 
• Noise levels 
• Marine Ecology 
 
They are concerned about the effects of  
 
• Increased recreational levels 
• Land take from Sizewell Marshes, including impacts of the SSRI crossing 
 
They have detailed and extensive concerns for protected species such as 
bats and natterjack toads 
 
I agree with everything that the RSPB and the Suffolk Wildlife Trust state. 
 
My personal observations as a regular visitor to RSPB Minsmere are similar. 
What makes Minsmere so special is the entire ecosystem that is being con-
served. It is an interconnected system and it is not possible to separate out 
different mitigations to different locations. For example the uncertainty about 
the water levels at Minsmere threatens the nesting sites of Terns upon the 
Scrape and the pollution of sea water (which is expected  to kill millions of 
fish each year) will threaten the food source of these same Terns. It is “dou-
ble whammies” like this which have the most devastating effects on the popu-
lations of wildlife. Similarly the loss of connectivity introduced by the SSSI 
crossing (or tunnel) will have negative impacts on protected species such as 
otters, water voles, bats and invertebrates, which a bridge would not. 
 



 

 

As I have argued for traffic, so also for the Minsmere and Sizewell Marshes: 
there is no evidence that any of EDF’s  proposed mitigations will work. 
And in the case of the marshes the lack of sufficient baseline data mean that 
EDF would never know whether its environmental mitigations had succeeded 
or not. This lack of baseline data is evidence of EDF’s disregard for a threat-
ened environment s not an  “exemplar of how industry and  the environment 
can co-exist when sensitively developed and managed”  
 
 
3. Sea defences. Even at this last stage EDF has not provided a complete 
plan of their proposed sea defences. Its advisor, Cefas, have said that it is 
not possible to predict changes to the coastline for more than 10 years 
ahead. Yet EDF plans to keep radioactive waste on the site until 2140! The 
lack of detail at this late stage shows that EDF has no idea how it can protect 
it’s potentially dangerous development from the sea between now and 2140.  
 
4.Materials. 
 
•  I object to EDF’s plans to retain more material on site for “landscaping” as 

this be a permanent  blight on the flat landscape. 
• I object to the creation of an addition spoil heap on the construction site as 

this will cause additional air pollution. 
• I object to the increased parameter heights for the construction site as this 

will impact the landscape from further away from the site 
 
5. Economic case. An independent examination of the economic case for 
the potential benefits  of the Sizewell C project upon the Suffolk economy has 
been prepared by Development Economics for the Theberton and Eastbridge 
Action Group against Sizewell C. Its findings are devastating, and call for de-
tailed examination. According to Development Economics, EDF’s position as 
set out in their Economic Statement and Socio-economic report is seriously 
flawed in the following ways. 
 
In the construction phase 
 
• EDF’s claims that 42,340 person years of employment will be generated 

during the twelve years of the construction of Sizewell C but no evidence is 
given by which this figure can be checked 

• EDF claims that “There will be jobs for up to ca 2,410 for Suffolk resi-
dents”. Yet when the journey times for these workers are examined it is 
clear that workers will be commuting from Norfolk and Cambridge, as well 
as from Suffolk for these same 2,410 jobs 

• EDF claims that up to 480 of these jobs will be for unemployed or econom-
ically inactive residents. However when the accuracy of comparable previ-



 

 

ous claims for Hinkley Point were examined, only a quarter of the pro-
jected jobs were created. On this basis the number of posts filled unem-
ployed residents of Suffolk could be 120 

 
In the operational phase 
 
• EDF’s statement that once the operational phase is entered they will bring 

in a workforce of 700 assisted by 200 contractors, ignores the displace-
ment of a number of existing employees from the area. Development Eco-
nomics argues that the displacement of workers will exceed the jobs that 
are generated.  

• EDF claims that 360 multiplier jobs will be created but gives no evidence 
for this claim 

 
Tourism.  
 
• EDF admits that 29% of visitors would avoid the area for the duration of 

the construction and that 39%would visit it less often, but they ignore the 
economic effects upon the tourism industry of these reduced visits, other 
than their effects on accommodation 

• EDF states that 800 EDF workers will use use tourist accommodation, and 
so generate £2m income each year of the construction, but EDF ignores 
the fact that this would only represent 1.22% of the Suffolk tourist econ-
omy.  

• EDF ignores the fact that accommodation accounts for only 9% of the tour-
ism industry, according to The Tourism Destination Company. If EDF’s 
employees use the accommodation that is presently provided for tourism  
but none of the other facilities provided for tourists,  then the other 91% of 
the tourism economy will collapse 

• EDF assumes that all of the workers at Sizewell will visit the tourism sites 
in East Suffolk but they give no evidence to support this claim 

• Development Economics notes “that there is no serious attempt to qualify 
any of these consequences” on the tourism industry. Development Eco-
nomics concludes that in this and in other regards “EDF fails to meet the 
minimum requirement for assessment as stipulated by the National 
Policy Statement (NPS) EN6” 

 
6. Responses to the fifth EDF consultation by Stop Sizewell C  and the 
RPB. I have read these responses and agree with  all of the concerns that 
have been raised in them. 
 
7. None of the issues raised in this fifth consultation exercise change any of 
the concerns that have raised in earlier consultations. Indeed like RSPB, my 
objections to the project have increased as I have realised how insufficient is 



 

 

the case that is being presented, and how poorly researched are the pro-
posals. 
 
I am sorry to write at such length but I am aware that there are so many im-
portant issues where a very detailed external assessment is needed 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
(Professor)  
 
 

 
 

 
 



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  
Subject:Sizewell C consultation 
Dear Madam or Sir, 
These are my comments on the further material changes to the DCO application for Sizewell 
C development. 
 

1.  Freight management - I support the plan for greater removal of spoil by rail and sea. 
Nevertheless, there must be some protection for local residents. Thus I don't 
support 6 days trains and not during the night when noise exposure might affect 
sleep. Otherwise, there may requests for mitigation from residents living near the 
rail lines. 

2. I support 4 trains a day five days a week and a fifth train per day during peak activity. 
3. - 5. I support enhancing the PBL facility, using an additional temporary PBLF and 

using a long pier with high capacity. 
6. Using Less SSSI land is beneficial. Providing more flexible flood mitigation is a good 
idea. Water management is crucial for preserving Minsmere. Potentially pouring 
huge amounts of new concrete into Sizewell might raise the water levels locally 
including Minsmere. 
7. Fen meadow replacement seems a seductive option but will it really replace the 
SSSI land which is lost? How sustainable are small pockets of Fen Meadow if they are 
surrounded by busy roads and do not have ecological connectivity with other larger 
areas of fen? 
8. Providing area for flood mitigation and additional wetland areas seems a good 
idea. In the longterm I am not qualified to comment on whether having wetland or 
wet woodland is better for wildlife. 
9. Care would need to be taken in having a pipe discharging water on to the beach to 
protect shore nesting birds such as Ringed Plovers. 
10. I have no comments on the other site changes. 
11. It would be good to use Sizewell A land where available and avoid using Pillbox 
Field if possible. 
With best wishes, 
yours faithfully, 
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 DEFENDERS OF THE LOWLAND ENVIRONMENT  

 
 

 
17/12/2020 

 
Dear Sir/Madam   
 
The Board has reviewed the Consultation Document; Consultation on Proposed Changes (November-
December 2020) and has the following comments to make.  
 
The development area is partially within the Internal Drainage District (IDD) of the East Suffolk IDB and 
the site is wholly within the watershed catchment of the aforementioned. 
 
For an overview, maps are available on the Board’s webpages showing the IDD 
(https://www.wlma.org.uk/uploads/ESIDB_Index_plan.pdf) as well as the wider watershed catchment 
(https://www.wlma.org.uk/uploads/ESIDB_Watershed.pdf).  
 

ID 6 - Crossing over Sizewell Marshes SSSI 
 
While the Board is theoretically supportive of the broader strokes of this change (changing from 
a culvert to a bridge) the applicant has assured the Boards officers that the works will be on 
and around the Main River only and thus no works are currently proposed to ordinary 
watercourses within the Board’s Internal Drainage District. Therefore the Board has no formal 
comment to make on this change. If there are any further changes to be made at a later date, 
the Board would like to be aware of these. 

 

ID 2 - Changes to the Beach Landing Facility and ID 9 – Changes to the Hard Coastal 
Defences 
 

The Board is concerned that both of the above changes could lead to a change in coastal 
geomorphology resulting in the potential for increased sedimentation to the North of the site. 
Any such effect could have significant consequences for the entire catchment served by the 
Minsmere Sluice as additional sedimentation could hamper the outflow from this already tide 
locked gravity operated Sluice. Considering this, and the applicants own statements that the 
“Permanent BLF Options 1, 2 and 3 could lead to moderate, significant effects on the shoreline” 
(Table 3.7, page 51) and the “further seaward HCDF would be a more effective sediment trap 
accumulating shingle on its north side” (Table 4.6, page 100) the Board requests that an 
appropriate contingency plan be produced in the event that there is a detrimental impact on the 
Minsmere sluice in the future. 
 

http://www.wlma.org.uk/
https://www.wlma.org.uk/uploads/ESIDB_Index_plan.pdf
https://www.wlma.org.uk/uploads/ESIDB_Watershed.pdf
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As previously stated in the Board’s Relevant Representation, the lack of access to infiltration data and 
the calculations/models used to estimate appropriate water storage/flow volumes frustrates the Boards 
efforts to fully consult on any water/drainage related plans with any degree of certainty. The Board 
once again requests that this information be shared. However, based on the limited information 
presented, the Board has the following comments regarding changes ID5 and ID8. 
 

ID 5 – Change to the location of the Water Resource Storage Area (WRSA) and the 
addition of flood mitigation measures to lower flood risk. 
 

The Board has several concerns and questions regarding this change: 
 

• The Board is interested to know where the water for the WRSA will be sourced and how it 
will be transported to the WRSA. 
 

• Figure 4.8 of the changes document indicates that there will be a connection from the 
Eastern side of the WRSA to the existing surface water network in the area. The Board 
requests more information on the function of this connection, whether it is for discharge or 
abstraction. 
 

• Any surface water discharge from the WMZ 5 to the WRSA and thence into the wider 
system would likely require land drainage consent in line with the Board’s byelaws 
(specifically byelaw 3). 
 

• The WRSA is located very close to the Board adopted Drain 7. All works within 9m of the 
bank of the adopted watercourse will have to be approved by the Board under Byelaw 10 
to ensure that it does not affect maintenance and accessibility of the watercourse. At the 
current level of detail, the Board is unable to advise as to the acceptability of the proposed 
works. 
 

• The Board would like to be informed of the results from the proposed investigations into 
the effects of a potential breach of the WRSA (Table 4.3). 

 

ID 8 – Surface water removed early in the construction process to be discharged to sea 
via a temporary marine outfall 
 

The Board accepts discharging the main development area to sea once confined by cofferdam 
however we are concerned by the proposal to immediately begin discharging surface water to 
the sea. The Board is of the understanding it is not necessary from a pollution perspective to 
begin this so early, and the Board has also been informed that it is possible that WMZs 1 and 
2 will be discharged to the sea along with WMZs 7, 8 and 9.  
 
While the Board understands the need for a contingency plan during extreme events it seems 
unreasonable that a 1 in 30 year rainfall event within WMZs 1 and 2 (and possibly more frequent 
events for WMZs 7, 8 and 9) cannot be safely managed in such a way as to sustain the water 
balance within the wider system. The proposed approach has the potential to cause a nett 
deterioration in available ground water that issues spring water into the surface water systems. 
This base flow is important to ensure resilient ecosystems during the summer and/or prolonged 
drought periods.  
 
The applicant has informed the Board that there will be ongoing monitoring of all discharges via 
this route, and that changes can be made if deemed necessary. The Board would be interested 
to know what the criteria for any changes would be, what those changes might be and how they 
would be accommodated. The Board would also be interested in receiving the data collected 
as part of these works. 
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Holistic approach 
 

The Board remains concerned that the applicant is not sufficiently considering the catchment 
in a holistic manner and thus missing out on potential synchronicities which could be highly 
beneficial to the catchment and those who rely upon its function both now and in the future. 
 
The semi-point source flood risk mitigation measures could be reconsidered. The Board 
continue to advocate to the applicant that they should consider taking a catchment-based 
approach to mitigation, especially to the hydraulic effects from the proposed SSSI crossing. 
There are opportunities to re-engineer the upstream river catchment to repair historically heavily 
modified watercourses. Such works could slow the flow and reduce downstream impacts, 
increase connectivity to the flood plain, clean the river flows, lock up carbon, provide 
environmental enhancement and increase groundwater recharge potential. This approach is 
consistent with best practice eco system services for public good, in line with the Government 
25 year Environment Plan and compatible with pending arrangements for landowners; the 
Environmental Land Management scheme (ELMs).  
 
In the same way, pumping water out to sea immediately (on site) reduces the amount of water 
being conveyed through the wider drainage system, reducing the possibility of infiltration and 
recharge of groundwater (compared to if the water were to travel downstream before reaching 
the sea, or as is often the case in marshland, sit on the surface for some time). As already 
mentioned in the Relevant Representation (and above) the Board believes that improving the 
gravity operated Minsmere sluice, potentially with a pumped discharge capability will not only 
counteract any future increase in sedimentation north of the development, but also make 
regulating the water levels within the catchment easier thus facilitating catchment adaptation to 
any change (be these reductions or increases which result from the development). The Board 
thinks this is increasingly relevant considering the changing climate has already increased the 
occurrence of both flooding and multiple drought year events resulting in environmental 
consequences. 

 
Finally, the Board would like to suggest that the applicant consider engaging with local stakeholders to 
discuss whether there would be a local appetite to turn some or all WMZ attenuation ponds into legacy 
multi use reservoirs. By way of example, if the high flow water resource from these assets could be 
transferred to farm storage reservoirs, landowners could reduce the call on their ground water 
abstraction licence aiding ground water recovery. 
 
The Boards main aim is to promote sustainable development within the Board’s Watershed Catchment 
therefore ensuring that flood risk is not increased within the Internal Drainage District (required as per 
paragraph 163 of the National Planning Policy Framework ). Further information regarding the Board’s 
involvement in the planning process please see our Planning and Byelaw Strategy, available online.  
 
Kind Regards, 
 

 
 

 
 

Water Management Alliance 
 
 
 
 
 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/810197/NPPF_Feb_2019_revised.pdf
https://www.wlma.org.uk/uploads/WMA_Planning_and_Byelaw_Policy.pdf


From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:info@stopsizewellc.org  
Subject:Sizewell 5th consultation feedback. 

FAO – Électricité de France 

Re: 5th public consultation. 

In response to your new proposals. 

These new proposals in no way change my overall objection to your 

proposal to build the new nuclear reactors at the Sizewell site. 

▪  I would like to know which railway lines you intend to use for the night 

train movements, and if you have taken into consideration the noise 
disturbance that this would create for residents along the lines for the 12 

years of construction? 

▪  The reduced number of 500/700 HGVs driving along the country roads 

each day is still unacceptable. Combined with the estimated 12,000 
additional vehicle daily journeys this will cause unimaginable levels of 

noise, congestion and pollution. 

▪  There are no motorways in this region to service this development as 

there are near the Hinkley site. The A12 is already at full capacity in the 
summer with the influx of visitors. How is this going to impact the vital 

tourism in the area? 

▪  You have proposed new Beach Landing Facilities but with no proper plan 

or impact assessment. 

All these transport proposals go to emphasise how inappropriate the 

Sizewell site is for further development. 

  

The further development of this site, doubling the size, to create a 
monstrous industrial site, is completely unacceptable, positioned as it is in 

the middle of the Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding Beauty. 
This area should be protected not degraded to create an even larger toxic 

legacy for future generations. 

Since the first reactor was commissioned in 1966 public opinion has 

changed radically towards the protection of the natural environment. 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
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Permission would never be granted now at Sizewell if this was a first 

nuclear power station. 

I am particularly shocked at how the proposed new transport 

infrastructure, roads, railway lines and jetties will impact the area and use 
green-field sites. I am told that you have already destroyed local 

woodland, Coronation Wood, for a car park, without the necessary 

permits. 

There are so many other reasons why this proposal should not go ahead. 

▪  The position of the site with inappropriate geology for any kind of long-
term industrial complex let alone nuclear, close to sea level, on an 

eroding coastline with the prospect of rising sea levels. Sizewell A and B 

already fill the 5m high plateau area. The site is already full. 

▪  The devastating impact on wildlife including protected species and the 
natural environment. Creating ‘compensatory habitats’ far from the site is 

never going to replace the established coastal habits.   

▪  The 12 years of construction, huge volumes of site traffic and site 

lighting, will damage what makes this part of Suffolk so special; peace, 

tranquillity and dark night skies. 

▪  The long-term threat of spent fuel staying on site for more than 100 
years. There has already been a serious leakage of radioactive water from 

Sizewell A in 2007, so the pretence that this technology is safe is 
dishonest. It is potentially catastrophic for the region and the whole 

country. 

▪  I am very concerned about the construction process resulting in huge 
spoil heaps, covering natural environments, with the threat of dust 

blowing over the surrounding area, nature reserves and the two SSSI. 

▪  The enormous quantities of water required for this project will be taken 

from already low reserves in an area that has low levels of rainfall, 

depleting the supply for others. 

▪  After Sizewell B was completed, Leiston took years to recover from the 
influx of itinerant workforce who were living in and around the town 

bringing with them a culture of drugs, alcohol and prostitution. 

▪  Most of the construction jobs will go to the workforce that EDF transfer 

from Hinkley. Any short-term contracts for local people will detrimentally 

affect local businesses. 

The government, local authorities and the whole country is duty bound to 

protect Sizewell from further development, positioned as it is within an 



AONB. Alternative sites need to be found for this project if it is to go 

ahead. 

  

 

 

 
 



Subject:Sizewell C 5th Public Consultation response 
Dear EDF, 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your latest public consultation, I note that this is your 
5th attempt and was announced immediately after the closure of the relevant representation 
deadline at the start of the DCO Section 56 process. This is seen as disrespectful of all the effort 
made by interested individuals and organisations to actively participate in the Planning Inspectorate 
process. It would be reasonable to expect that for any consultation at this stage it should be clear 
exactly what EDF actually are planning and (if approved) will deliver. It appears that EDF is still 
unsure as to what they are proposing and this is unacceptable at this stage of the process. 
I also note that the proposal is predicated on the relocation of Sizewell B facilities that is subject to 
both agreement with the owners of Sizewell A and relevant permissions. Why after at least 8 years 
work is this critical component not resolved one way or the other? 
  
In view of the lack of specific proposals it is difficult to respond to the directly. However, I wish to 
highlight the following points: 

1. Road network. It is noted that the proposed ‘improvements’ in the road network will be 
achieved only after the ‘early years’ peak vehicle movements. Local people will have years of 
major disruption on the road network in East Suffolk with very high vehicle volumes and 
road works at the same time. This is just not acceptable and if this development goes ahead, 
the improvements in the road network must be completed before construction traffic 
commences. It is also noted that there is an unjustifiable proposed increase the amount of 
land required for roads. 

2)      Trains. Whilst the potential reduction in road traffic is welcomed it is clear that inadequate 
consideration is given to those directly and indirectly affected by increased rail freight traffic. 
EDF must recognise and sufficiently mitigate against disturbance and congestion impacts 
caused by their proposals. 

3)      SSSI Crossing. The revised proposal is inadequate and unlikely to make much difference to 
the hydrology or environmental impact of the widened culvert. The benefits claimed are at 
best over optimistic and the proposal is woefully inadequate.  

4)      Beach Landing Facilities. EDF appear to be revisiting similar proposals previously rejected 
due to coastal process concerns. The array of options consulted upon for the second 
‘temporary’ BLF do not have sufficient information for to enable an appropriate response to 
be made. Therefore, no considered and meaningful comment can be made. 

5)      Hard Defence Coastal Defence. The vague proposals for the hard defence demonstrate the 
inadequacy of the EDF information and should be dismissed as worthless. It appears that 
EDF either don’t know how to defend this site or are unwilling as they know it will generate 
a hugely negative public and statutory consultee response that EDF are unwilling to resolve. 
For a £20+bn scheme at this stage this is unacceptable.  

  
This consultation does not change my strong objection to this development and articulated in my 
Relevant Representation to the Planning Inspectorate DCO process. The identified changes make 
little difference to the proposal which is that this is fundamentally flawed, it is the wrong location for 
an EPR nuclear power station. EDF should withdraw immediately from this site before any further 
damage is done to this fragile environment and vulnerable local communities. 
  
Thank you 
  

 
 
 



 

 



Response to Consultation on Proposed Changes to the Sizewell C Project 

 

Having reviewed the information contained in the consultation documentation, I would like to make 

the following comments relaying my general thoughts on this consultation:- 

a. I find it appalling that having submitted the DCO application in May 2020, just 4 months later 

the developer (NNB) is proposing so many changes-it makes a mockery of the previous 

claims that NNB had waited to submit the DCO application in consideration of the impact of 

the Covid-19 pandemic on the community 

b. These proposals are, like the previous 4 consultation documents over the last 8 years, 

fundamentally lacking substance-full of maybes, possibilities and things to consider but little 

supporting detail/evidence. This project has been in the planning for 12 years, Hinkley Point 

C has been under construction for a number of years, so it is difficult to understand why the 

plans are not definitive. 

c. These proposed changes highlight that NNB has not been listening to local communities, 

indeed if they had not ridden roughshod over the views of the locals during the previous 

consultations, NNB may not be in the current situation where so many local councils, 

residents, businesses and NGOs can see that the disbenefits of SZC far outweigh any 

perceived benefits. 

d. The change to the proposed freight management arrangements appears to be a huge after-

thought following Suffolk County Council’s announcement that they could not support the 

project. What it highlights is the incontrovertible fact that East Suffolk is not a suitable 

location for such a massive infrastructure project-whatever is tried it would result in 

intolerable negative impacts on the natural environment, landscapes and way of life of 

residents.  

In relation to the numbered paragraphs in the consultation:- 

1. Freight Management If the project were to proceed then it would be best to have as many 

rail or sea deliveries as possible, subject to full environmental, landscape and societal impact 

assessments of those alternatives. Previous documentation from NNB clearly stated that the 

environmental impact of more sea deliveries was not acceptable, yet there is now a 

suggested u-turn without disclosure of those original assessments that led to this option 

being vetoed-this is quite frankly unacceptable. 

2. Increased frequency of train movements Again, this is an apparent u-turn without advising 

why NNB previously considered more train journeys were not possible. Nothing should be 

done that would lessen the effectiveness the operation of the mainline passenger service, 

nor which would cause disturbance to local residents during the hours of 10.00pm  to 

6.00am 

3. Enlarging the permanent beach landing facility (BLF) I am very concerned about there being 

a permanent BLF due to impacts on: coastal erosion north and south of the location; impact 

on the marine environment; scarring the AONB landscape/ Heritage Coast; interfering with 

the public’s enjoyment of the coast and coast path. So, I don’t think it is possible to 

comment on the proposed changes fully as there is insufficient information on which to 

make a considered comment. Overall, I don’t think there should be a permanent BLF-it 

should be removed, and the beach restored. 

4. New Temporary BLF I am concerned about the impact of another BLF albeit temporary (12-

15yrs?) on the enjoyment, landscape value and environment of the Heritage coast/use of 



the coast path. I believe these impacts will outweigh any benefits of switching to more sea 

deliveries but without the relevant detailed impact assessments it is impossible to make an 

informed comment. 

5. New temporary BLF options  As mentioned in 4. above, I don’t think any of the options are 

viable as their benefits are likely to be outweighed by their disbenefits. 

6. SSSI Crossing  I consider any loss of the SSSI unacceptable. The description of the gap in the 

crossing as a bridge is a laughable attempt at greenwashing the proposal-it’s a culvert, a 

wider one than before but still a culvert. Problems of the impact on flooding, cutting off the 

stranded southern part of the SSSI from the rest of the SSSI and the Minsmere Levels, loss of 

SSSI with an even wider culvert base, still apply. Higher tree planting would only exacerbate 

the separation of one part of the SSSI from the other side and interfere with wildlife 

movements. 

7. Fen Meadow Replacement  To talk of replacing the Fen Meadow appears to show a lack of 

appreciation of how important this type of landscape is as a part of the mosaic of wildlife-

rich habitats. It would take decades to form but if it is not joined to the other sites it will not 

be as biodiverse. The proposals are inappropriate. 

8. Water Resource Storage Area  Wet woodland is a very specialized habitat and I doubt this 

can be easily created. Therefore, any assumed biodiversity gain would be doubtful. 

9. Surface Water Any water run-off from the site will have the potential to contain pollutants 

and I am concerned that dumping it in the sea could have a negative environmental impact. 

This would need to be assessed, as would a procedure for assessing the quality of the water 

and checking for pollutants. 

10. Sea Defence a)I have major reservations about the sea defences. There is still no detailed 

plan that can be assessed. To increase the height from 10.2 metres in May 2020 to 14.0 

metres now highlights the lack of predictability of the requirements to keep the site safe- 

NNB have always stated that 10.2 metres was adequate but not now,  it’s 14 metres-this site 

is just not a suitable location given its vulnerability to the impacts of climate change ie higher 

sea levels, increased storm surges and more extreme weather events, over the life of the 

plant including interim storage of the spent fuel cells. Additionally, the encroachment of the 

bund further east is an unacceptable loss of the Heritage Coast and will result in even more 

unacceptable coastal squeeze. 

b)    Height Limits & Construction Activities In order to preserve the attributes of the AONB, 

high structures on the beach should not be allowed. I also note that additional land take is 

proposed to accommodate more stockpiling-this is unacceptable-too much land is already 

planned to be used by this ruinous development. 

c) Tree retention Too many trees and hedges, together with the wildlife they support, are 

destined to be destroyed so it is not acceptable to destroy more of them. 

d) No more land should be added to the main development site-proposals to do so are 

unacceptable 

e) Bridleway If NNB’s proposals did not destroy/alter so many existing rights of way, many of 

them historic routes, there would be no need to propose such an inadequate new bridleway. 

 

11. Sizewell B Relocated facilities I consider that the use of Sizewell A land is inappropriate as 

this land has previously been promised to be returned to the public. As such, use of SZA land 

represents further development creep by the nuclear complex into the AONB. There should 

be no access from any car park in Pill box Field that impacts the SSSI. I also believe that tree 

planting is inappropriate for 2 reasons-one is that there is a great risk it will not be successful 

due to the nature of the soil-2nd is that tree planting is being used as compensation for the 



loss of Coronation Wood but there is no proposal to replace the acidic grassland that will be 

lost from the tree planting. 

All in all, these proposed changes, combined with the original proposals, just serve to highlight that 

the Sizewell C project is totally inappropriate for such a rural, wildlife-rich, beautiful, tranquil area 

and will cause irreparable environmental damage and extreme societal impacts, so it should be 

halted now. 

 

 

 

  



From  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:

   
Subject:Sizewell C - stage 5 consultations 
 
Dear Sir or Madam 
  
I am writing with comments on the EDF’s Stage 5 consultation process. 
  
First, I would like to highlight the fact that EDF, having gone through four rounds of 
consultations lasting the best part of 8 years and put in a DCO for Sizewell C (SZC), it is 
deeply troublesome that they have now returned with another round of consultations. This 
would seem to indicate, as many have said over the years, that their consultation process 
has been seriously deficient and that they have failed to listen to the views of those who 
responded during earlier rounds of consultations. And again the consultation document 
does not give enough information to be able to give a proper response on a number of areas 
of concern. 

It is to be welcomed that EDF have finally decided to look at several issues concerning the 
impact of the project on the environment, sea defences, traffic and the local community, but 
all this should have been done long ago and before the DCO was submitted. In particular, 
the stage 5 consultation document is littered with wishy-washy language about the actual 
ability of EDF to carry out any of the proposed measures being put forward. Just one 
example; ‘It is possible that this work (discussions with Network Rail) could conclude that 
the additional train capacity cannot be delivered’ (p9). At this point, EDF should only be 
putting forward proposals that are definitely viable. Importantly, stage 5 also does not alter 
the fact that serious objections to the project remain. They include: 

1. Traffic  
The project has attracted much criticism because of the high numbers of HGVs, 
buses and ancillary traffic that will be added to the existing unsuitable road network. 
It may not be possible, as EDF admits, to make more use of rail or extra beach 
landing facilities. In addition, the proposal for a link road or a bypass at Theberton 
both have many difficulties, including causing devastation to many local farming 
businesses, as well as having little, if any, legacy benefit. In fact, most local people 
would like such road capacity, if built, to be removed at the end of the construction 
period, but there is no suggestion that this will happen, presumably on cost grounds. 
Suffolk County Council has stated that they cannot support the road proposals and 
do not want to adopt the link road after SZC is completed, yet EDF ploughs on with 
the proposals and has failed again to consult on the more sensible option of route W 
north/D2. In any event, if any problems are encountered with the rail or sea options, 
the traffic will all be on the roads and during the early 2-3 years of the project all SZC 
traffic will have to use the existing roads while alternatives are under construction. 

2. The Environment 
EDF is proposing new fen meadow wildlife habitat at Packenham in addition to new 
sites at Benhall and Halesworth – all are a considerable way from where it is actually 
needed and do not adequately compensate for the SSSI habitat that will be lost at 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
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Sizewell – indeed, Suffolk Wildlife Trust has explicitly stated that EDF’s proposals are 
“not even close” to mitigating the impact on the environment of their project while 
the RSPB has stated that it will be ‘catastrophic’ for the Minsmere bird sanctuary. 

3. Flooding and Sea Defences 
Prior to this round of consultations, EDF’s proposed sea defences have been 
branded as ‘conforming to no recognisable design standards’ and EDF now admits 
that its proposed new sea defence system will exacerbate erosion on the nearby 
coast. And while permanent sea defences are to be made higher, EDF has not 
included a complete design for their intended defences and there is no certainty 
that they will successfully do their job over the long term. It is difficult to see how 
this can be acceptable given the risk this might hold for 4 nuclear power stations (SZ 
A, B and 2xC). They also concede that their latest plans will mean higher water levels 
in the marshes north of SZC, which will endanger not only RSPB habitats, but also 
neighbouring grazing land and possibly even nearby houses in Eastbridge and 
Middleton. The concerns of interested parties have been ignored and worse, EDF 
have recently tried to claim at a public meeting that the RSPB welcomes such raised 
water levels. 

4. Other Concerns  
There is no detail in stage 5 about how EDF’s as yet unproven technology at SZC will 
be financed -  it remains absurdly expensive and who can have faith in EDF’s current 
estimate of Â£20 billion when it has such a history of cost overruns, whilst the cost 
of renewables is falling rapidly. 
SZC will not even begin to contribute to Britain’s CO2 emissions target until 2040 
and that will be after 6 years of full operation needed to offset the CO2 output 
involved in constructing SZC. 
Is EDF really a reliable company to build SZC – only today in the Times 
(17th December 2020, p.44) there is an article which outlines how EDF is to be fined 
Â£6 million for frequently providing false information to the energy regulator about 
output from West Burton B power station and in July 2020 it emerged that Jean-
Bernard Levy, boss of EDF, suppressed a report labelling Hinckley Point as ‘risky’ in 
order to gain the approval of his board (the Times, 10th July 2020, p.41). 
Building small modular nuclear reactors would be a much better solution for 
Britain’s energy needs – quicker to build, cheaper, provide jobs in Britain and allow 
Rolls Royce to flourish as a world-class producer of new technology rather than rely 
on EDF’s outdated technology. 

 



 

 

17th December 2020 
 
 
Dear EDF Energy 
 
 
Sizewell C DCO Changes Consultation 
 
On behalf of Felixstowe Town Council, thank you for inviting feedback on the DCO Changes 
relating to the proposals for a new nuclear power station at Sizewell. 
 
The Town Council has considered those elements of the Change document which directly or 
indirectly relate to the three areas of concern raised in our previous submission to the DCO 
consultation. 
 
We retain all of the concerns outlined in our previous submission, notably in regard to the 
A14/A12 at Seven Hills and further north, which have not been addressed and request that 
that be retained on record and consideration given to our proposals therein. The Council 
remains of the view that cumulative impacts relating to Sizewell C and other developments 
will necessitate a significant upgrade of the Seven Hills junction. 
 
However, beyond that, we greatly regret that not only do the changes now proposed not 
address any of the issues raised by this Council, but indeed directly further exacerbate them, 
in particular the issue of Rail Capacity. 
 
Accordingly, we are concerned that the current document presents no further or clear 
evidence that either the original or revised Freight Strategy demonstrate that rail capacity 
west or south of Ipswich can be provided without further constraints on capacity available for 
the large unmet demand for freight capacity from the Port of Felixstowe and its customers in 
the haulage and logistics industry. That demand was confirmed in very recent conversations 
with the Port company. 
 
We suggest with increased emphasis that in the wider interests of the UK, regional and local 
importance of the Port of Felixstowe, the Strategy should not be accepted by the Planning 
Inspectorate in the absence of that evidence. 
 
Conversely however we welcome the innovative proposals for potential significant increases 
in deliveries to and from the Sizewell site by sea, in particular the largest of the four options 
proposed for an Additional Beach Landing Facility. This appears to us to offer a much better 
opportunity for the reduction in HGV traffic desired by all parties.  
 
We would further propose that consideration should also be given to the opportunity for 
potential enhancement of that concept to accommodate not only buik material movements, 
but also container movements, which could make substantial further additional reductions in 
HGV traffic on the A14, and A12 and the local junctions on that route. 
 
Yours faithfully, 
 



 

 
 to Felixstowe Town Council 



From  
Sent:18/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk  
Subject:Response to consultation 5 

 

Re Sizewell C Consultation 5 

 

I must register the fact that I am annoyed that we are faced with this after 
the original deadline. 

EDF claim that this is because the company is listening to peoples 
objections and new ideas. It seems a bit late after submitting to PINS and 
most of the new proposals could have been identified long ago. 

I am afraid I have not changed my view that this is still too vast a project, in 
the wrong place with catastrophic implications for the community and the 
environment. I list a few points 

 

Transport of materials 

To my knowledge people -the community of these villages- have been 
clearly saying for years that the number of necessary HGV ' s is far too 
great for the existing infrastructure. The hope that these will be partially 
alleviated by more sea and rail deliveries is rather vague and one 
communities slight gain is cancelled out by another's loss with greater 
noise at night. If more spoil is to be kept on site surely it will result high 
heaps which at the Hinckley site in Somerset have been called the Hinckley 
Alps. It will alter the view for miles around. 

Environment 

The proposal that you can compensate for the loss of precious fen meadow 
at Sizewell by looking to Benall, Halesworth and Pakenham, (which is miles 
away in West Suffolk) is deeply sad especially at a time when we have 
recognized that our ecosystems need protection. And why does EDF need 
to set up a separate trust to manage its estate, would it not be better to 
work with existing environmental and conservation bodies? 

Coastal Defences. 
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I am not convinced by the increased proposed defences on an eroding 
coastline are adequate and will not cause difficulties elsewhere. They could 
be gradually undermined by the force of Spring Tides and coastal surges. ( 
I actually think the beach will be ruined as a peaceful place to walk or 
swim.) 

Jobs and social impact. 

It seems to me that the promises about jobs and apprenticeships are 
superficially good, but are being used in the current climate of Covid 
politically. The lasting legacy is less obvious, 25000 spread over 10-12 
years with maybe 900 at the end, can sound positive but jobs at Sizewell 
will cause redundancies and labour shortage elsewhere. The tourist / 
hospitality sector will be hit. Leiston as a town has not seen much real 
financial or social benefit from Sizewell B with many workers commuting 
into the site. 

 

In short I am not convinced by the new proposals, indeed if anything more 
concerned as many proposals seem speculative and lacking in concrete 
detail. A project of this nature should surely be marked by clarity in its 
proposals, e.g. It should know for certain at this stage whether British Rail 
will be able to run the required number of trains and the suitability of the 
track etc especially as the delivery of materials is so important. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

 

 

 



FERN Representations on EDF Consultation 5 
 

1          Parties 
 
1.1 FERN is an unincorporated association of Farnham Estate Residents and 

Neighbours in the area known as Farnham Hall, including the  

to the north-east. Its members are: 

 

o  

 

o  

 

o  

 

o  

 

o  

 

o  

 

o  

 

o  

 

o  

 

o  

 

1.2 There are thriving tourism businesses at .   

is a separate dwelling which is let from time to time. 

 

1.3 The  will be making separate representations on the lack of attention to their 

needs but otherwise endorse the content of this representation.  

 has made a separate representation specific to her property but 

otherwise endorses the content of this representation. 

 
 



1.4 EDF propose an alignment for a Two Villages Bypass (“2VB”) running to the west of 

Foxburrow Wood. FERN does not believe that alignment is right and its effects are 

so harmful that the DCO should not be confirmed on the basis of that alignment. 

Representations in respect of this consultation do not alter FERN’s fundamental 

opposition to the proposed alignment, when there is a ready alternative, as put 

forward by the Parish Council, which reduces the impact of the 2VB significantly for 

the better and serves the public good, unlike EDF’s proposed alignment.  This 

representation is without prejudice to FERN’s case against the EDF alignment but 

will further expose the weaknesses, failures and errors on the part of EDF. 

 

2 General   
 

2.1 It is disappointing that EDF has not brought forward changes to its DCO which would 

involve even more marine and rail delivery, thereby relieving the pressure on the 

road network and communities affected during the construction period. 

 

2.2 The need for relief of all 4 villages has been established for a long time. Given that 

construction of a nuclear facility at Sizewell is supposed to be part of the long-term 

energy planning for the country, it is in marked contrast that EDF is taking a short 

term view for new road construction, without accommodating to what would be an 

outstanding need to relieve Little Glemham and Marlesford. Indeed, EDF’s scheme 

may make it so costly for Suffolk County Council (“SCC”) to connect a bypass for 

Little Glemham and Marlesford that it seriously damages the prospects for a later 

scheme, which remains in SCC’s forward programme. If planning approval is to be 

given to the new reactor without relief to the other two villages, it is incumbent on 

EDF to demonstrate how relief could be best afforded in the future, which means a 

proper examination of how such further road improvement could be achieved eg by 

choosing an alignment which better serves the long term needs for the transport 

network and not one that compromises those needs being met. The Parish Council’s 

proposed alignment would connect to the A12 but better serve a later connection to a 

southerly extension to bypass Little Glemham and Marlesford, via a new roundabout 

further up the hill.  

 

2.3 The petrol station in Stratford St Andrew is the only fuel facility on the A12 between 

Woodbridge and Darsham. EDF is not demonstrating any apparent concern about 

the likely demise of that petrol station and what other facilities might be enabled to 

come forward to serve motorists requiring fuel or other facilities. 



2.4 EDF’s proposed alignment for the 2VB is manifestly bad but EDF continues to ignore 

the sensible route to the east of Foxburrow Wood. If EDF was really concerned about 

mitigation, then it would be seeking a proper modification of the DCO for that route. It 

does not inspire confidence in its planning that it has to take representations from 

SCC to get a safe design for the staggered crossroads. There is a serious water flow 

problem down the hill in the vicinity of the crossroads junction, as evidenced by 

. Road safety on its proposed 2VB alignment and at the crossroads 

cannot be demonstrated unless both road construction and drainage design have 

secured against the risk of flooding; SCC should not be required to accept liability for 

death or serious injury to motorists from a known water flow problem. 

 

3 Alterations to the public rights of way (“PROW”) network 

 

3.1 EDF is consulting on options for the public footpath east of its proposed 2VB 

alignment but this only highlights the deficiencies in the proposal to upgrade a public 

footpath to a public bridleway and we question whether this is a “paper” idea, without 

anyone looking at the practical reality of mixing motor vehicles, cyclists and horse-

riders on our access road. A decision on an alignment to the east depends on 

whether it is a footpath or a cycle track which is the preferred use, taking into account 

the problems that would come from bridleway use.  EDF says that it has acceded to 

a request by SCC for a bridleway route over EDF’s proposed alignment for 2VB but 

the logic behind this is not clear. How has the perceived need for a bridleway been 

established? Does SCC or EDF know how many people ride horses in the Stratford 

St Andrew and Farnham area? There are no advertised riding establishments in the 

area that would generate demand. Looking at SCC’s Working Copies of the 

Definitive Map on its PROW website, it is difficult to see how a single bridleway route 

like this would connect to a useable horse-riding network, given that almost all 

PROWs are footpaths only and one has to go quite some distance to reach even 

restricted byways. Even with a modification at the Walk Barn Farm buildings, what is 

the point of a single bridleway which does not connect to any other horse-riding route 

and which would present serious problems?  

 

3.2 A bridleway is for use by horse and on foot. Pedal cyclists are permitted to use 

bridleways (under the Countryside Act 1968) but there would be no duty on the 

highway authority (SCC) to maintain a surface suitable for cyclists. A concept of 

“increasing access to the countryside via enhanced PROW provision” sounds 

laudable but is meaningless in the absence of a coherent strategy which relates that 



provision to the rest of the network and is to satisfy an identified need, which is 

based on proper research. Here the result will be to mix horse-riders with vehicular 

use on our access road, which is inherently dangerous. Most of us in the Farnham 

Hall environs may be retired but we use motor vehicles regularly. One property has 

no turning facilities and the owners have to back out. The access road is narrow, with 

almost no space for a vehicle and horse-rider to pass safely. 

 
3.3 One could understand better a desire to provide a new facility for cyclists, linking 

minor roads, as part of a general approach by SCC . For that, a cycle track should be 

provided for, as permitted under the Highways Act 1980. A cycle track can be with a 

right of way on foot and can be made expressly coincident with a ‘private means of 

access’ (within the meaning set out in the Highways Act 1980 and as might be 

provided in a Side Roads Order for a conventional highway scheme). Public footpath 

use is already accommodated on the access road. However, mixing horses with 

motor vehicles is a bad idea and even having cyclists would require careful design to 

avoid conflict with cars. What is the core objective?  

 
3.4 EDF bridge design over its alignment is fundamentally defective with a useable width 

of only 3.8 metres. A minimum 4 metres should be provided for a pedestrian/cyclist 

facility (or wider, on SCC guidelines) and properly surfaced. Horses should not be 

expected to use hard surfaces but would require an additional 4 metre minimum 

width (as per BHS guidelines), which must be separated from the pedestrian/cyclist 

facility and also with adequate separation against the bridge parapet. An adequate 

height parapet should be provided for cyclists. For horse-riders, problems can be 

more acute, if a horse is ‘spooked’ for example, with the risk of a horse and rider 

falling over and down to a busy road. Not only must a barrier be high enough to 

contain a rearing horse but safe separation is required from other users, to avoid, for 

example, a catastrophic brain injury from a horse’s hoof striking a person’s head. We 

have a member who is a former BHS officer and considers the existing design highly 

dangerous for all users proposed by SCC and  EDF.          

 

4         Heritage  
 

4.1      EDF has again failed to bring forward any meaningful assessment of the impact of its 

2VB alignment on the built environment, including the heritage asset at Farnham 

Manor and its historic environs. Scant reference is made to the Grade 2 listed 

building but, oddly, a continued need to monitor the old Post Office on the A12 (sadly 



neglected since purchase by EDF). Without a proper appreciation of the built 

environment that will be impacted by its proposal, EDF cannot put forward a properly 

explained case and will not have enough knowledge to identify possible mitigation. 

We are aware of the misgivings of the Suffolk Preservation Society about EDF’s 

approach to the built environment, amply demonstrated for the 2VB. 

 

5          Mitigation 
 
5.1 EDF proposes changes to the DCO for the purposes of mitigation. They fall woefully 

short of what should be provided if the EDF alignment for 2VB were to be approved 

(which RERN contends it should not be). It is disappointing, to say the least, that 

EDF will not answer a simple question from one of our members about the use of low 

noise surfacing. 

 

5.2  Noise is a particular issue. This must be a regular part of assessing impact for 

highway authority schemes and a scientific basis can be used to predict noise 

impacts, which can be shown on a noise contour map, and mitigation measures 

assessed accordingly. EDF is not supplying enough information for a proper 

assessment to be made by the Examining Authority. 

 

5.3 There has been continued difficulty in getting EDF to appreciate who and how many 

will be affected. On a previous consultation, it was said that there was no dwelling 

within 500 metres; it had to be pointed out to EDF that was quite untrue. What is 

required for noise specifically is for us all to be told of the anticipated noise levels for 

each property and what mitigation there could be eg noise attenuation fencing along 

the line of the 2VB, with additional landscaping to screen, and on the top of the bank 

of the western bund (specifically for the benefit of our side). 

 

5.4  The EDF 2VB alignment causes severance to agricultural land. Why is EDF not 

considering the acquisition of severed farm land for noise attenuation and enhanced 

planting? 

 

5.5  Pollution has already been under-reported in the DCO documents. EDF must review 

this. The DCO purports to show concentrations going down from baseline figures 

near homes that are currently in a tranquil area, when these homes would be 

considerably closer to an A12 on EDF’s 2VB alignment (at least 14 under 200 metres 

away). Studies show air pollution problems exist within 200 metres of a busy road 



and noxious particles will drift in windy areas. (which our area is). Pollutant particles 

drifting over housing will lead to an increased and most unwelcome risk to human 

health. EDF’s conclusion that the effects on air pollution would not be “significant” 

needs re-consideration.  

 

5.6  Unfortunately, EDF has a long history now of ignoring the number of homes that 

would be affected by its proposed alignment. Homes in close proximity have just not 

been counted properly. The Parish Council’s response to Consultation 3 records 26 

residences, 19 of which would be worse off. From EDF’s proposed alignment. 

 

5.7  It is high time that EDF reported properly on the impact on homes and businesses for 

its proposed alignment, and contrast with the Parish Council’s alignment which is far 

less damaging.   Mitigation proposals for its proposed alignment remain woefully 

inadequate. 

 

6        Hydrology  

 

6.1  We understand that SCC has expressed concern about the impact on hydrology. 

Foxburrow Wood is most definitely ancient woodland; Pond Wood has also been 

classified as ancient woodland (and also county wildlife site). Tree distress was 

evident along the western edge of Foxburrow Wood this year. EDF has not released 

its borehole test results, as far as we are aware, but what is required is a full 

hydrological study on the potential impact of such a deep interference with ground 

conditions and what that might mean for Foxburrow Wood, Pond Wood, other 

woodland and the network of landscape features and ponds in our properties (which 

EDF has not even asked to look at.) 

 

7       Ecology and Ornithology and Landscape Impacts 
 

7.1  EDF’s assessment remains deeply flawed by not considering other woodland, 

including  Old Vicarage woodland and Pond Wood nor gardens, in our properties,  with 

their historic associations and which offer wide-ranging wildlife habitats that include 

ancient trees, hedgerows, ponds and a large grove of 600 year old ancient pollards.  

EDF personnel were observed to be spending a lot of time up by the Walk Barn Farm 

buildings, without apparently paying attention to the ancient hedgerows on the access 

road leading up to Foxburrow Wood. Indeed, one lady blushed deep red when 



challenged by one of our members as to why the landscape and wildlife features in our 

properties were not being considered. 

 

7.2 EDF cannot present a proper picture to the Examining Authority without looking at how 

animals and birds actually use all the land, including movement corridors, as 

evidenced by what we actually see locally For example, we are part of the historic deer 

migratory route; badgers also use our gardens and woods.  It means looking at the 

inter-connectivity between Little Glemham woods, Nuttery Wood, woodland at The Old 

Vicarage, Pond Wood and Foxburrow Wood, as well as how our gardens contribute. 

EDF’s alignment imposes a major severance for this wildlife corridor, which is 

otherwise surrounded by intensive arable farming. The western woodland edge of 

Foxburrow Wood is another important part of this connectivity; many of our nesting 

birds and bats, which include buzzards, tawny, little and barn owls, kestrels and 

sparrowhawks are seen flying daily between that wood and woodlands on what would 

be the western side of EDF’s alignment. 

 

7.3  EDF has failed to correct the mistaken designation of the corridor between Foxburrow 

Wood and Palant’s Grove. Natural England has accepted that that corridor is not 

ancient woodland. Indeed, at one time there was a road running north, which is 

represented now only by a public footpath. Pond Wood is now classified as both 

ancient woodland and county wildlife site.  
 
7.4  A glaring omission is the number of ancient/veteran trees that EDF has apparently 

missed, some being in the double Ancient Hedgerow that has also been undervalued 

in the DCO: 

 
• The Woodland Trust has identified these:- 

 

• Where DCO states tree 118 is Elm, mature DBH: 115cm of low potential -  there is 

also a Listed Ancient Hornbeam with girth of 400cm that goes unrecorded which may 

be compromised or removed; 

 

• Where DCO states tree 119 is a pedunculate oak DBH 200cm with moderate 

potential – it is actually a Listed Veteran Oak with a girth of 500cm that EDF would 

remove; 

 



• Where DCO states tree 120 is a mature Ash DBH: 115cm with low potential – it is 

also where there is a Listed Notable Oak with a girth of 400cm that EDF would  

remove; 

 

• Where DCO states tree 121 is a mature Ash DBH: 30cm with moderate potential – it 

is a Listed Notable Oak with a girth of 370cm that goes unrecorded; 

 
 

• Where DCO states 122 is a mature ASH DBH: 85cm with moderate potential – it is a 

Listed Veteran Ash with a girth of 350cm that goes unrecorded; 

 

• Unrecorded in that hedgerow is a Listed Veteran Sycamore pollard with a girth of 

400cm; 

 

• Where DCO states tree 98 is an oak DBH 150cm with high value – it is a Listed 

Ancient Oak with a girth of 500cm (pictured) to be removed by EDF; 

 

• Where DCO states tree 97 is an oak DBH 120cm with high value - it is a Listed 

Veteran Oak with a girth of 450cm to be removed by EDF; 

 

8.  Weeper Drains serving Hall Cottages  
 
8.1  Dispute requests EDF have failed to address the issue of the  weeper drains that 

discharge onto the intended site for its 2VB alignment  site from 1 & 2 Hall Cottages. 

EDF may see this as minor but its failure  to consult owners on how it intends to 

secure future drainage says a lot about its lack of concern for the impact of its 

proposals. 



Do you have the faintest idea what you are doing? I cannot believe that you are 
holding this consultation. 
 
I was concerned when it was announced the Hinkley C would be delayed by 2 years 
at a cost of a further £2bn because of “challenging ground conditions”.  With a 
construction project of this size there should no surprises, nothing “unexpected”.  
Every contingency should have been considered and factored into the original 
planning application, project timescales and budget. 
 
You have had over 8 years preparing for this planning application and yet here you 
are at the 13th hour submitting alterations.  And not even specific alterations just 
vague ideas about how you might alleviate traffic on the roads.  Before you applied 
for a DCO every “i” should have been dotted and every “t” crossed.  Yet here you are 
dithering over some very basic and vital elements. 
 
The latest proposals suggest that more materials could be transported by rail and 
sea thereby relieving the local roads of some of the HGVs coming and going during 
the build.  If this is the case, why were both these options summarily dismissed as 
unviable in the Stage 3 consultation?  Nothing has changed since 2019, your reasons 
for dismissing them as options remain the same. 
 
I repeat does EDF actually have any idea what it is doing? It certainly doesn’t look 
that way.  Flamanville, Olikiluoto and Hinkley C are all behind schedule by multiple 
years and over budget by many billions.  Sizewell C is now with the Planning 
inspectorate and yet has no firm transport strategy in place.  You cannot build a new 
nuclear plant on a wing and a prayer. 
 
EDF has been told at every consultation that the local road network cannot handle 
the sheer weight of traffic involved.  A very feasible relief road (D route), which 
would have provided a valuable legacy to the area, direct from the A12 to the site 
was suggested right at the beginning and is the preferred option of the Suffolk 
councils and yet EDF has chosen to ignore this option and pursue an alternative, 
ultimately useless, link route which will have no legacy value whatsoever and which 
will seriously disrupt everyone living within 2 miles of its proposed route.   
 
Do your traffic estimates include the vehicles and freight required to work on the 
Beach landing facility, bypasses, relief roads, roundabouts and railway modifications.  
All of which will happen concurrently with the actual work starting on Sizewell C.  
What kind of mayhem do you suppose is going to ensue? None of your transport 
strategies will be in place for years during which time everything will have to trundle 
down the B1122 which I fully expect to literally crumble under the strain.  You should 
have started building the D link road 8 years ago. 
 
In addition EDF have, yet again, ignored all the other major energy projects also 
planned for the area thereby grossly underestimating the amount of traffic and 
volumes of material that will be flooding onto the East Suffolk roads.  The effort you 
have made to reduce your share of this traffic is too little and too late.  2 out of 10. 
  



Finally, for the avoidance of doubt, I continue to oppose the building of Sizewell C in 
this rural backwater which is entirely lacking in the infrastructure and resources 
(including people) necessary for an industrial project of this size. 
 
 



From  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk therese.coffey.mp@parliamen
t.uk Matthew.Hicks@suffolk.gov.uk steve.gallant@eastsuffolk.gov.uk richar
d.rout@suffolk.gov.uk craig.rivett@eastsuffolk.gov.uk info@stopsizewellc.o
rg  
Subject:SIZEWELL C 5th CONSULTATION 

I am responding to the EDF consultation on changes to its DCO application to construct two 
EPR from 2022 – 2034, assuming no delays, at a cost at present estimated at £20 Billion, 
although this does not include the cost of storing spent fuel rods for one hundred years plus or 
of decommissioning. 

EDF should only be consulting on proposals that it knows it can deliver. At present it cannot 
be certain of the position on rail or sea transportation or the relocation of Sizewell A. 

The proposals do not change the objection to the building of Sizewell C or the concerns about 
this site being suitable or safe for the siting of two nuclear reactors especially ones of an 
untried design. I do not believe that the proposals represent an improvement to the existing 
plans. In particular: - 

HGV Traffic 

I note that EDF do not guarantee that it’s proposals to reduce HGV traffic will work. I note 
that the “possibility” of eight train movements, which may be ten, would require a change to 
the passenger rail timetable, so more disruption to the local inhabitants. 

The proposed building of a second temporary BLF is subject to a feasibility study. In view of 
the fact that there are no definite details of this proposed structure it is hard to see how it can 
be part of a consultation. The structure and the associated equipment will be substantial. 
However, there is no plan or impact assessment given of the BLF or of the associated moving 
equipment. The coastline is fragile and any building of a BLF will have consequences. 

There is a proposal to make the permanent BLF longer and to change the number of 
submerged beams. These changes require a detailed impact assessment. 

It is noted that the proposals for the rail transport is stated to be open to disruption caused by 
equipment failures and delays on the main train line, and the use of the temporary BLF is 
subject to disruption caused by weather. If there is any disruption of any sort then the HGVs 
will be back on the roads. Most notably none of the proposals address the use of HGVs for, 
assuming no delays, the first two years of the construction. The impact on the traffic on the 
A12 and B1122 would be very significant and a major issue for the local inhabitants, tourism 
and on local businesses. 

Sea Defences 
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EDF is still considering what kind of defences the site would need. If it has taken this long to 
consider such a fundamental issue perhaps it is time that someone looked at this matter in the 
round and saw that this development should not go ahead. The site is not suitable. 

This issue is one that must be given priority and if there are any doubts about the 
effectiveness of any proposed sea defences then the development cannot go ahead. At all 
times it must be noted that it is proposed to keep spent fuel rods on site until at least 2140. 
This, assuming nothing changes, is over one hundred years of storage and over one hundred 
and fifty years before the site is decommissioned, whatever that will entail by that time. No 
one can predict what will happen to coastal erosion or sea levels in these time periods. Even 
the EDF advisors admit that it is only possible to predict detailed changes to the coastline ten 
years ahead. It is irresponsible and rash to put this development on this site. The future of the 
coastline and sea levels are simply too unpredictable and it would be grossly irresponsible to 
build two nuclear reactors on this site. 

Flooding and Drainage 

The SSSI crossing must be a bridge. If a culver is used there will be areas that will be barren. 
There is concern that drainage of the Sizewell Marsh could be increased by a culvert. Why is 
EDF not accepting the bridge? 

Under the proposal more land is needed for the Link Road to create drainage pools, taking 
even more of the local environment away. EDF do not know when the proposed temporary 
outfall pipe will be situated. Again, how can this be put in a proposal without such a key 
detail being shown. 

Environmental and Community Impacts 

The proposed fen meadow habitat at Pakenham is miles away from the site and does not 
compensate for the rare fen habitat loss in the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. I note that the Suffolk 
Wildlife Trust say that the EDF plan does not even come close to mitigating the impact of the 
proposed development on the area. Nothing that EDF, or anyone, can say or do will change 
the unique nature of the environment in this area. Whether it is the Sizewell Marshes or the 
Minsmere reserve, it is the duty of this generation to preserve this unique area and EDF and 
our politicians must take note of this. 

Those in charge of EDF, and our politicians, need to sit back and look at this proposal. It is 
obvious that there are so many unknowns in the long and medium term that it is not safe to go 
ahead with the construction of two nuclear reactors, especially of an untried design, on this 
site. On top of that the storage of the spent fuel rods for at least one hundred years on the site 
would be an act of breath-taking irresponsibility not least because of the nature of the coast 
line and the water table.  Short term expedients must not override what is increasingly 
obvious that this development is wrong. Those of you considering this development will be 
judged by future generations, not only the present one. 

  

 

 



 

  

17 December 2020 

  

 
 



Sizewell C 

Change of Consultation (11254) 

Submission by Nacton Parish Council 

Nacton Parish council responded to previous consultation stages undertaken by EDF, and has also 

submitted a Relevant Representation on the application for Development Consent.  The ‘Seven Hills’ 

interchange is a roundabout on junction 58 of the A12, which is located immediately to the south 

east of Ipswich.  Nacton Parish is located near the Seven Hills roundabout and will be affected by the 

route that the lorries take in order to reach the freight management facility at Levington (FMF) and 

then to return to the same roundabout. The number of lorries likely to follow this route is 

considerable and will affect the parish. Whilst the main part of the village will be some distance from 

the main development site, it is disproportionately impacted by the closeness of the proposed FMF, 

which will potentially severely worsen several existing poor aspects of the current local road 

network. 

1) Whilst there are positives concerning the re-consideration of rail and sea usage and the 

resultant possible decrease in HGV usage from 60% to 40%, other points remain 

unconsidered.  The reduction of HGV movements from 60% to 40% is dependent upon 

which of the rail and sea options are fully maximised.  If chosen, some of the rail and sea 

options combined would not manage this level of reduction. 

 

2) Initially EDF stated that if 7 trains were used for Sizewell C, then a FMF would not be 

required. No sound reason has been given for this not to happen. The possibility of 4 trains is 

suggested, why cannot this be increased? 

 

3) Also, Nacton PC supports the idea of increasing usage of a temporary beach landing facility, 

if it meant a reduction in HGV usage. 

 

4) It is difficult to understand why the FMF is proposed at a site which would mean HGVs have 

to drive away from the Sizewell C site in order to reach it. Why, if there proves to be a need, 

isn’t the FMF located alongside the A12 nearer to the Sizewell site. E.g. Has a consideration 

been given to using the Park and Ride at Martlesham? 

 

5) No consideration has been given to upgrading the route that the HGVs would have to take, 

in order to reach the FMF from the A14. This is despite: 

 

a) The HGVs would have to pass a busy crematorium both ways. Some funeral 

corteges turn right into the crematorium across the traffic. 

b) The main designated cycle path from Ipswich to Felixstowe runs down the Old 

Felixstowe Road, which the HGVs would take, again one way cutting across 

traffic. 

c) The T junction with the Old Felixstowe Road and the A1156, has seen several 

accidents, including fatalities over the last 5 years and no doubt beyond that. 

Traffic travels quickly from Ipswich round a bend. 



d) Nacton Home Farm manage land throughout the area. Their tractors regularly 

use the road network that the HGVs would use. Traffic flow is already affected 

by this. 

 

6) The East Suffolk CC Local Plan urges everyone to move freight by means other than road. 

The current proposals will mean that improvements to both road and rail networks will be 

needed, together with the building of FMF. It would make more sense to concentrate effort 

and cost to upgrading the East Suffolk line, something that would provide a legacy for the 

future. 

 

7) The proposed number of lorries using the FMF is being reduced. There is no proposal to 

proportionally reduce the size of FMF. 

 

8) It appears that a web-based Delivery Management System is not being considered. No 

reason has been given. 

 

9) With a modern and efficient freight system coupled with a reduction in HGV movements 

would it not be better to solely use the available space at the Southern Park and Ride site 

and dispense with the site at Levington? 

 

In summary, we welcome efforts to increase the use of rail and sea to move freight if it reduces the 

number of HGV movements, but we want to see more information about the potential 

consequences for the proposed FMF before commenting fully. 

 



From  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:Re: Sizewell Link Road 
Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Thank you for responding to me I appreciate that.  
 
It's all a bit too much for us as a lay person to take on board so greatly appreciate the fact that 
your land agents will meet me on site in the new year. 
 
Please may you also add the following response to my correspondence as I still cannot get 
my head around the early years traffic volumes! 
 
Now that you have reassessed the levels of traffic proposed to use the road network and 
working to bring more in by rail and sea, which I applaud you for.  
 
Is it correct that even with this new policy, that NOW the early years traffic (4 years) will all 
use the existing road network, until improvements can be made. Therefore I challenge the 
need for a Sizewell Link Road at all!!!  
 
As by the time you have built it the heaviest traffic volumes will be in the past  
 
Surely it would be better to concentrate your efforts to alleviate pinch points on the existing 
A12 and B1122 before during and after construction, minimizing any nuisance before during 
and after and also leaving a legacy. 
 
If I am correct in my assertions there is no justification for the new link road, there would be 
limited benefit and no legacy value. Suffolk County council do not want to adopt so not only 
will you have to pay for the road you may have to pay for the removal and or maintenance in 
perpetuity, either way its enormous expense for little or no benefit. 
 
Better to spend the money on improving all existing roads, compensate for additional noise 
and vibration, offer secondary glazing and extra insulation instead!! 
 
 
Thank you for your assistance  
 
Yours faithfully  
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Subject:SizewellC 
To whom it may concern 
 
I am writing to respond to the consultation on sizewell c.  
 
In general I am opposed to Sizewell c 
 
The impact on the environment, including the loss of Fen meadows will not be mitigated by 
EDFs proposals.   
 
As a resident living near the railway line I must protest against the proposal to increase 
trains along the line. Options being considered mean increasing trains during the day by 1 
and the night by 7, including Saturdays. This means a train every hour at night. These trains 
are loud and I am often woken in the night when there are trains currently, my whole house 
also vibrates. This proposal completely disregards the health and wellbeing of all the people 
living near the railway line. The thought of trains every hour in the night is completely 
unacceptable. The impact of this on wildlife will be huge and has also not been considered.  
 
At this late stage EDF should onlyconsult on proposals it is certain it can deliver, e.g. the train and 
sea transport proposals are far from guaranteed, and relocation of Sizewell B facilities is subject to 
agreement with Sizewell A. If these indeed are serious options, why has it taken more than 8 years 
to propose them? 
 
It is my opinion that these proposals do not change my overall objection to or concerns 
about Sizewell C.  
 
Yours Sincerely 
 

 
 
 



                              
                              

 
                                           Telephone:   Mobile:  

                                           email:  

 

 

 

Personal Response to EDF Sizewell C  
Post-DCO Application Public Consultation Stage 5 

 
When EDF initially announced this additional consultation, referring to proposed changes to the DCO application 
already submitted, just days after the deadline for the submission of our Relevant Representation, my first reaction 
was “lost for words”. 
      However, as I began reading it, a suitable response swiftly took shape. Proposals that must have taken some 
while to prepare, mostly directly relating to the manifold inadequacies of the previous 4 rounds of consultation, as 
pinpointed by the councils, our MP, action groups and individuals, are still nonetheless almost meaningless, riddled 
as they are with “ifs, buts and maybes”. 
      That a company of the supposed standing of EDF can have issued these documents, which fail to offer a single 
substantiated resolution to any of the problem areas after 8 years input, highlights their ineptitude, complacency, 
arrogance and, in some respects, downright callousness. 
       
My village coined the phrase (since also adopted by “Stop Sizewell C”) “The Wrong Project in the Wrong Place”, to 
which I would add “by the Wrong Company”. This most certainly still applies: 

• The EPR is outmoded, over complex, unproven in the West, too expensive and takes too long to build;  

• The Sizewell site, on a coast under threat from erosion, as proposed is too small and will have a horrendous 
effect on its fragile and precious surroundings (it’s already started with the removal of Coronation Wood); 

• EDF’s track record of attempting to build, yet alone ever complete, one of these power stations elsewhere 
(Finland, France and, already given the early signs, at Hinkley Point) is truly pathetic. 

 
But a new ‘battlecry’ is emerging fast – “EDF are proposing to bring death and destruction to East Suffolk”. 
Harsh?  
      No, not really – as regards destruction, EDF have already begun with the aforementioned Wood, and the dire 
threat to Minsmere and vast tracts of AONB and SSSI that will never recover and for which no mitigation is possible. 
It will drastically reduce the area’s tourism (EDF concede this could be by as much as one third) and render some 
current high-yielding farmland unreachable or uneconomic to work. 
      As for death, the recent acknowledgement that air pollution from traffic causes death in children (and old 
people) will most certainly apply to residents of Yoxford, Middleton Moor and Theberton, especially in the early 
years. The tailbacks that will form on the A12 will render Martlesham, Woodbridge and Wickham Market at risk too. 
      The Study by AECOM, some years ago, for SCC indicated that some 150 life-changing or fatal accidents would 
occur during the building of SZC as a direct result of existing roads being utilised rather than a dedicated route such 
as D2 (aka W) with few, if any, intersections or residences close to the road.  
      This is still relevant, even if the proposed SLR is provided, as there will still be overwhelming numbers of 
additional vehicles on the existing roads in the early years, and a number of junctions on the SLR (eg: leaving 
Theberton and where the link from the B1122 meets the SLR) will inevitably become major accident black spots. 
      The totally foreseeable traffic jams on the A12, B1122, B1125 and even the SLR itself, will inevitably lead to 
severe delays to the emergency services, further threatening the lives of residents in the affected communities. 
 
With the ongoing failure of EDF, after now 5 rounds of consultation, to address succinctly any of the growing 
concerns regarding coastal effects, water demand, environmental protection, disruption to life and livelihood of local 
people, significant losses affecting the vital tourist industry and agriculture - even not knowing where the raw 
materials for construction will be coming from -  I am extremely worried that such a potentially devastating project is 
in the hands of such an incompetent contractor, or indeed that the concept is still being contemplated at all. 
 
In terms of an objective response, I would add that I fully endorse the submissions by Suffolk Wildlife Trust, Suffolk 
Preservation Society, RSPB, Theberton & Eastbridge PC, Middleton-cum-Fordley PC and “Stop Sizewell C”. 

 
, 17th December 2020   



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:tom.mcgarry@edf-energy.com James.Bradley3@networkrail.co.uk  
Subject:Greater Anglia response to Sizewell C consultation - December 
2020 
Dear Sir/Madam 
  
In response to the latest consultation on Sizewell C we have three main points : 
  

1. In principle, we are supportive of rail freight playing a significant role in the construction 
programme. 

2. However, we are opposed to any detrimental impact on the passenger services on the line. 
As a direct consequence of introducing an hourly service on the line we have generated an 
increase in passenger journeys of over 100%. With new trains now in place, we have the 
opportunity to grow patronage further in a manner that not only meets local community, 
social, tourism and economic needs, but also supports wider decarbonisation targets. 

3. We believe more investment should be made in rail infrastructure improvements on both 
the south and north sections of the East Suffolk line to enable better services for passengers 
and communities in the future, with the ability for more employees at the site to access it by 
rail, not just in the construction phase, but in the operational phase, too. 

  
A more detailed response, fleshing these points out in more detail is attached. 
  
We are very happy to talk further and in more detail about these issues in direct meetings, if that 
would be helpful.     
  
Kind regards 
  

 
  

 
 

  
T:  
  

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
www.greateranglia.co.uk 
  
www.abellio.com 
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Greater Anglia Response to Sizewell C consultation – December 2020 

 

Introduction  

 

As highlighted in our response in September 2019, Greater Anglia is the local passenger train 

operator in East Anglia. We run the scheduled train services on the East Suffolk Line between 

Ipswich and Lowestoft, as well as local services between Ipswich and Felixstowe and Lowestoft and 

Norwich, intercity services on the Great Eastern Main Line (GEML) between Norwich, Ipswich and 

London, and other regional services between Ipswich and Cambridge/Peterborough and between 

Norwich and Cambridge, Sheringham and Great Yarmouth.  

 

The potential use of the East Suffolk line in the construction of Sizewell C has a multitude of 

implications for our current and future services. We welcome the proposal to maximise the use of  

rail infrastructure providing it prevents any disruption to existing train services, but we have some 

comments on how we ensure that aim is fully realised, whilst at the same time creating a rail legacy 

that benefits East Suffolk line customers, communities and the Sizewell C scheme.  However, before 

going into more detail I want to summarise our main points, which are as follows : 

 

1. In principle, we are supportive of rail freight playing a significant role in the construction 
programme. 

2. However, we are opposed to any detrimental impact on the passenger services on the line. 
As a direct consequence of introducing an hourly service on the line we have generated an 
increase in passenger journeys of over 100%. With new trains now in place, we have the 
opportunity to grow patronage further in a manner that not only meets local community, 
social, tourism and economic needs, but also supports wider decarbonisation targets. 

3. We believe more investment should be made in rail infrastructure improvements on both 
the south and north sections of the East Suffolk line to enable better services for passengers 
and communities in the future, with the ability for more employees at the site to access it by 
rail, not just in the construction phase, but in the operational phase, too. 

 
We are very happy to talk further and in more detail about these issues in direct meetings, if that 
would be helpful.     
 

Greater Anglia East Suffolk line context 

 

Since an hourly service was introduced on the East Suffolk Line in two phases in December 2010 and 

December 2012, passenger journeys on the route have increased by over 110%.  We have now 

replaced the previous regional train fleet of 1,2 and 3 carriage trains with brand-new 3 and 4 

carriage trains with more seats, air conditioning, plug points, USB ports, fast free Wi-Fi, a quieter, 

smoother ride and improved accessibility. That process was completed in February 2020. 

  

This transformation is expected to prompt further significant increases in patronage, as we move 

beyond the current challenges presented by the pandemic.  It is therefore essential that nothing is 

done, either deliberately or inadvertently, that adversely impacts on current or future growth in 

patronage. It is also in everyone’s interests along the route that we continue to maximise the use of 

the East Suffolk line.   

 

 

 



Specific response to the Sizewell C consultation 

 

We fully support the proposal to maximise the use of rail transport both during and after the 

proposed construction of Sizewell C. However, whilst we have no problems with the rail 

infrastructure upgrades proposed, we do not believe they go far enough. 

 

As highlighted previously, we believe full dualling of the rail line from Woodbridge to Saxmundham 

is the practical, sensible solution which enables the provision of both existing services without 

disruption and a more frequent, half hourly service in future. 

 

Such an approach prevents damaging disruption to existing services both on the East Suffolk Line 

and the GEML, when there are delays to the “construction” trains.  The Ipswich area is already very, 

very, busy currently, with both passenger trains and an increasing number of freight trains to/from 

Felixstowe.  That congestion is only going to increase. We cannot afford to have further knock-on 

delays due to congestion on the East Suffolk Line rippling back onto the Felixstowe line or Ipswich 

area. With some single line sections still in place on the Felixstowe line and on northern sections of 

the East Suffolk line, retaining the current single line section south of Saxmundham is not practical. 

 

Providing two tracks for this key section also supports local community aspirations for minimal or no 

overnight trains and minimises the need for truck traffic and additional road provision.     

 

Furthermore, a better rail service carrying more passengers helps achieve a lower carbon economy, 

reducing road and car usage. In that respect, it underpins Sizewell C’s sustainability credentials, as 

well as, contributing to the wider sustainable development of the local economy in East Suffolk. 

 

Previous proposals referred to certain level crossing upgrades, but we also need the line speed on 

the East Suffolk line increased to 90mph, to take full advantage of the capabilities of both the new 

bi-mode trains in use on the line and the freight locomotives that will haul the freight trains to 

support the construction. This move will increase service resilience and help reduce journey times, 

thereby generating even more patronage on the East Suffolk line services, meeting an existing local 

aspiration for quicker journey times on the route (making it an even better alternative to the A12) 

and reducing the need for some road upgrades. 

 

Given the completion of the Sizewell A de-commissioning works that required freight paths on the 

East Suffolk line, we also wish to see the release of those paths to enable the provision of a 

“clockface” frequency all day on the line, which is more convenient for and attractive to existing and 

potential rail passengers. Such an aspiration is shared by current customers, local authorities, the 

local Community Rail Partnership and rail user groups.  

 

Finally, we would also seek to see the optimisation of the rail proposals by having an additional loop 

and other improvements implemented on the northern section of the route, agreed with and 

through Network Rail to ensure we fully optimise the solution to give the best reliability, resilience, 

capacity and journey time benefits, to provide both a robust, resilient diversionary route for the 

freight traffic and the capacity for additional passenger services to further maximise rail usage 

during both the construction and operational phases of Sizewell C’s life. As mentioned above, the 

exact proposals would be the subject of joint work with Network Rail to identify the best and most 

effective initiatives.     

 



In summary, we see a major opportunity to not only meet the aspirations of the Sizewell C project 

and EDF’s aims and objectives, but also those of local communities, rail passengers, train operators, 

local businesses, the local economy and local/regional tourism, by delivering the rail upgrades 

outlined as part of the Sizewell C project proposals and those additional rail upgrades we have 

outlined in this submission. 

 

Such an approach would result in the added benefits of increased rail travel, reduced road use, a 

reduced requirement for road upgrades and a greater contribution to the carbon reduction impacts 

of the Sizewell C scheme. 

 

 

 

 

Greater Anglia 

17 December 2020 

 



Comments on the 5th EDF Sizewell C Consultation. 17 Dec 2020, from  

. Tel. number . Sent by e-mail 

. 

General comments on this 5th Consultation. Having requested a paper copy of this consultation 

because I find it difficult to spend very long reading screens, I am very disappointed at the quality of 

the document. It has been produced for the public to comment on, but there are three big difficulties 

for any meaningful comments to be possible. These are:  

The site maps in the document only cover just over half a page and so are far too small to see any 

details. 

Many of the sections, in particular the one regarding the BLF (Beach Landing facility), have ‘further 

assessment’ required. How can a member of the public be asked to comment on EDF’s proposals when 

the assessments have not been done?  That is like writing a blank cheque.  

And lastly there are numerous references to the DCO (Development Consent Order) application, in 

fact so much so that some parts of this document is unreadable, and not understandable unless you 

are prepared to go backwards and forwards from this consultation to the DCO application, which is 

virtually impossible.  

In conclusion, this document is of very little meaningful worth to the public who are asked to comment 

on it. It needs rewriting clearly and not using so many references, the maps need to be clear and large 

so changes can be seen, and all the ‘assessment’ work needs to have been done. It is poorly written, 

sloppily produced, and it clearly shows that EDF have no respect for the public’s views as they are not 

prepared to put any effort into producing a document that gives out all the required information so 

that any comments can be made. 

I would like to point out that I am not against nuclear power. I have worked in business in a 

managerial capacity for a number of years and quite truthfully if anyone that worked for me had 

produced anything as confusing and unreadable as this document then I would have asked them to 

go back and start again. 

IT APPEARS THAT THE PUBLIC ARE ONLY BEING CONSULTED IN THE QUESTIONNAIRE ABOUT 

CERTAIN CHANGES IN THIS DOCUMENT AND NOT ALL THE CHANGES. MANY CHANGES APPEAR TO 

BE LEFT OUT OF THE CONSULTATION PROCESS. THIS DOCUMENT MUST HAVE BEEN PREPARED 

BEFORE 30 SEPTEMBER. EDF SHOULD HAVE DELAYED THE 30 SEPTEMBER DATE UNTIL ALL OF THESE 

EXTRA PROPOSALS AND ASSESSMENTS HAD BEEN COMPLETED. BY ISSUING A SECOND DOCUMENT 

OF VERY IMPORTANT CHANGES SO QUICKLY AFTER THE 30TH SEPTEMBER SUBMISSION DATE IT IS 

MAKING A MOCKERY OF THE PLANNING PROCESS. 

Specific Comments using the Questionnaire 

1 Freight Management. It is not possible to answer this – see subsequent comments. 

2 Increased Frequency of Train Movements. The proposal is Inappropriate because any increase in 

train journeys should be during the day, and this is something EDF need to sort out with the rail 

companies. Night journeys will disrupt the sleep of all those living near the railway line and if EDF is 



given the go ahead for SZC then it will mean that these people will be unable to sell their properties 

for many years. In fact just by putting that suggestion into this document has probably already caused 

significant stress for these local residents. A much better approach would be to forget about the 

railway line, if the additional day journeys are impossible, obviating the need to build the railway at 

all, but see my comments in other sections. I find it also unclear about how many actual HGVs and 

other traffic, such as vans, will be taken off the roads, and which roads. There doesn’t seem to be any 

precise numbers. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be commented on until all the details 

about traffic movements have been clearly set out. 

3 Enhancing the Permanent Beach Landing Facility. I am not a marine engineer so I cannot comment 

on the construction of the BLFs but this section is also Inappropriate. In the DCO it was stated that 

more materials could not be brought in by sea without damaging the marine environment. Now there 

is a proposal to enhance the permanent beach landing facility and to build a new temporary beach 

landing facility. So has all this predicted damage to the marine environment just gone away? If so, 

how?  It is not clearly explained. As a birdwatcher I am concerned about tern nesting colonies. The 

document seems to convey that piling will take place during the nesting season. Surely this cannot be 

true as it would be disastrous for the terns. And very importantly in Table 3.7, under Next Steps and 

Further Assessments, the need for further assessments, or a review of existing assessments, occurs 

twenty two times. Why has all this work not been done before issuing the proposals? I find it also 

unclear regarding how many actual HGVs and other traffic, such as vans, will be taken off the roads, 

and which roads, such as A12 South, A12 North, A1120 both ways, etc. There doesn’t seem to be any 

precise numbers, or even any predicted numbers. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be 

commented on until all these assessments have been done and all the detail about traffic movements 

have been clearly set out. 

4 A New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility. This is Inappropriate for all the reasons above. 

5 New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility Options.  This is Inappropriate for all the reasons above. 

6 SSSI Crossing. This is Inappropriate not because of the design of the crossing but because it will 

reduce the water levels at RSPB Minsmere and at Eastbridge.  Although I am not an expert in these 

water levels in particular, I know that Suffolk is one of the driest counties in England and that we get 

very little rain. This must be of great concern to the RSPB, and I do not believe that we should be 

putting in place anything that changes the water levels, where it might impact on wading birds, or an 

effect on local use. 

7 Fen Meadow Replacement. This is Inappropriate and a very bewildering proposal.  Fem Meadows 

do not just happen miraculously by flooding a few fields somewhere. They develop over many years.  

EDF just seem to have picked odd fields and groups of fields from various parishes and decided that 

they will become Fen Meadows. These are either beside roads, near roads, or have roads all around 

them. The problem with Aldehurst Farm in Leiston was that although it was inevitably going to be 

colonised by some birds, it has busy roads all around it. The beauty of the AONB, SSSI and the whole 

Suffolk Coastal Area is that is that it is a large continuous piece of land crossed by very few roads. For 

instance there are no roads to the beach between Sizewell Gap and the village of Dunwich. Even the 

road at Dunwich cliffs only goes to the cliffs. This allows mammals, amphibians and reptiles, such as 

deer, otters, hares, badgers, adders, lizards, etc., to wander around freely. There are also great crested 

newts at the west of the main site and a colony of natterjacks breeding in a pond which will be right 



beside the inner station perimeter walls. To get to the Aldehurst Farm site wildlife has to negotiate 

crossing roads, in particular the busy Lovers Lane road which leads to the Sizewell A and B power 

stations. So, these proposed Fen Meadows may attract some birds but they in no way compensate for 

the loss of the Sizewell Marshes. It would be much better if the link road was abandoned and all 

materials were brought in by sea with the marine environment given the highest protection, and with 

staff using the existing Lovers Lane road to get to the site and then entering the C site by the B site.  

There really is no ‘joined up’ thinking going on here with these instant Fen Meadows. You would need 

a site as big as the existing Sizewell Marshes to make any kind of significant contribution to the 

extensive damage that will happen to this area which is rich in precious habitats, and even if you had 

that amount of land it would be years before it produced the same level of diversity and found in the 

Sizewell Marshes now.  

8 Water Resource Storage Area.   I think that this question is Inappropriate because it cannot be 

answered. The maps in the document are so poor that it is impossible to understand  what is going 

on. There is mention of this part of the site being a ‘foraging habitat for marsh harriers during 

construction’. This is hardly likely. With a planned road across the marshes, traffic and trains going in 

and out of the site, and noise and light pollution from the construction site and contractor lay down 

areas, I think that it is unlikely that there will be many birds about, marsh harriers or otherwise, 

especially when you look at all the trees and hedges that are being removed around the Sizewell 

Marshes area. 

9 Surface Water.  This is Inappropriate. The photo (Figure 4.17) shows a very ugly pipe sticking out of 

a beach. This should not even be put forward in an area which is part of an AONB.  Also, water gushing 

out of this outfall is going to be unsightly and will damage the beach where it falls. Some other 

proposal needs to be made for getting rid of this water.  EDF are building a power station on a flood 

plain, so they must have thought about this problem over many years. The whole site is likely to 

flooded within about 30 years. The north sea has been washing away this coast for many years. The 

port of Sizewell and its streets and market and chapel are all under the sea, the last big storm in 1598 

took most of the houses with it.  The sea level is rising, so the sea will encroach around the power 

station. To be truthful you would not build a housing estate on this piece of land let alone a power 

station. Nevertheless, this is not the way to get rid of surface water, just by sticking a pipe in the 

ground and discharging it onto a beach.  There must be some engineers within EDF that can do better 

than this! 

10 Other Main Site Changes.  

a) Sea Defence. This is clearly Inappropriate because raising the height of the sea defence means 

that the site will be more of an eyesore on this coastline. 

b) Construction Activities and Height Limits. This is also Inappropriate. Height limits are there for 

a reason and to increase height levels just because you are bringing in more materials by sea and 

stockpiling doesn’t seem to be the right answer. Better to make sure that materials do not arrive 

until you need them, obviating the need to stockpile.  

c) Tree Retention. This section actually mentions removing even more trees which is definitely 

Inappropriate. Looking at the maps there is already a massive removal of trees and hedges. Even 

three or four trees are precious. A rethink is needed. 



d) Boundary Changes. Since this mainly involves changes to the Fen Meadow sites, which are 

Inappropriate and of little value, then I have no further comment on the Boundary Changes. 

e) Bridleway. This new bridleway appears to cross Lovers Lane and the map shows no bridge or 

tunnel so it is Inappropriate in its existing form. Bridleways are not footpaths as they allow 

horses to be ridden on them. Lovers Lane is the very busy road into the Sizewell A and B Power 

Stations site.  It is not suitable as a bridleway crossing. Horses crossing a busy road are just asking 

for accidents to happen. If EDF is serious about this they will have to build an underpass, 

otherwise people will get killed. 

 

11 Sizewell B Relocated Facilities. Options 1 and 2 are Inappropriate. Coronation Wood should be left 

as it is and alternatives found on the SZC site which would mean that changes to the B site are not 

required, although sadly I fear that by the time you get these comments you will have already felled 

Coronation Wood. I just hope that all the mitigation work for the bats and badgers has been safely 

carried out before this happens. 

 

12 Associated Development Changes.   

a. Reduction in Land Required. It is your statement here which is Inappropriate. You only mention 

one very small site, the A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham, and a small area of land at the 

Darsham (northern) Park and Ride which is difficult to spot on the map as it is so small  – so see 

below. 

b. Boundary Changes. All Inappropriate. You appear to be doing some kind of a land grab and 

expanding into previously unused land. The Sizewell Link road, Figures 5.4 to 5.9 (6 areas) show 

additional land being taken in a total of 36 different places. How could the maps be so wrong in 

the first place? The Yoxford boundary change is so small it can hardly be seen (this is actually a 

reduction, a sliver of land). The Two Villages Bypass. A great deal of fuss has been made about 

this bypass but in my personal view it is not needed. There is only one bottleneck on the existing 

A12 and that is in Farnham, a tight corner. To destroy a huge swathe of the Alde Valley with a 

new road is not required, especially as EDF now propose to bring in a lot more materials to the 

site by train and sea. EDF needs to make its mind up and set out a real Freight Management 

Strategy with real statistics of exactly how much traffic will be using the A12 both from the north 

and south, and other roads like the A1120, for example. I note that in this new proposal another 

area of woodland will need to be felled.  Not only are all these new roads harmful to the 

environment but they are disruptive for those that enjoy walking in this area, and wildlife and 

the stunning countryside is what attracts people to Suffolk for their holidays. I note that EDF are 

going to be diverting a lot of footpaths. This must definitely not be allowed to happen.  

c. Southern Park and Ride. Inappropriate. If EDF are proposing a new railway line and extra trains 

six days a week, why are they building Park and Ride facilities?  Staff can catch a train at any 

station on the East Suffolk line and stay on the train until they get to the site. Keeping traffic off 

the roads is of great importance. A minor change to the Southern Park and Ride landscaping is 

of no consequence when so much of this area in East Suffolk is going to be permanently 

destroyed.     



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk @suffolk.gov.uk 

@suffolk.gov.uk @eastsuffolk.gov.uk @easts
uffolk.gov.uk @suffolk.gov.uk @hotmail.co.uk 

@eastsuffolk.gov.uk @eastsuffolk.gov.uk info@stopsizewellc
.org  
 
Subject:Response to EDF's 5th consultation from Stop Sizewell C 

 
RESPONSE TO EDF’s 5th CONSULTATION 

17 December 2020 
 
 

Stop Sizewell C’s opinions in four previous consultations and as expressed in our 
Relevant Representation remain unchanged. Our opposition to the project is 
likewise unchanged by these new proposals for the following reasons: 
 
There is no guarantee that the proposals consulted on can be delivered. At this late 
stage we consider it inappropriate to consult on options that the developer cannot 
express certainty about whether they are possible, and we further find it astonishing 
that that - given the consistent expressions of concern, for example over traffic, for 
the last 8+ years - new ideas should only be forthcoming at this time. 
 
The new proposals - even if they prove to be deliverable - do not make the project 
acceptable. Sizewell C remains the wrong project in the wrong place, on a fragile 
coastline, surrounded by rare designated and sensitive habitats and impossible to 
deliver without unacceptable impacts on local communities. 
 
We endorse the responses of Theberton and Eastbridge Parish Council, the RSPB, 
AONB Partnership and Suffolk Wildlife Trust. 
 
Our views on EDF’s proposals (selected) 
 
1. Increase in the frequency of freight train movements to facilitate bulk material 
imports by rail 
As stated above we are bemused as to why at this late stage it emerges that more 
trains might be possible, but note the continued uncertainty regarding Network Rail. 
We are also fully aware that what may have the potential to reduce impacts on one 
community to a limited extent, will impose them upon others, especially the 
antisocial and weekend hours suggested. We see no contingency plans about what 
will happen, should these proposals form part of EDF’s application, if there were 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
mailto:craig.rivett@eastsuffolk.gov.uk
mailto:info@stopsizewellc.org
mailto:info@stopsizewellc.org
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/eastern/the-sizewell-c-project/?ipcsection=relreps&relrep=41710


engineering works or faults on the main lines that would affect these deliveries. 
Would materials revert to HGV delivery? 
  
2. Enhancement of the permanent beach landing facility and options for a new 
temporary beach landing facility to facilitate material imports by sea.  
These proposals are equally uncertain and it’s not clear why they were not 
considered sooner, when a jetty option was abandoned after Stage 2. There is a lack 
of detailed information about the potential impacts of all temporary BLF options or 
the enhancements to a permanent BLF on coastal processes. A high-level conveyor 
across the beach would be an additional, noisy, eyesore and presumably also have 
safety issues. It is somewhat arbitrary to ask the public about the four options. EDF 
needs first to understand which, if any, are feasible and have realistic ability to take 
considerable numbers of HGVs off the road. As above, we see no contingency plans 
about what will happen, should these proposals form part of EDF’s application, if 
there was bad weather that would affect these deliveries. Would materials revert to 
HGV delivery? 
  
Your claims about HGV reductions overall remain highly speculative. We also are 
aware that very soon after starting construction at Hinkley Point, you were seeking 
permission to increase HGV deliveries, so we are not persuaded by the numbers you 
give. We note that numbers for the “early years” are unchanged. It is with some 
irony that we observe that the B1122 would - under your new claims - carry more 
HGVs during this period than the Sizewell Link Road would on a typical day. 
  
3. Change SSSI crossing design to a single span bridge with embankments.  
We agree with the view of Suffolk Wildlife Trust that this is not a bridge; it is a larger 
culvert. It still takes too much SSSI land, and the covered area of the culvert would 
be too dark to encourage movement of wildlife. 
  
4. Change to the sea defence to make the scheme more efficient and resilient to 
climate change.  
There is still no complete design so it is impossible for this to be properly assessed. 
We note that the height will increase and the defence likely to start 8m closer to the 
shore, beneath the current sacrificial dune and into the beach. Anyone familiar with 
the area knows there is very little sacrificial dune left here and this change will 
remove it completely. The initial design still does not go deep enough and it is 
unclear if the proposed 2046 adaptation is feasible given likely early exposure of the 
initial defence. There is still no indication whether the proposed adaptation goes 
deep enough to prevent defence collapse. We remain unconvinced that SZC’s 
defences would not exacerbate erosion north and south or counter the potential for 
coastal breach north of the platform. We observed the comments of Cefas’ Tony 
Dolphin to the EADT in August, saying that the station could handle anything climate 
change throws at it, whilst simultaneously acknowledging that it was only possible to 
predict detailed changes to the coastline 10 years ahead, saying “almost every 
prediction in the very long-term has no certainty” (EADT 6 August 2020). Which is it? 
  
6. Greater flexibility as to where certain Sizewell B facilities are relocated to, 



potentially avoiding the need for car parking on Pillbox Field.  
The key word is “potentially”. Of course Pillbox field should not be built on, under 
any circumstances and we maintain that these works should not be undertaken prior 
to any DCO being granted. 
  
7. Change to certain parameter heights and activities on the main development 
site to facilitate the construction process.  
We note with dismay a further spoil heap up to 15m high, and are further concerned 
about visual impacts of the site as a whole. 
  
8. Extension of the Order Limits to provide for fen meadow habitat at Pakenham as 
further mitigation for fen meadow loss.  
All EDF’s proposed fen meadow compensatory habitats are some distance away so 
cannot offer any connectivity with affected habitats and this is even further away. It 
will not be created prior to construction and is in no way adequate compensation for 
the Fen Meadow and M22 habitat that will be lost. The local community at 
Pakenham has contacted us and is clearly deeply concerned. 
  
9. Extension to and reduction of the Order Limits for works on the Sizewell Link 
Road.  
Your proposals will take even more land from our neighbours. All our objections to 
the route of the Sizewell Link Road remain. 
  
Procedurally, we are appalled that these consultations were decided upon less than 
a week after the close of Section 56, during which time 1,200 individuals, businesses 
and organisations had invested considerable time and effort to submit responses by 
the 30 September deadline. It is clear that the new proposals were being prepared 
ahead of this time. The failure to pause that process some weeks previously 
demonstrates total disregard for the efforts made by  local communities to engage 
with the planning process.  
 
As a further illustration of EDF’s poor engagement, we also note EDF’s failure to 
convene a Community Forum since January, despite many JLAG and other bodies 
organising forums digitally. Normally EDF convenes such meetings when it has 
“something to say”. A DCO submission and subsequent consultations would very 
much appear to be “something to say”! 



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:RE: RE: EN010012 – The Sizewell C Project 
 
Good afternoon 
 
Thank you for info, I find the Felixstowe rd development diagram vague with regards to 
lighting with no heights given of pylons supporting lighting or their locations 
which can be discerned. 3m high bunds are inadequate to protect from the visual impact of 
the facility to the local environment ( which 
is agricultural ) and they do not cover enough length of the boundary. There does not appear 
any mention of traffic control features.on 
the Felixstowe Rd. There is no ratio of nighttime movements in relation to daytime 
movements of HGVs given, nor the average weight 
of each HGV ,or conversely the minimum expected weights and the highest expected 
weights. Given the frequency, expected road 
repairs,and road closure on a continual basis is going to be a scenario. 
My main concern if this project does go ahead, is that it does not morph into a road to rail , 
rail to road facility given the proximity of the 
Felixstowe-Ipswich line .which would necessitate a whole new application now. 
If you are going to continue with this application, you need to clarify this point,otherwise 
media attention could be detrimental 
You are in receipt of my previous communications regarding this scheme as are the Govt 
Inspectorate and need to be considered in their entirety 
 
Thankyou for your attention 
 

 
 
------ Original Message ------ 
From: "Sizewell C" <info@sizewellc.co.uk> 
To:  
Sent: Thursday, 17 Dec, 20 At 12:17 
Subject: RE: RE: EN010012 – The Sizewell C Project 

Dear  
 
Thank you for your email. 
 
There were two notices erected along the A1156 at Levington. The notice you are likely referencing is in 
respect of an on-going consultation regarding changes to the Sizewell C Project being undertaken by 
SZC Co. 
They are in the immediate vicinity of the proposed Freight Management Facility site - please see link for 
the plans: https://sizewellcdco.co.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2020/06/SZC_Bk2_2.11_FMF_Plans_For_Approval.pdf 
This facility has been identified to manage deliveries to site and ensure any potential transport impacts 
on the local road networks are appropriately mitigated. 
As part of our consultation, SZC Co. needs to consult with landowners who would be directly affected by 
the revised proposals – this notice was erected as there is unregistered land in this location (please see 
first attachment) and SZC Co. is asking those who believe they have an interest in this land to provide 
their details to them. 
The second notice along the A1156 in this location was a general site notice detailing the changes to 
the application. Attached to this email is a copy of this notice, which has details of how to find out more 
about the consultation and how to provide responses. 
The current public consultation runs until Friday, 18 December, and purely focusses on the proposed 
changes to the DCO application. All the consultation material can be viewed on the Sizewell C website 
at: www.sizewellc.co.uk 
A direct link to the full consultation document is at: https://edf.thirdlight.com/pf.tlx?jUNjtYxjt2VdAX 
The Response Form to provide feedback on the proposals can be found 
here:https://magpielanding.traverse.org.uk/surveys/sizewellC 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsizewellcdco.co.uk%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2020%2F06%2FSZC_Bk2_2.11_FMF_Plans_For_Approval.pdf&data=04%7C01%7Ccarly.vince%40sizewellc.com%7Cae99a7af894f4a2a99ac08d89ad20572%7C1a67444e6d144022b01cc225b1c02a3c%7C0%7C1%7C637429576568889505%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=y8PwYzr3IhtT76oYF1FHl9T7Enjkvnjzi6lXl16Y6cY%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fsizewellcdco.co.uk%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2020%2F06%2FSZC_Bk2_2.11_FMF_Plans_For_Approval.pdf&data=04%7C01%7Ccarly.vince%40sizewellc.com%7Cae99a7af894f4a2a99ac08d89ad20572%7C1a67444e6d144022b01cc225b1c02a3c%7C0%7C1%7C637429576568889505%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=y8PwYzr3IhtT76oYF1FHl9T7Enjkvnjzi6lXl16Y6cY%3D&reserved=0
http://www.sizewellc.co.uk/
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fedf.thirdlight.com%2Fpf.tlx%3FjUNjtYxjt2VdAX&data=04%7C01%7CStephen.Henry%40sizewellc.com%7C308417e857434b2478c308d88b9d99ea%7C1a67444e6d144022b01cc225b1c02a3c%7C0%7C0%7C637412857465912964%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=9Wb656FY5EvFsyQyrY3n%2FVVLWvD0hztVp0yhl3P3xCA%3D&reserved=0
https://magpielanding.traverse.org.uk/surveys/sizewellC


You can also view a virtual tour, which explains the proposed changes, 
at:https://3dwtech.co.uk/dashboard/edf/sizewell-c/exhibition/ 
Should you have any further questions, or would like to discuss any aspects of the planning process, 
please call the Sizewell C Community Freephone line on 0800 197 6102 or email us 
atinfo@sizewellc.co.uk 
Best wishes 
 
The Sizewell C Project Team  
 

 
 
From:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
Sent:01/12/2020 
To:  
sizewell@edfconsultation.info  
CC: @sizewellc.com @sizewellc.com  
Subject:RE: EN010012 – The Sizewell C Project 
Dear  
Thank you for your email. It appears that this relates to the recent notices posted in relation to 
the public consultation being carried out by NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited (the 
Applicant) therefore your correspondence has been forwarded to the Applicant who will 
respond in due course.  
Kind regards 

 
Sizewell C Case Team 
National Infrastructure Planning 
Helpline: 0303 444 5000 
Email: SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Web: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ (National Infrastructure Planning)  
Web: www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate (The Planning 
Inspectorate)  
Twitter: @PINSgov  
This communication does not constitute legal advice. 
Please view our Privacy Notice before sending information to the Planning Inspectorate. 
From:   
Sent: 27 November 2020 10:49 
To: SizewellC  
Subject: Re: EN010012 – The Sizewell C Project 
With regards to the Sizewell C project 
I have seen notices posted on the A1156 at Levington with reference to sections of verges 
and adjacent land being the subject of potential 
compulsory purchase with relevance to the above scheme. Although the length of land 
required is given, there is no definitive diagram to 
show its extent. 
I have a site very close to the notice and would like such a diagram sent to see how much 
impact it would have on access as well as the ecology 
as my site is devoted to entirely organic growth. sustained by a stable environment. 
Thankyou for your attention 

 
 

 
 
------ Original Message ------ 
From: "SizewellC"  
To:   
Sent: Tuesday, 24 Nov, 20 At 13:24 
Subject: EN010012 – The Sizewell C Project 
Dear Sir/Madam 
EN010012 – The Sizewell C Project 

https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2F3dwtech.co.uk%2Fdashboard%2Fedf%2Fsizewell-c%2Fexhibition%2F&data=04%7C01%7CStephen.Henry%40sizewellc.com%7C308417e857434b2478c308d88b9d99ea%7C1a67444e6d144022b01cc225b1c02a3c%7C0%7C0%7C637412857465912964%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=xIku4pUb85KipyzZV2%2BX0uoI4rSzkq00rItwzC%2B4FOQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:info@sizewellc.co.uk
mailto:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
mailto:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/
http://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/help/privacy-and-cookie/


Your reference: 20025877 
Please follow the link below to view a letter from the Examining Authority which contains a 
Procedural Decision regarding Additional Submissions from the Applicant and other 
Interested Parties and other matters, including the Applicant’s public consultation on the 
proposed changes and the timing of the Examination: 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002602-SIzewell%20PD3%20-
%20Additional%20Submissions.pdf 
You can also view the letter on the Project page of the National Infrastructure Planning 
website under the Documents tab: 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/eastern/the-sizewell-c-
project/?ipcsection=docs 
Yours faithfully 
Sizewell C Case Team 
National Infrastructure Planning 
Helpline: 0303 444 5000 
Email: SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Web: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/ (National Infrastructure Planning)  
Web: www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate (The Planning 
Inspectorate)  
Twitter: @PINSgov  
This communication does not constitute legal advice. 
Please view our Privacy Notice before sending information to the Planning Inspectorate.  
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https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finfrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk%2Fwp-content%2Fipc%2Fuploads%2Fprojects%2FEN010012%2FEN010012-002602-SIzewell%2520PD3%2520-%2520Additional%2520Submissions.pdf&data=04%7C01%7Csizewellc%40planninginspectorate.gov.uk%7C37f63197d65348d3227808d892c20807%7C5878df986f8848ab9322998ce557088d%7C1%7C1%7C637420709343321308%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=bbHdjUE33b3PTf7lFF6tDkJiUetj8%2BrlNL346tf2fYs%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finfrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk%2Fprojects%2Feastern%2Fthe-sizewell-c-project%2F%3Fipcsection%3Ddocs&data=04%7C01%7Csizewellc%40planninginspectorate.gov.uk%7C37f63197d65348d3227808d892c20807%7C5878df986f8848ab9322998ce557088d%7C1%7C1%7C637420709343331305%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Hpae3kRYNDHhW2sS2sJNtvIFNaXqwYoKudZqAQoUUsQ%3D&reserved=0
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finfrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk%2Fprojects%2Feastern%2Fthe-sizewell-c-project%2F%3Fipcsection%3Ddocs&data=04%7C01%7Csizewellc%40planninginspectorate.gov.uk%7C37f63197d65348d3227808d892c20807%7C5878df986f8848ab9322998ce557088d%7C1%7C1%7C637420709343331305%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=Hpae3kRYNDHhW2sS2sJNtvIFNaXqwYoKudZqAQoUUsQ%3D&reserved=0
mailto:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finfrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk%2F&data=04%7C01%7Csizewellc%40planninginspectorate.gov.uk%7C37f63197d65348d3227808d892c20807%7C5878df986f8848ab9322998ce557088d%7C1%7C1%7C637420709343331305%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C1000&sdata=R%2FOHKmV6LpqyJFtGZHFwz4o4cTTjjsNabfeaHcXonH8%3D&reserved=0
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Dear sir/madam, 

I have grave concerns on your proposal in closing Pretty Road as this is the road that most villagers 

use to travel to Saxmundham and surrounding villages. If this proposed new road gets the go ahead 

then to do the same journey we will have to turn right against on coming traffic both ways. Please 

keep Pretty Road open. 

The run off water from the C site will overload the Leiston drain, which will flood RSPB marshes and 

Eastbridge. 

I have great concerns on the size of the build and the impact on the environment. 

Having lived in Suffolk all of my life i feel this build would be catastrophic to this area. 

For all of the jobs you are promising you are not considering the ones that you are taking. 

We are use to promises having lived through the construction of the B site. 

          

 



Providing independent advice on access to the countryside in Suffolk 

 
 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Re: SLAF comments on latest Sizewell consultation 
 
We note that there are three positive statements in the latest consultation, these are: 
 

• We support the inclusion of the proposed bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and 
Kenton Hills is now to be part of the DCO rather than part of post construction 
funding (2.3.29). Road crossings should be at a safe point. 

• As part of the two village bypass we note the upgrade of the public rights of way to 
a bridleway at Walk Barn Farm which also includes Footpaths 3 and 11, we have no 
specific views on either of the 2a or 2b alternatives (2.5.7), (5.4.22). 

• The removal of the Sizewell B Outage Car Park from Pillbox Field thus alleviating 
conflicts between Bridleway13 and the proposed new vehicular access is 
welcomed. (4.2.4).   
 

We do however wish to comment on some other issues which still cause SLAF concern: 
 

• Permanent Beach Landing Facility (3.3.1) – As the consultation now expects 
greater use of materials brought in by sea to an improved beach landing facility 
SLAF would expect any closure of the Coast Path because of additional 
deliveries during Sizewell C construction period to be kept to a minimum. 
Although we do welcome the commitment to keep it open as far as is practicable, 
especially as these deliveries will be between April to October which coincides 
with the peak tourist season, we have already in previous consultations 
expressed our concerns about the length of the proposed diversion route.  

• Temporary Beach Landing Facility (3.3.15) - We note that this will be a conveyor 
belt crossing above the Coast Path to deliver aggregates so causing little 
disruption to the passage of pedestrians. SLAF would however expect that 
measures would be taken to ensure public safety and minimise visual; dust and 
noise pollution as far as is practicable to those using the path.  

SLAF 
C/O Suffolk Highways 
Phoenix House 
Goddard Road 
Ipswich 
IP1 5NP 
 
Tel: 01473 260159 
Email: slaf@suffolkhighways.org 
Web: 
http://publicrightsofway.onesuffolk.net/suffolk
-local-access-forum/ 
 
Your Ref:  
Our Ref: BH/AM/SZC1412  
Date:   14th December 2020  
 

FREEPOST SZC CONSULTATION 
 
 
  

SLAF 
Suffolk Local Access Forum 



Providing independent advice on access to the countryside in Suffolk 

• Changes to sea defences (4.8) – SLAF have in past consultations commented on 
the proposed new sea defences to protect Sizewell C and the effect they would 
have on the long-term future of the Coast Path due to issues such as storm 
surge, sea level rise and coastal erosion. We have always requested that the 
definitive route should be placed on the top of the sea defences to avoid such 
uncertainties, although it would not preclude public access between the toe of the 
defences and the sea. We note that this would not be possible with the temporary 
defence proposed during the construction phase but would ask that this is 
reconsidered when the permanent defences are constructed.  

 
Yours sincerely  
 

 
 Suffolk Local Access Forum 

 
 
 



On behalf of the owners and farmer of the land identified on page 101 (Chapter 4) in the 

consultation document dated November/December 2020 prepared by SZC Co we write with 

objections to this land being identified as potential further mitigation for fen meadow loss created by 

the proposed Sizewell C project. 

The reasons for this objection are detailed below:- 

 

1. A significant area of the land identified within your documentation as Pakenham Fen (figure 

4.21, page 102), consists of drained productive meadow land which is an integral part of the 

mixed farming system of Pakenham Manor Estate, Pakenham, Bury St Edmunds.  

2. The land identified fig 4.21 is in West Suffolk, and is geographically remote from Sizewell 

which is located on the east Coast of Suffolk. Pakenham is over 50 miles from the proposed 

Sizewell C development site. 

3. The Pakenham Fen grassland belonging to the Pakenham Manor Estate currently supports a 

beef enterprise comprising a herd of 40 Simental suckler cows and their followers (70 plus 

cattle in total). The meadows provide valuable biodiversity to the Holding as well as being a 

significant part of the shooting enterprise. In addition, the meadows provide access to the 

Black Bourn river and important riparian rights. 

4. During 2019 a major irrigation project was undertaken and funded in part from an RDPE 

(Rural Development Program for England) grant and part by personal investment. The 

project included the construction of a new irrigation reservoir, with a capacity and right to 

abstract 65,000 cu/m of water from the Black Bourn river, significant investment was also 

made into an easement, a pumphouse and a  distribution network which serves the Manor 

Farm land, the Queach Farm land and two other neighbouring farm businesses.  

Acquisition of this land would result in the loss of access to the river Black Bourn and the 

farm’s source of water for the purposes of irrigation. In addition, changes to the wetland 

management of the Fen would potentially impact on the availability of water under the EA’s 

abstraction licence.   

One of the obligations of the grant being awarded, is a requirement to report annually to the 

RPA on the financial returns to these businesses. Any restriction on the ability to utilise the 

abstraction licence water (No: AN/033/0037/022) fully, will impact on the ability to meet the 

RPA’s grant obligations. 

To summarise, the proposed modification to the water management levels of these 

meadows at Pakenham Fen would result in the loss of the beef enterprise at Manor Farm 

Pakenham, the redundancy of the stockman and consequential losses to the irrigated crops 

income (in the current year this income was well over £50,000 to the business). 

5. As stated above, the land at Pakenham Fen is 50 miles from the area of coastal fen land 

being lost at Sizewell and bears little, if any, comparison in either geographic or habitat 

terms to the habitat being compensated for. The Sizewell Estate (controlled by EDF) amounts 

to approximately 1,500 acres of land surrounding the Sizewell C development site. In other 

local National infrastructure projects (for example Felixstowe Docks) the habitat mitigation 

(Trimley Nature Reserve) was provided directly adjacent to the development, within the 



landowner’s existing landholding, not on an unrelated geographically distant site, bearing no 

integrity to the development site or the habitat being lost. 

6. We are aware, from data within the initial planning consultation, that there are over 30 

other possible sites that have been identified as possible fenland mitigation land.  

As expressed above, we believe that any mitigation should be relevant to the Sizewell 

development in locality ie coastal; but notwithstanding that there may be landowners, who 

for their own reasons, would welcome the opportunity to provide mitigation land for Sizewell 

C and we would suggest that the possibility of agreeing to purchase land by voluntary 

agreement, where the consequential effects may be less, would be more appropriate than 

using compulsory powers to acquire land which will have a devastating effect on the existing 

farming business. 

7. The agricultural industry is about to be subjected to major structural changes (as set out in 

the recent Agriculture Bill) and the removal of any part (let alone an important meadowland 

habitat) of the current business will have serious financial consequences. 

8. It is well known that restrictions/sluice boards/dams within the river Black Bourn create 

hydrological impacts not only on the meadows themselves; but also to other users further up 

and down stream, including at least 4 other farmers, a woodland owner, the working 

Pakenham Water Mill (one of the last in East Anglia) and the community’s enjoyment of 

footpaths and bridleways. Any proposals for changes in water levels and hydrological 

management will not only affect the immediate landowners but many other users of this 

river resource.  

9. The consultation documentation has stated that fenland mitigation land must be found to 

compensate for the loss of 0.7ha fenland at Sizewell. Page 101 paragraph 4.9.3 has identified 

two sites in East Suffolk (Benhall and Halesworth) which would support fen meadow totalling 

2.7ha – why then has it been deemed necessary to identify a further 12ha in West Suffolk? 

The level of mitigation of taking 12ha plus hectares of land at Pakenham by compulsory 

acquisition is disproportionate for a loss of 0.7ha of land at Sizewell   

10. Fenland habitats are traditionally man-made land reclaimed land from wetland. Inland Fen 

and coastal fen are very different habitats. The Sizewell Estate land holding expanded 

significantly in 2015, when in anticipation of needing to mitigate against the loss of land for 

Sizewell C, land at Aldhurst Farm, Leiston was acquired. This land as publicised, has 

successfully been ‘enhanced’ to a wetland habitat from arable land; we would suggest that 

this land at Aldhurst Farm, has the potential to provide the valuable fenland habitat required 

to mitigate the effects of this development and would provide a better environmental 

solution than an unrelated site, at Pakenham Fen, 50 miles away near Bury St Edmunds. 

To summarise :- 

1. Pakenham Fen land is geographically remote from Sizewell C and is not providing 

mitigation for the loss of coastal fenland 

2. The Sizewell Estate holding already owns the land upon which they could re-create 

fenland to mitigate against 

3. Any changes to the water level and land management and or ownership of the water 

meadows will have a significant impact on the remaining agricultural business 

financially, environmentally, and physically / mentally to the owners. 



4. The legal commitments with regards to the RDPE grant will be impossible to deliver 

and therefore will be breached 

5. Changes to water level management will have consequential effects to the local 

community and other users of this water resource. 
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EDF Energy – New Nuclear Build 
90 Whitfield Street 
London 
W1T 4EZ 

By email only   
17 December 2020  

Dear  
Consultation on Proposed DCO Changes 

Thank you for consulting the Environment Agency on the proposed changes to 
your Sizewell C Development Consent Order (DCO) Application. 

Our response takes the form of three distinct sections: 

1. An introduction that sets out our views on the changes submission, its 
intent, and the challenges that we believe it introduces, or the issues that 
still remain. 

2. A summary of our views on some of the more significant proposed changes 
in relation to our role and areas of expertise. 

3. A table that more specifically commentates on the proposed changes and 
the environmental information necessary to support them. 

Introduction 
We have reviewed this consultation document and, specifically, the Preliminary 
Environmental Information presented for each of the proposed changes and, in so 
doing, we have considered: 

 whether the updated Environmental Assessment adequately covers the 
potential scope of environmental impact, and 

 whether the Next Steps and Further Assessment is comprehensive enough 
Also, where possible, we have also indicated an estimated timescale that we think 
shall be necessary for our review of respective evidential documents. This 
information is presented in the table at the end of this letter. 

As the proposed changes consultation document does not contain sufficient 
evidence to determine environmental impacts, we have not formed any 
conclusions, or favoured any options. Instead we have approached this 
consultation as a scoping exercise for the information that is still to come and 
identified if we agree with your view on what this must address. 

We do understand the ambition behind these changes, and welcome your desire 
to address some of the feedback that you have received on certain matters – 
transport impacts on Suffolk’s roads for instance. However, we are now very 
concerned that your changes introduce some significant new proposals. Changes 
that will necessitate some very extensive and time intensive assessment (we have 
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made some estimates of minimum time-scales below) and a review of substantially 
new, or revised, evidence to support your conclusions. Assessing the awaited 
information will be a challenge to conclude in the time now available and it may 
well not prove possible within the statutory timescale of the DCO. 

We have participated over many years, in the pre-DCO application engagement 
and consultation process. We hoped that this would ensure that your DCO 
application would be submitted with proposals on which we were in agreement. It 
was our ambition to have agreed common ground with you on those areas in 
which we are a statutory consultee. This proved not to be the case at the point that 
the DCO application was submitted. We are working positively with you now to 
close the gaps and find common ground where we can. However the introduction 
of these changes, at this incredibly late stage in the DCO decision making process, 
makes the possibility of our arriving at common ground - ahead of the DCO 
examination commencing - on these new matters of significant interest, very 
unlikely indeed. In addition it may well mean that areas on which we were close to 
agreeing common ground are actually set back. 

We are not saying that common ground cannot be achieved. But when we 
consider your changes to the Beach Landing Facility (BLF) and the proposed 
additional marine infrastructure (for example), we are of the view that the time it 
will take to complete the assessment steps necessary to identify any potential 
impacts on coastal processes caused by your proposed options, will last some 
weeks, and could extend to months. This could severely limit our ability to 
effectively contribute to the DCO Examination process, especially if it commences 
before we have concluded our review of the information you are yet to submit. 
This risk will only worsen if the necessary environmental information is not 
available at the time you submit your DCO changes application to PINS in the New 
Year. 

The concern we have, and have endeavoured to exemplify above, centres mainly 
on process and the ability for us (and the wider community who must review your 
proposals) to do so in an adequate and timely manner. We would expect to 
properly participate in the forthcoming Examination process, so that we might give 
the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) assurances that they can confidently take account 
of the environmental information you submit and the conclusions you reach as a 
result. We cannot do so if adequate time to review and assess your information is 
not made available, and we shall therefore be interested to learn how PINS will 
ensure that the necessary environmental information has been publicised and has 
received appropriate sufficient scrutiny in advance of the DCO Examination in line 
with the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 161. 

                                              

1 “The government recognises that there are occasions when applicants may need to make a material change to an application 
after it has been accepted for examination. Sometimes a change may result from the publication of new/ emerging government 
policy or on-going negotiations between an applicant and other Interested Parties…The justification for making a material 
change after an application has been accepted for examination must be robust and there should be good reasons as to why the 
matters driving the change were not identified and dealt with proactively at the Pre-application stage. Before an applicant 
makes a material change request it should carefully consider how it will impact upon the other Interested Parties and the 
Examination Timetable” 
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Summary of our views on the changes proposed (where required, otherwise see 
table 1 below). 

SSSI Crossing 

We are pleased that you have responded to feedback in relevant representations, and 
we do welcome the improvements you have made to the design of the SSSI crossing 
by introducing a partial bridge design. However, there do still remain outstanding 
challenges regarding compliance with the Water Framework Directive (WFD) that 
your new proposal still does not overcome. 

The proposed change to the main development site entrance - where it crosses the 
Leiston Beck waterbody (designated main river2) - to open up the previously 
proposed causeway structure (as it straddles the river and SSSI), is certainly an 
improvement. In addition to reducing the required land take from the SSSI it is likely 
that this proposed change will improve connectivity for water vole and otter to an 
acceptable level and significantly reduce the risk of habitat fragmentation. This form 
of crossing design will also likely improve connectivity for some invertebrate species. 

However, it will not provide sufficient light levels under the crossing to facilitate the 
passage of numerous polartatctic invertebrates (those species which use polarised 
light reflected from water for navigation). As a consequence the proposed crossing 
design may still represent a risk of deterioration to the WFD status for invertebrates 
within the Leiston Beck. It is our view that the risk of such a deterioration could be 
greatly reduced by increasing the height under the partial bridge crossing. We would 
consider the minimum height under the crossing necessary to mitigate this risk to be 
>6m. We do not believe that the use of day lighters, or artificial lights, placed under 
the crossing could effectively - or reliably - address this issue and might even 
potentially compromise connectivity for other species. 

We understand that the overall height of the crossing is currently proposed at 7.3m 
AOD with a potential need to increase the height to 10.2m AOD at some point in the 
future if the risk of flooding requires this modification. We would prefer to see the 
crossing sited at this level from the outset, for 2 reasons: 

 Firstly, raising the height at the initial design stage would present the 
opportunity to increase the height under the crossing, facilitating the passage 
along the watercourse for a greater range of invertebrate species. This would 
enable us to consider the risk of deterioration to invertebrates under the WFD 
as nullified and so overcome the potential for WFD compliance failure, which 
would otherwise trigger the need for an article 4.7 exemption. 

 Secondly, given the complexity and timescale involved in establishing good 
vegetation and landscaping on the SSSI embankment and crossing, and the 
disturbance it would cause to the ecology utilising the area if the causeway 
height is increased, we would much prefer any second period of construction 

                                              

2 Any structure constructed within, and over, a designated main river will require a flood risk activity environmental permit from 
us, prior to any work commencing. The application will be assessed for compliance with the Water Framework Directive. 
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and disturbance to be avoided in the future, especially once the vegetation has 
become established to a functional point. 

As we have already said, we do recognise the efforts to which you have gone to 
mitigate the various environmental and ecological impacts that were present within 
your originally proposed culvert crossing arrangement and this arrangement is 
certainly an improvement. However, we are duty bound to consider whether it meets 
the tests of the WFD for status compliance and, at this time - with this design - this 
has not been demonstrated. In our view, opportunities exist to achieve compliance, 
but they would require further design changes. 

There is no doubt that the best crossing option that could ensure the least amount of 
harm to the SSSI, and provide the most successful compliance with the WFD, remains 
that of the three span bridge design; our preferred option when we were discussing 
this some years ago. This design has the smallest proposed land take from the SSSI at 
0.19ha and the narrowest width over the Leiston Beck waterbody at 35.5m, enabling 
the movement of all species present along the watercourse. 

Additional Beach Landing Facility (BLF) 

In our response to the original DCO submission, we stated our view that the coastal 
geomorphology and hydrodynamics workstream was fit for purpose, subject to 
continued refinement of the Monitoring and Mitigation Plan and provision of 
detailed designs for the Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF). We were in fact very 
close to agreeing common ground on this workstream. 

In light of the proposed changes to coastal infrastructure, it is now our view that the 
assessments, as previously provided, can no longer be considered fit for that 
purpose. We are therefore unable to offer an informed judgement on the potential 
risks posed by these new design options until we have reviewed the necessary 
detailed modelling and environmental impact assessment evidence identified for 
future submission.  

In further conversations with yourselves, about the options you are pursuing, it has 
emerged that a more substantial version of the temporary BLF Option 4 design has 
potentially been forming as another option that you are considering, one which 
would be founded on piles as its design basis. Despite it not having been clearly 
included as an option within the consultation, we do note your assertion that such an 
option is technically included within the scope of the existing changes document by 
your reference to ongoing feasibility studies to inform final design – “Any change 
from this technology, such as any need for additional piling, would be determined 
prior to the submission of our formal application for a change to the DCO 
Application and assessed accordingly”. Whilst we acknowledge that this may be an 
option that you might bring forward at the time of your changes submission, we wish 
to make it clear that it is very difficult indeed to provide any advice - or venture an 
opinion - on such an option, when it is clearly not presented as a specific proposal 
within this consultation, and for which no assessment of environmental effects or 
next steps has even been offered. 
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Generally speaking, we anticipate that any new design options will require a 
substantial amount of work in order to fully consider a range of potential 
environmental risks, including (but not limited to): 

- Disruption of the nearshore bars which act as the primary sediment transport 
conduit in the Greater Sizewell Bay  

- Wave shadowing and / or focusing, and potential resulting impacts to 
nearshore and intertidal morphology 
 

Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF) 

The Adaptive HCDF design extends further onto the foreshore than previously 
proposed and is therefore likely to be at greater risk of exposure given the seaward 
extension of the structure. We expect that the impact on coastal processes might 
therefore be experienced sooner and potentially with greater severity than the 
original indicative design. This will also require further assessment. The information 
to support the assessment of risks and consequences will need to be provided, 
reviewed and conclusions drawn; and any environmental threats will need to be 
reflected in the Monitoring and Mitigation Plan. 

Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) 

The proposed change to the SSSI crossing has implications for flood risk, as does the 
increased height of the HCDF. 

As you already know from our Relevant Representation, and ongoing engagement 
with you, the FRA submitted with the DCO is currently insufficient, as based upon the 
design as it had been submitted. This matter remains unresolved at this time. 

The Preliminary Environmental Information presented in this document claims that 
flood risk will be reduced as a result of both the proposed change to the SSSI 
crossing, and the proposed change to the sea defence. If so, this would represent an 
improvement on the designs as submitted within the DCO. It is important to note, 
however, that these proposed changes now necessitate amendments to the FRA, and 
not just to the FRA itself, but also the modelling that underpins the evidence base on 
which the FRA is founded. This represents another significant quantity of work for us 
to assess, post DCO submission, on top of that which we are already working with 
you, in order to overcome our outstanding concerns regarding the FRA – as 
submitted at the time of the DCO. 

As we have not yet received any of the additional FRA work necessary to support 
your DCO changes, we cannot be confident that we will be able to form any 
conclusions on it within the statutory timescales of the DCO process. 

We trust that the views offered here can convey an honest account of the 
challenges your proposed changes represent in terms of the work that must still 
be concluded, if we are to properly understand their implications. We also hope 
that the advice provided will prove useful to you in progressing these options 
further, and - as always - look forward to engaging with you further. 
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Please refer to table 1 below for our detailed response to the above, and the wider 
selection of proposed changes. 

Yours sincerely,  

 
 

 
 
Environment Agency 
Iceni House, Cobham Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP3 9JD  
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Proposed 
Change 

Advice of the scope of the Updated 
Environmental Assessment 

Advice on the Next Steps and Further Assessment 
Timescale for 

future EA Review 
of Evidence Base3 

Additional 
Beach 
Landing 
Facility 
options to 
facilitate 
material 
imports by 
sea 
 

Flood Risk 

The permanent and temporary BLF must be 
considered in the Flood Response 
Evacuation Plan, which in itself must be 
based on correct evidence within the FRA 

 Two weeks following 
our review of the 
FRA. 

Marine Water Quality 

The scope is correct in terms of the 
proposed additional modelling to assess 
impact of increased dredging and pilling 
 

 1 month from receipt 
of reports assuming 
reports cover all 
areas of concern 
 

Coastal Geomorphology 

 

Needs full assessment of impact of both structure options 
and dredging requirements upon coastal processes, 
particularly associated with impacts to the outer longshore 
bar, and indirectly on beach morphology.  The increase in 
dredging requirements are particularly significant due to 
the wide zone (<600m) of bar dredging and needs careful 
consideration.  If backhoe dredging emerges as preferred 

The scale of impacts 
is variable 
depending on the 
chosen option, and 
consequently the 
time taken to review 
the model and 

                                              

3 This column is an estimate of the minimum length of time the Environment Agency would require to review evidential documents. It does not include your time in 
producing these documents, and timescales may be considerably exceeded if there then remains significant further adjustments required by yourselves, and 
subsequent re-review steps by us in the process. 

Table 1 
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option then beneficial local use of material on adjacent 
shoreline should be considered an essential activity. 

subsequent 
assessments may 
exceed 3 months. 

Ecology 

The timing of temporary and permanent 
BLF construction times is assumed not 
clearly stated and so the underwater 
construction noise impacts may not be 
worse case. The new temporary BLF could 
be a considerable length (particularly with 
design options 3 and 4 and compared to the 
permanent BLF structure) and there is still 
uncertainty about the amount of piling 
needed with options 3 and 4. There is 
potential for extended period of underwater 
disturbance which is not yet known. 
 
Table 3.7 Acknowledges fish as a receptor 
but makes no reference to possible impacts 
of additional construction and dredging 
disturbance on fish receptors.   Given the 
uncertainty in the design needs underwater 
noise impacts on fish should remain part of 
the updated assessment. 

Provide an update of potential impacts to 
priority habitats that could be affected the 
different options being proposed. 

 

 

To ensure the assessment is appropriate, more 
information needed on the design requirements - piling 
and dredging needed for these options. 
 
Given the uncertainty in the temporary BLF design and the 
possibility that underwater noise impacts are increased, 
the impacts on fish should be part of the updated 
assessment, including as part of an in-combination 
assessment.  
 
Fish should be considered as prey for protected SPA and 
SAC features, but also as receptors in their own right and 
elements of the WFD. 
Assessment of potential impacts to priority habitats, this 
should include permanent and temporary losses of 
habitats. 

Two months 
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Change to the 
detailed 
location of 
the Water 
Resource 
Storage Area 
and the 
addition of 
flood 
mitigation 
measures to 
lower flood 
risk 
 

Ecology 

If this area is used to provide compensation 
for the loss of wet woodland habitat for 
invertebrates then its functional connectivity 
to ditch, reed and fen habitats will need to 
be demonstrated. If this compensation area 
is not sufficiently connected it will not 
provide the same benefits to invertebrates 
as that being lost from the main 
development site and SSSI crossing. 
 

Provide an assessment of the functional connectivity to the 
relevant surface water systems and habitats necessary to 
support the invertebrates impacted by the development. 
 

1 month receipt of 
required documents. 
 

Flood Risk 

 Update to FRA and modelling required to determine if 
change to offsite impacts.  Potential breach in 
embankment proposed to be modelled.  FRA of proposed 
reservoir breach to be reviewed by local authority. 
 

2 months from 
receipt of modelling 
and reports 
 

Change to the 
SSSI crossing 
design to a 
single span 
bridge 
with 
embankments 
 

Ecology 

An updated assessment of potential 
changes to WFD biological and 
hydromorphological quality elements should 
be provided in relation to the proposed 
changes. In addition to potential changes of 
impacts to protected species an updated 
assessment of potential changes to 
supporting features of designated sites such 
as wet woodland and designated habitats 
such as priority habitats should be provided.  
 

Water framework directive - impacts to invertebrates: The 
proposed change to a single span bridge is an 
improvement from the culvert option and will likely improve 
passage for some species, however it is unlikely to 
facilitate the passage of numerous polartactic 
invertebrates species present which contribute to the WFD 
invertebrate classification in the Leiston Beck, we 
recommend increasing the height underneath the crossing 
as much as possible to allow increased light penetration 
under the crossing. Hydromorphological quality elements 
assessment should be updated and include assessment of 
potential changes to quantity and dynamics of flow and 
connection to ground water bodies. Habitats - An 
assessment of potential changes of impacts to habitats 

Further design 
change required; 
height under bridge 
should be increased. 
1 month from receipt 
of the required 
documents. 
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that support the features of the SSSI or that are listed as 
designated habitats should be provided.  
 

Flood Risk 

 Update FRA is a significant update.  Modelling of proposed 
structure required and impacts throughout flood cell to be 
understood.  Both onsite and offsite impacts and mitigation 
to be updated. 
 

Variable depending 
on the quality and 
completeness of the 
model, modelling 
reports and FRA. A 
minimum of two 
months. 
 

Surface water 
removed early 
in the 
construction 
process to be 
discharged to 
sea via a 
temporary 
marine outfall 
 

Marine Water Quality 

The need to assess impact on water quality 
of coastal waters has not been identified. 

Sediment and other potential contaminant discharge to 
shore needs to be assessed. Lack of settlement prior to 
discharge also needs to be considered. A discharge permit 
will be required. This is a significantly different discharge to 
that from the CDO and needs to be considered 
accordingly. An H1 assessment would need to be 
completed, and modelling of discharge to coastal waters 
may also be required. 
 

A minimum of one 
months following 
receipt of marine 
modelling reports.  
 

Change to the 
sea defence 
to make the 
scheme more 
efficient and 
resilient to 
climate 
change 
 

Flood Risk 

There has been inconsistency between the 
design crest levels for temporary and 
permanent defences presented in this 
document and in meetings, so clarity must 
be provided. 
 

Update to FRA required to demonstrate safety from 
coastal flood risk.  Clarity of design proposals for both 
temporary and permanent HCFD.  It is unclear where there 
are implications for the fluvial model as well, and when that 
will be provided to the Environment Agency. 
 

Two months from 
receipt of modelling 
and reports 
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Coastal Geomorphology 

 
 

This consultation only offers high level indicative details of 
sea defence design so does not fulfil stakeholder feedback 
regarding HCDF design.  In addition to re-assessment of 
SCDF, further modelling should be undertaken to establish 
likely timings of interaction of new HCDF design with 
coastal processes. This will inform EA monitoring and 
management of any necessary work programmes for 
adjacent shorelines. 
 

A likely minimum of 
two months, 
depending on the 
nature of the 
modelling provided. 
 

Extension of 
the Order 
Limits to 
provide for 
additional fen 
meadow 
habitat at 
Pakenham as 
compensation 
for fen 
meadow loss 

Ecology 

In addition to the assessments highlighted 
consideration needs to be given to the Eel 
Regulations 2009 
 

Whilst we support the addition of fen meadow 
compensation, an assessment of potential impacts to the 
movement of fish and eel will need to be provided, any 
water control structures will need to be compliant with the 
Eel Regulations 2009 and should facilitate the passage of 
fish and eel along the watercourse. 

One month from 
receipt of documents 
 

Extension 
and reduction 
of the Order 
Limits for 
works on the 
Sizewell Link 
Road 

Ecology 

Pathways of pollutants to surface waters 
has changed - An updated assessment of 
potential changes to WFD biological and 
hydromorphological quality elements should 
be provided. An updated assessment of 
mammal passage through the watercourse 
crossings during elevated flows should be 
provided if this proposed change has 
altered flood modelling predictions. 

The use of attenuation basins which discharge to 
watercourses could alter impact pathways of pollutants to 
surface waters, provide updated assessment of potential 
changes to WFD biological and hydromorphological quality 
elements. Design consideration should be given to 
maximise the benefits to ecology wherever possible, the 
basin designs should incorporate gently sloping sides with 
appropriate planting and an undulating bottom which 
retains wet areas throughout the year. 

One month from 
receipt of documents 

 



From  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:SZC Stage 5 Consultation 
This email is in response to your latest consultation (deadline of 18th December). 
 
We strongly oppose the construction of Sizewell C/D and find the latest consultation bizarre in 
that at this late stage you (EDF) have presented muddled proposal possibilities which make it 
very difficult for anyone to comment either effectively or helpfully.  Surely - you 
should only have consulted on proposals you are certain you can deliver, e.g. the train and 
sea transport proposals which are far from guaranteed, and relocation of Sizewell B facilities 
is subject to agreement with Sizewell A.  If these are actually serious options, why has it 
taken more than 8 years to bring them into your proposals? 
 
 
There are many issues with your new proposals - full of ‘ifs, buts and maybes’ but we would 
like to highlight the below which as local residents give us greatest concern: 
 
HGV Traffic 
We have noted your new proposals and again you appear to have failed to grasp the reality of 
the impact this work will have on local residents and the environment of this precious area of 
coastline.  First, notably, the use of the B1122 in the ‘early years’ puts an impossible amount 
of heavy construction traffic through small, winding B roads directly through residential areas - 
not just the vibration, noise and disruption to normal traffic etc, but also the amount of air 
pollution which will be detrimental to the health of all living things in the vicinity (case in point 
being the recent court case of 9-year old Ella Kissi-Debrah where toxic air from traffic has 
been linked to her death).   
Even though it has been pointed out to you during all these consultations that the alternative 
road route (D2) would not have the same impact on residential properties as your current 
proposals - you continue to ignore this option.  Your proposals will encourage this whole area 
of coastline to become rat-runs for all the additional services that are outside of EDF’s 
control….as well as all the other ’normal’ traffic trying avoid the HGV routes - our beautiful, 
peaceful, winding country lanes will be no more.  Your proposals will destroy many rural 
communities that exist here. 
 
Environmental and community impacts 
As local residents - this is the area of huge concern to us.  As Suffolk Wildlife Trust have said 
- EDF’s plans are “not even close” to mitigating the impact on the environment.  You have 
given ‘options’ for relocation of Sizewell B facilities….but if Sizewell A owners agree, you may 
still be able to avoid building a car park on Pillbox Field….however that is already too late for 
the precious Coronation Wood which you have prematurely destroyed.  To us this 
demonstrates that EDF have a complete disregard for the environment.  In this beautiful and 
tranquil area it is only to obvious to locals that there will be an inevitable clash 
of agricultural vehicles with construction traffic - the roads simply cannot take the increase 
proposed by EDF. 
The Woodland Trust recently reported on the fact that ancient woodlands (such as 
Coronation Wood) lock up far more CO2 than they release (as measured by DEFRA’s 
science arm Forest Research) - so planting sapling trees elsewhere cannot begin to mitigate 
this - let alone the complete destruction of wildlife habitat; both at canopy and ground 
level.  The negative impacts of the proposed development of SZC are so severe that 
adequate mitigation is simply not possible.  All this at a time of intense awareness of the 
current climate emergency - it beggars belief … and is completely at odds with the 
Government’s Environment Bill to protect UK land in order to address the loss of biodiversity 
and wildlife populations.  EDF appears to be trying to reverse these aims single-handedly!   
This does not make us feel at all confident about future proposals when such wanton 
disregard for the natural environment has already been demonstrated. 
 

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info


On top of all this we also have grave concerns about the additional pressure likely to be 
imposed on health services, schools, policing and social services which EDF have not 
sufficiently addressed in your proposals. 
 
Furthermore these Stage 5 proposals do not change our overall objection to, or concerns 
about, Sizewell C/D - which we have already submitted to you in detail during previous 
rounds of consultations.   
 
It is almost as if EDF’s unprofessional and lurching approach is a deliberate attempt to ‘wear 
down’ the energy of interested parties.  You appear to forget that many people living in this 
area do so precisely because it is an AONB & SSSI and to stop any unnecessary destruction 
of, or damage to, this precious area is something we will always fight for. 
 

 
 

 



From  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk @suffolk.gov.uk @ea
stsuffolk.gov.uk @eastsuffolk.gov.uk @councillors.ipswich.gov.uk info@
stopsizewellc.org @parliament.uk t@suffolk.gov.uk  
Subject:Sizewell C Consultation on proposed changes 
 
In my submission to the Planning Inspector I said about the Site Selection that  
I believe it is the wrong project in the wrong place. The site at risk from climate 
change, sea level rise and flooding. Adverse impact on adjacent internationally 
designated sites of ecological importance and sites of amenity, cultural heritage and 
landscape value. The site could become an island containing nuclear reactors and 
stored waste.  
   
I see nothing in general the new proposals that causes me to change my mind, so I am 
still objecting. 
 
In my objection I raised the matter that most of the HGV would have to travel through 
an Air Quality Management Area of Ipswich if the bridge over the Orwell was closed. 
At the bottom of page 37 is a small section on Air Quality but this provides no 
reassurance to my concern. What I see happening is a delay in the construction of new 
road infrastructure meaning villages would endure 2-3 years of increased traffic and 
new roads which would sever communities, damage the rural footpath system and 
divide farmland. 
   
EDFâ€™s DCO application was clearly not ready to be submitted and the councils 
should never have passed it for examination â€“ hence these extensive changes. 
   
In addition, an independent critique of EDFâ€™s Economic Statement shows their  
claims to be exaggerated and unproven.  Plus EDF senior management say they 
â€œmust get Sizewell C off the balance sheetâ€� but the Regulated Asset Base (RAB) 
model is not favoured by the Treasury.  
   
   
   
Q.1 Freight management  
EDF admits the planned measures are not guaranteed.   
   
Q. 2 Increased frequency of train movements  
EDF admit that the new proposals may not be possible.  
   
Q. 3, 4 & 5 The beach landing facility (BLF)  
Deliveries could cause great disturbance to rare birds.  
There are many rare plants and invertebrates here.   
Such as the Coral Fungus in the attached photos which may be a new species in 
Europe. This Coral Fungus is just up the beach from Sizewell   
The longer the projection into the sea, and the more piles there are, the worse the 
impact on coastal processes   

mailto:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
mailto:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:Steve.gallant@eastsuffolk.gov.uk
mailto:info@stopsizewellc.org
mailto:info@stopsizewellc.org


   
Q. 6 SSSI crossing  
There should be no road at all over the Sizewell Marshes Site of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) â€“ a precious habitat supporting a great many rare and uncommon 
species. EDF should have followed the Mitigation Hierarchy.   
 
 
Q. 7 Fen meadow replacement  
Newly created habitats tend not to achieve their objectives.   
.  
Q. 10. Other main site changes  
a) Sea defence  
It is well known that hard coastal defences cause flanking erosion at either end, as the 
energy of the waves has nowhere else to go. With climate change, this problem will 
increase with the rising sea and more frequent storms. This could speed up erosion at 
Minsmere and also at Thorpeness, both already under pressure.  
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Glossary of acronyms 

AIL Abnormal Indivisible Load 

AOD Above Ordnance Datum 

AQMA Stratford St Andrew Air Quality Management Area 

BLF Beach Landing Facility 

DCO Development Consent Order 

ESC East Suffolk Council 

HCDF Hard Coastal Defence Feature 

HGVs Heavy Goods Vehicles 

LOAEL Lowest observed adverse effect level 

MMP Monitoring and Mitigation Plan 

PINS the Planning Inspectorate 

SCDF Soft Coastal Defence Feature 

SEP Self Elevating Platform 

SOAEL Significant observed adverse effect level 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 

WHO World Health Organisation 

WMZ Water Management Zone  
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Response of East Suffolk Council 

1. East Suffolk Council (ESC) cautiously welcomes the changes consultation in giving us 

an opportunity to provide feedback on potential proposals prior to formal submission 

to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) in January 2021.  

 

2. We are cautious as there remains many not yet answered questions in relation to the 

original Development Consent Order (DCO) submission, therefore, to make changes 

at this late date leads to concerns that we will not have adequate time to properly 

assess changes when submitted in 2021. Our relevant representation previously 

submitted remains valid at this stage. We hope to be in a position to formally 

comment on change proposals once submitted to PINS. 

 

3. A number of the changes under consideration seem to be aimed at reducing the 

number of Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) on the road in relation to the construction of 

Sizewell C. This is commendable and ESC supports the benefits to potential 

congestion, air quality and noise emanating from less HGVs arising from the 

development. However, the alternative is a new long temporary beach landing facility 

and an additional three trains resulting in 5 additional rail movements overnight in 

addition to the four paths proposed in the DCO currently. ESC has concerns with the 

impacts of the additional temporary beach landing facility on coastal processes – it 

would appear that option 4 would have the lesser impact but this cannot be fully 

assessed without detailed environmental information.  

 

4. ESC has existing concerns with the four rail paths proposed in the DCO to run overnight 

and the impact this may have on the health and wellbeing of residents living close to 

the currently silent overnight rail line through disturbed sleep for the construction 

period of 9 – 12 years. Increasing this number significantly raises our concerns. We 

have not yet been convinced that a Noise Mitigation Strategy will effectively mitigate 

for the noise disruption of so many rail movements over-night. Further detail on this 

is given below. 

 

5. ESC wants to ensure that if Sizewell C is consented that we have the right mitigation 

in place at the right time for our residents, businesses and coastline. We have not seen 

the detailed environmental information we need to determine if SZC Co.’s proposals 

are sufficient. We are concerned that when changes are submitted to PINS that we 

will not have sufficient time to properly analyse and assess the detailed environmental 

information required to subsequently advise the Examining Authority.  

 

6. This document begins with a few generalised topic-based paragraphs before following 

the subject order of the changes publication.  
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Environmental Protection 

7. The comments in this response are preliminary and subject to change due to ongoing 

discussion with SZC Co. and ongoing technical assessment by ESC and the consultants we 

have engaged to provide technical advice in respect of Noise and Vibration across the 

DCO submission. 

 

Air Quality 

8. The change document highlights the potential to reduce typical day HGV movements 

from 650 to 500, a reduction of 150 HGV movements per day (75 HGVs). During the 

busiest day scenario, this would increase to a reduction of 300 HGV movements a day 

(150 HGVs). This would provide an air quality benefit in the peak construction periods. 

9. With regards to impacts in the Stratford St Andrew Air Quality Management Area 

(AQMA), background concentrations are projected to decrease sufficiently for 

Sizewell C’s impact upon local air quality to be insignificant in the 2028 and 2034 peak 

construction scenarios. The Two Villages bypass will be constructed by this stage, 

effectively eliminating the risk of air quality impacts in the AQMA resulting from SZC 

Co. traffic. The main scenario of concern for local air quality is therefore the early years 

2023 scenario, as there is a risk that background concentrations will not decrease 

sufficiently for Sizewell C’s contribution to be insignificant within the Stratford St 

Andrew AQMA by this time. However, within paragraph number 3.2.25 of the Freight 

Management Strategy, it is mentioned that the marine and rail infrastructure will not 

be in place early enough to affect the early year 2023 HGV numbers. Consequently, 

the freight management strategy does not alter the Council’s position detailed within 

the relevant representation regarding the risk of impacts in the AQMA due to HGV 

movements. If we combine these with the effects of ScottishPower Renewable’s 

construction vehicles there is a potential cumulative effect that needs to be 

addressed.  

 

Coastal 

 

10. Our assessment of the proposals is highly limited because further information is 

required on many matters to adequately describe the works and their potential 

impacts and to clearly show how the changed works and their impacts differ from the 

information presented in the DCO. 

   

11. The detail below must therefore be regarded as a preliminary view conditional upon 

the supply of additional material by SZC Co. and our review of it. 
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12. In addition, a robust and SZC Co. fully-funded Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (MMP) 

is a critical requirement in the delivery of satisfactory outcomes.  We recommend that 

this document be placed in the public domain, via PINS or another route, now. 

 

13. The feedback given below on elements of the works should be read in parallel with 

feedback given in response to the DCO.  We recognise that the new works information 

may either alter or make redundant previous feedback however we are keen to ensure 

that the previous feedback is not overlooked or regarded as superseded. 

14. Furthermore, we wish to indicate our disappointment that we are still awaiting 

responses to questions and points of clarification from the DCO response and that the 

new change proposals have not clarified or answered those concerns - in fact, there 

are now more areas we need to establish answers to making it increasingly unlikely 

that ESC, along with the communities we represent, will be able to reach common 

ground on these matters in the timescales provided.   

Highways 

 

15. Although ESC has supported aspirations for a sustainable transport solution, it must 

be a deliverable sustainable solution that does not have significant adverse impacts. 

To date, SZC Co. have proposed an integrated transport solution with a combination 

of rail, sea, and road. National Policy Statement EN-1 (Energy) is very keen on 

sustainable development and states that the consideration and mitigation of transport 

impacts is an essential part of Government’s wider policy objectives for sustainable 

development. EN-1 refers to water-borne or rail transport being preferred over road 

transport, where cost-effective. It then goes on to reference specific controls that can 

be utilised to manage substantial HGV traffic. Initial sea proposals for an 800m long 

jetty were previously dismissed by SZC Co., We welcome the potential opportunities 

to increase the ability of the permanent beach landing facility to receive up to 100 

abnormal indivisible loads (AILs) per campaign. We cautiously welcome the potential 

for an additional temporary beach landing facility to bring in aggregates, however, see 

detail below for our full response to the temporary beach landing facility.  

 

16. The increase in rail is concerning to ESC given we have existing concerns with the 

night-time rail proposed in the DCO that have not yet been allayed, increasing rail 

freight over-night potentially increases these concerns significantly. ESC wants an 

appropriately balanced assessment of less HGVs vs increased sea and over-night rail 

to be undertaken. On the preliminary environmental information provided we are 

currently unable to undertake that full balanced assessment. We need more 

information to properly balance adverse impacts arising from increased rail, and 

potentially sea, with the potential decrease in noise, vibration and improved air 
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quality associated with the reduction in HGVs, as well as other potential comparative 

impacts of reducing HGV movements such as reductions in collisions, driver delay, 

vulnerable road user amenity, fear and intimidation and other local impacts. This 

additional information should also include details of the delivery timescales of all the 

proposed mitigation and details of any contingency if there are delays in the 

programme. ESC would welcome the early commitment of SZC Co. to upgrade the rail 

line working with Network Rail if it is determined that improvements are required. 

 

 

17. The proposal identifies that the potential is being investigated for a fifth train; 

however, there is uncertainty over this train's timings and potential impacts, including 

on the passenger service. As a principle, ESC would seek to minimise any disruption to 

the passenger service as far as possible; however further information is needed to 

understand the impacts and we would recommend engagement with Greater Anglia 

on understanding the potential impacts, including those on passengers. 

 

Freight Management Strategy – Rail 

18. Environmental Protection: It is important to note that there are currently significant 

concerns with the DCO as submitted in terms of the freight management strategy 

particularly in respect of night rail freight, there are concerns that the noise and vibration 

assessments may be underestimating impact and the conclusions reached thus far are 

prone to a significant amount of uncertainty. One of our key concerns is that the majority 

(all bar one) of the rail movements will occur between 23.00 and 07.00, this period is 

regarded by many important guidance documents as night-time and is subject to a higher 

level of sensitivity in terms of noise impact.  

 

19. The significance criteria adopted by SZC Co. may not be protective enough to residents 

along the track and the actions triggered by breach of those criteria  is not considered to 

do  enough to protect residents in fundamental areas such as sleep disturbance. 

Mitigation and control that is appropriate to the situation and adequate to prevent 

breach of [still to be agreed] internal sleep disturbance sound levels, where that breach 

cannot be avoided, must underpin any proposal for night rail freight movements, be it as 

a result of those already proposed in the DCO application or as a result of these changes. 

 

20. The change proposal seeks to reduce the number of HGV movements and puts significant 

emphasis on the importance of rail and marine solutions to take the burden of freight 

management. Whilst in broad terms the aspiration to remove HGVs from the highway is 

supported by ESC, it must be considered and balanced in terms of impacts and this 

aspiration cannot come at the cost of disproportionally shifting impacts elsewhere. Given 

that the DCO proposals require further consideration in terms of mitigation and control 
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for noise and vibration from night rail movements, these changes require even more 

emphasis and effort to be made in this regard by SZC Co. as ESC will be unable to accept 

the proposals until residents are adequately protected from noise and vibration impacts 

in line with current legislation, guidance, and best practice. ESC’s expectation is that the 

same extensive investment as proposed in relation to road infrastructure is considered 

applicable to the support of rail freight, particularly in terms of noise and vibration 

mitigation and control.  

 

21. Various mitigation is mentioned including use of a Class 66 locomotive, but ESC needs 

to clearly understand what the noise impacts of this type of engine are? What other 

options of locomotive exist, and will the lowest impact class of locomotive be used? 

Additional concerns relate to proposals for 6 movements a day (5 overnight, 1 

daytime) six days a week which would impact on Saturday, night-time, and weekends 

– when residents are most likely to be in their properties which means they will receive 

little respite from a noise source that previously was not present in any significant way 

prior to this proposal. As well as project embedded mitigation, there needs to be 

consideration of property eligible for mitigation because of impacts arising from noise 

/ vibration. This scheme needs to be appropriately detailed, agreed with ESC, and 

available for all affected properties – this is likely to involve flexibility within any 

agreed scheme.  

 

22. SZC Co. proposes sound insulation above SOAEL (Significant Observed Adverse Effect 

Level), this is currently unacceptable, significance criteria are external levels and 

mitigation for residential properties should be driven by internal sleep disturbance 

criteria. A LOAEL (Lowest Observable Adverse Effect Level), of 60dB has been adopted to 

produce an internal level of 45dB which accords with the World Health Organisation 

(WHO) sleep disturbance criteria for LAmax in the WHO Guidelines for Community 

Health and should be the minimum level of protection for residents. Noise levels above 

LOAEL will breach the sleep disturbance criteria internally and could therefore lead to 

adverse effects in terms of sleep disturbance between LOAEL and SOAEL and so 

mitigation should be provided within this range to achieve a recognised sleep 

disturbance sound level internally. This is critical for the success of a night rail freight 

operation on a line that prior to these trains running has had very little night movement 

and certainly nothing of this magnitude, regularity or type. The currently proposed Noise 

Mitigation Scheme needs refinement to allay ESC’s concerns.  

23. Highways: There are several questions with regards to the potential for freight trains to 

take HGVs from the road, calculations provided in the change’s documentation do not 

seem to equate to overall assessment of reduction of HGVs. This is requested to be fully 

examined so we can be confident in the number of HGVs potentially taken from the road 

if rail use is maximised. 
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24. At paragraph 3.2.8 it is indicated that the potential exists for the Land East of Eastlands 

Industrial Estate to continue to be used as a railhead should four trains per day be 

achieved.  Further information is sought on why it would need to be used, and 

whether this relates to the capacity of the main site to manage additional rail 

movements. 

 

25. Ecology: The potential for the increase in the number of night-time trains is noted, 

however the assessment provided does not consider the potential for impacts on 

nocturnal wildlife, particularly in relation to foraging and commuting bats and owls. 

This must be assessed as part of the proposed changes to ensure that an increase in 

night-time train movements does not result in increased ecological impacts. 

26. Air Quality: The reduction in HGV movements would be achieved by increasing 

transport via rail and shipping vessels. The risk from rail impacts has been 

demonstrated as insignificant using very conservative estimates. As a result, the risk 

of air quality impacts from additional locomotives in transit and idling is not 

considered likely to be significant, as demonstrated within the DCO application.  We 

welcome that SZC Co. have highlighted that air quality impacts from additional rail 

movements will be assessed.  

Freight Management Strategy – Road 

27. Environmental Protection: The consultation is quoted as saying the benefit of a 

reduction in HGV movements of up to 150 HGVs is a 1.5dB decrease in the impact of this 

project on road traffic noise. It should be noted that it is generally accepted that 3dB is 

the level at which the average person can perceive an audible change. ESC disagrees with 

SZC Co’s assertion that there will be a benefit to road traffic noise as ESC considers there 

will be an unperceivable negligible impact. It is important to note this is a reduction on 

the impact the project makes to road traffic noise not a reduction on the current road 

traffic noise level. This is important in the balance of impact assessment that is required. 

 

Enhancing the permanent beach landing facility (BLF) 

28. Coastal: We understand the proposals will increase the number of abnormal 

indivisible loads (AILs) able to be received in the construction phase from 50 per 

annum to 100 per annum which will in turn reduce HGV deliveries. 

 

29. In discussions during this consultation period the opportunity for the berthing 

platform (or grillage) design to exclude piles and favour concrete over wood is being 

explored. ESC would prefer a berthing platform that does not include piles.  
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30. Impacts from dredging of the outer sand bar for navigation access and sediment 

movement blocking by the berthing platform are new / increased risks that require 

further investigation and modelling to confirm and quantify. 

 

31. The use of a backhoe dredger, in preference to a plough, is of concern to ESC as it has 

potential to lead to a loss of material from the nearshore system. 

 

32. SZC Co’s assessment of the potential environmental impacts of the changes appears 

reasonable based on the limited information available. 

 

33. The changes have potential to cause additional negative impacts that are temporary 

and potentially manageable via the MMP process, but this needs to be demonstrated 

by SZC Co. in respect of detailed further studies and modelling. 

 

34. We welcome further detailed investigation and impact assessment of this design with 

the caveat that our final view may alter when the detailed design and impact 

assessment information is presented.   

 

35. However, our cautious support in this area is dependent upon agreement with SZC Co. 

(and Marine Technical Forum partners) of a MMP that includes appropriate coverage 

of these risks. 

 

36. Public rights of way / amenity and recreation: The enhanced BLF will have many more 

deliveries (100 per campaign) and the consultation is silent as to how these will be 

managed to minimise impact on access.  Our expectation is that access to the beach 

will be maintained during construction and operation of the BLF and beach closures 

kept to the absolute minimum. 

 

37. Highways: It is assumed that the enhanced BLF is responding to demand for AILs (up 

to 100 a campaign), confirmation is required that the demand will be there? 

 

38. Ecology: As recognised in the consultation document further assessment of marine 

ecology impacts and impacts on terrestrial designated sites (caused by changes in 

coastal processes) are required in relation to the enhanced permanent BLF. In the 

absence of this information, it is not possible to conclude whether there would be 

increased adverse impacts or whether the proposed changes are acceptable.  

 

39. Air quality: additional vessel movements resulting from an extended permanent BLF 

should be assessed in isolation and in combination with other Sizewell C emission 

sources. It is mentioned within paragraph number 3.3.2 that the existing permanent 

beach landing could receive 30 large beach landings per year, and in paragraph 3.3.13 
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that this could increase to 100 with enhancements. SZC Co. has committed to 

assessing the additional vessel movements’ impact upon local air quality further. We 

consider that this should comprise a screening and/or quantitative assessment of 

impacts due to the additional vessel movements. The screening out or assessment 

should include consideration of vessels associated with beach landing facility changes 

in isolation and in-combination with other activities. 

A new, temporary beach landing facility options 

40. Coastal: ESC, at this stage cannot comment on the appropriate or inappropriateness 

of a new temporary beach landing facility. 

41. We understand the proposals offer increasing volumes of potential bulk fill import 

capacity that will reduce HGV deliveries by road. 

 

42. ESC would prefer to minimise the use of additional permanent embedded piles, to 

maximise the use of fully removable equipment and avoid the need for dredging of 

the outer bar. 

 

43. The potential use of Self Elevating Platforms (SEPs) and a berthing platform (grillage) 

that does not include piles is preferred. 

 

44. Impacts from dredging of the outer sand bar for navigation access and sediment 

movement blocking by the berthing platform are new / increased risks that require 

further investigation and modelling to confirm and quantify. 

 

45. The use of a backhoe dredger, in preference to a plough, is of concern to us as it has 

potential to lead to a loss of material from the nearshore system. 

 

46. SZC Co’s assessment of the potential environmental impacts of the changes appears 

reasonable on the limited information provided. 

 

47. Our view is that the changes have potential to cause additional negative impacts that 

are temporary and potentially manageable via the MMP process. 

 

 

48. In discussions we note SZC Co. concerns that SEPs may not deliver the stability 

required for use of a conveyor and would result in a shorter campaign. We understand 

that SZC Co. are considering an alternative option 4 that is piled over its full length and 

longer, that would provide more secure, increased capacity for sea deliveries. If that 

is the case, we would need to see full details of the proposed works and the associated 

environmental impact assessment to provide a comment.  
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49. We do not object to further detailed investigation and impact assessment of these 

options with a caveat that our final view may alter when the detailed design and 

impact assessment information is presented.   

 

50. Our non-objection is also dependent upon agreement with SZC Co. (and Marine 

Technical Forum partners) of a MMP that includes appropriate coverage of these risks. 

 

51. Landscape: There is no doubt that any additional BLF will have an adverse effect on 

the coastal character of the beach area and near shore coastal waters in the 

immediate locality of Sizewell Beach. However, in relation to the overall impact of the 

construction phase, it is not considered that it is likely to be of significance beyond the 

visual envelope of the beach area. However, we still need to be advised on the issue 

of lighting should either BLF be used in less than full daylight, navigation lighting 

requirements, and the scale of the vessels involved.  

 

52. Public rights of way / amenity and recreation: ESC welcomes keeping access available 

during the construction and operation of the temporary BLF. Further assessment is 

needed to assess the impact of the temporary BLF on the amenity and experience of 

users of coastal access.  

 

53. Ecology: It is agreed that the conclusion that the proposed temporary BLF will have 

little terrestrial ecological impact, as construction of the Hard Coastal Defence Feature 

(HCDF) will already have removed the part of the Suffolk Shingle Beaches County 

Wildlife Site which sits in front of the platform. From a marine ecology and designated 

sites perspective, as with the enhanced permanent BLF the consultation document 

recognises that further assessment of these impacts is required and in the absence of 

this information it is not possible to determine which option is the least ecologically 

damaging. It is also likely that a seasonal restriction on piling activities will be required 

to protect nesting little terns. 

 

54. Air quality: Additional vessel movements resulting from a second temporary BLF 

should be assessed in isolation and in combination with other Sizewell C emission 

sources. The vessels are being used to transport aggregates, with a planned conveyor 

belt between the beach and stockpile locations. We request that the conveyor belts 

are covered to reduce dust and particulate impacts. The temporary beach landing 

facilities currently at option appraisal have a range of aggregate capacity, from 

200,000 to 1.4 million tonnes as detailed within Table 3.6. As set out in Table 3.7, SZC 

Co. has committed to assessing the additional vessel movements’ impact upon local 

air quality further. We consider that this should comprise a screening and/or 

quantitative assessment of impacts due to the additional vessel movements. The 
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screening out or assessment should include consideration of vessels associated with 

beach landing facility changes in isolation and in-combination with other activities. 

 

55. Environmental Protection: Environmental impacts in terms of noise, vibration, light, 

and dust will need to be considered and the mitigation of those impacts addressed for 

whichever option is chosen. 

 

56. Highways: Table 3.4 indicates that Options 1 and 2 for the temporary BLF would 

equate to a reduction of 25 HGVs and Options 3 and 4 would result in reduction of 50 

HGVs. However, these figures do not directly compare with the tonnes of material set 

out at Table 3.6, which indicate Options 1 and 2 could deliver as much as 40 HGVs daily 

and Option 3 and 4 would be considerably more than this. This may be because the 

applicant has averaged the campaign total over a 12-month period but clarification on 

this is requested. In relation to this, would the HGV profile on the roads increase 

outside of the BLF campaign period? Should HGV movements increase outside the BLF 

operational periods (May to October), how would these be conditioned and 

regulated? Being weather dependent this could be changeable in different years and 

difficult to predict and therefore control? 

 

57. Public rights of way / access and recreation: the use of a conveyor and hopper system 

the length of the temporary BLF would be introducing a significant amount of 

additional infrastructure to the beach at Sizewell for on and offshore users of the 

beach. It is likely that the physical and visual disruptions and noise associated with the 

construction and operation of two BLF’s will further degrade the amenity value of the 

beach and make it a less desirable place to visit. This will increase recreational 

displacement to other areas that will need to be assessed and compensated for.  

 

New bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills 

 

58. Public rights of way / access and recreation: ESC welcome this proposal and requests 

that the crossing point be located where it provides as safe and direct a link as 

possible, between the two locations. We support the option of this route being 

available during the construction period and would accept this being limited to 

pedestrians until the remainder of public bridleway 19 from Lover’s Lane to the 

Eastbridge Road is re-opened.  

 

59. This links to the removal of the replacement Sizewell B outage car park from Pillbox 

Field, walkers, cyclists, and horse riders must cross Sizewell Gap to access the public 

bridleway. Removal of the outage car park removes a source of traffic on this crossing 

place which is welcomed.  
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60. Highways: ESC welcomes further information on when it is envisaged the link would 

be delivered (for pedestrians and then for horses) and the proposed form of the 

bridleway crossing of Lover’s Lane. Consideration should be given to whether in the 

operational phase, following removal of the lagoon to the south of Lover’s Lane and 

the secondary access ghost island, the crossing point cannot be located closer to the 

south end of bridleway 19 to match the desire line of users. It is currently envisaged 

that the changes to the alignment of Lover’s Lane in this area should be able to provide 

the necessary visibility for a safe crossing point.  

Sizewell B Relocated Facilities changes 

61. Landscape: The removal of the temporary carpark from Pillbox Field to the Sizewell A 

site is greatly welcomed. The Option 2 scenario of still using Pillbox Field for outage 

carparking is noted but would not be the preferred option in terms of anticipated 

adverse landscape impact. 

 

62. Ecology: Ecologically Option 1 is preferable as it removes the car park from Pill Box 

Field. Option 2 is ecologically no better than the existing approved scheme.  

 

63. Reduction in building heights is welcomed.  

 

64. The 10 for 1 planting proposals for Pillbox Field are welcomed and details concerning 

the problems of establishing trees on these light sandy soils, and the issue of deer 

management have recently been agreed in respect of the 2019 Town and Country 

Planning Act consent. 

 

65. Archaeology: Pillbox field has a defined area of archaeology requiring mitigation. We 

have provided comments in relation to the latest planning application for this area, 

but now plans have changed to remove disturbance away from the area of 

archaeology. A management plan outlining how remains are to be preserved in situ 

both prior to, during and after construction and including during proposed 

landscaping works on this field, is required. Should plans revert to locating the car park 

over the area of known archaeology, excavation will be required. Coronation Wood 

has now had an earthwork survey but still requires trenched evaluation, followed by 

mitigation as appropriate.  

 

66. Air Quality: Within Table 4.1 SZC Co. has specified that no further assessment of 

Sizewell B facilities relocation is required for air quality due to these changes. It is 

agreed that an updated air quality assessment is not required. 
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67. Highways: The change of use of Pillbox Field from the outage car park to a landscaped 

area would be acceptable in transport terms provided: 

• SZC Co. confirms that there will be no intensification in the use of the site 

entrance to Sizewell B compared to the current usage during Sizewell B 

outages; 

• A safe crossing point is provided for users of bridleway 19 on Sizewell Gap to 

mitigate the increase in use during construction of Sizewell C and the Sizewell 

B relocation; and 

• SZC Co. quantifies the use of the existing access to Pillbox Field from Sizewell 

Gap for landscaping works, so that any risks to highway users can be assessed.  

 

Construction Parameters 

 

68. Landscape: The new stockpile is noted, it is unlikely to offer significant additional 

impact, and even then, temporary. A more detailed comment can be provided once 

further information emerges, especially in respect of sequencing with other proposed 

stockpiles. 

 

69. Ecology: No comment at this stage.  

Other main site changes 

Sea defence 

Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF) structure. 

 

70. Coastal: Raising the defence height: We accept that the crest height must be set at a 

level that provides appropriate flood protection and resilience to the station. We are 

however surprised at the amount of change (from 10.2m Above Ordnance Datum 

(AOD)SCDF to 14m AOD) which we note is due to new climate change information. 
 

71. Seaward movement of the defence: We understand that the crest height increases 

and the relocation of Marine Shafts to outside the cut-off walls has led / contributed 

to a significant seaward movement of the initial HCDF profile of ~8m (tbc) compared 

to the DCO condition.  

 

72. The adaptive profile appears to move the rock slope much further seaward. 

 

73. ESC is disappointed no information is included on under what environmental 

conditions the adaptive profile would be built. We expect to see more detail of the 

profile design at this stage of development to make an informed decision. 
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74. We are surprised at the lack of detailed information on the nature and extent of 

changes in HCDF profile when compared with DCO proposals including how the more 

seaward position will affect planned mitigation actions, notably Soft Coastal Design 

Feature (SCDF) design and management and the post-SCDF phase of beach 

management. 

 

75. This absence of data prevents SZC Co. from undertaking a meaningful assessment of 

linked environmental impacts which is reflected in the lack of information on coastal 

change impacts included in the consultation.  It is therefore not possible for 

stakeholders to make an informed assessment and provide comment. 

 

76. We believe that the apparent significant seaward movement of the defence will lead 

to an earlier, (and over the site lifetime) much greater negative impact on natural 

shoreline change. 

 

77. We had raised concerns in our DCO feedback at the potential impact of the defence 

position, as described at that time, relative to the shoreline.  This information 

significantly increases our concerns not least because the change evidence to date 

does not indicate the extent and timing of the interception by the HCDF on the active 

shoreline, including both the SCDF and the natural beach. 

 

78. We therefore conclude that the indicative HCDF designs presented are not acceptable 

and that further work is required by SZC Co. to produce more developed HCDF design 

information that can increase the crest height without an associated significant 

seaward movement. 

 

79. As part of this process, we request that options are prepared and presented for review 

by consultees that: 

1. avoids a significant seaward movement as part of the transition to an adaptive 

profile. 

2. ensures that the initial toe detail / level is appropriate in the context of the site 

life and potential shoreline retreat / beach level drop. 

3. includes the use of engineered structures e.g., wave return walls, in both initial 

and adaptive profiles whilst managing the proposed landscaping measures by 

which the infilling the rock armour with a soil for planting, would impair the 

hydraulic properties of the structure.   

   

80. We also request that, if the relocation of Marine Shafts to outside the cut-off walls has 

moved the HCDF seaward, SZC Co. provides an explanation on how the temporary 
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construction-related benefits of this action have been compared with and justified 

against the long-term negative impacts of a more seaward HCDF.  

 

81. Our view is that the proposal must be assessed as an integrated package therefore we 

must object to the proposed `indicative’ designs of the HCDF because of the apparent 

significant seaward movement of the HCDF and the uncertain impacts on coastal 

processes caused by it. 

 

82. We require SZC Co. to prepare a developed HCDF proposal that addresses the 

concerns described above together with further detailed investigation and impact 

assessments. 

 

83. We also require SZC Co. to demonstrate that the MMP includes appropriate coverage 

of any changes to forecast impacts and mitigation measures. 

 

84. Landscape: ESC has no significant concerns from a landscape perspective subject to a 

well-considered surface restoration programme in line with what has been discussed 

previously.  

 

85. Public rights of way / access and recreation: the figures provide no obvious reference 

points that would enable comparison with the design shown in the DCO.  The single 

figure does not show the defence in context along the whole frontage where some 

areas are narrower and more vulnerable to erosion such as at the north end near to 

the proposed BLF. 

 

86. Table 4.6, we disagree with the conclusion in Table 4.6 Preliminary Environmental 

Information that no further assessment is required with respect to amenity and 

recreation.  

 

87. The new proposals will move the sea defence (at least – best estimate) 8m further 

seaward than that presented in the DCO.  There are assumptions made in the DCO 

about the expected viable life of the sacrificial soft defence based on its position and 

form, and it is expected that the soft sacrificial defence will become non-viable 

between 2050-2080.  However, there is not enough evidence or information provided 

in this consultation to be able to assess the impact of the new proposals on the public 

footpath (E-363/021/0).  The concern is that the risk of erosion of the soft defence and 

hence the exposure of the public footpath could be sooner than the assumptions 

predicted in the original draft DCO. 
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88. Unless evidence can be provided, it appears that these proposals will make the public 

footpath more vulnerable to early loss than is currently anticipated with the design 

proposed in the draft DCO.  ESC supports SCC as the responsible authority for public 

rights of way, in its objection to re-locating the permanent public footpath where it 

will be expected to erode, creating a management and legal liability for SCC. 

 

89. Ecology: Will the changes proposed to the HCDF mean that the soft material covering 

it are lost/need recharging earlier in the life of the station? If so, this would mean that 

the long-term impacts (and potentially eventual loss) on this part of the Suffolk Shingle 

Beaches County Wildlife Site would be accelerated, potentially resulting in a worse 

long-term impact than that assessed in the Environment Statement. 

Simplification of construction of temporary sea defence  

90. Coastal: ESC does not object to the principle of a sheet pile construction phase 

defence. 

 

91. We require more information on its plan location and profile relative to the proposed 

permanent HCDF, the permanent and temporary BLFs, the HCDF assumed at DCO 

stage and other features, inc. Mean High Water Springs, to give context. 

 

92. We note that at the southern extent of the Sizewell C frontage the temporary defence 

line makes a 90 degree return landward.  Is this a proposed change to the DCO 

condition that featured a tapered transition between the Sizewell C HCDF and the 

Sizewell B defence?  If so, please provide a justification for the change and an 

assessment of the new impacts.  

Temporary drainage pipe 

93. Coastal: ESC does not have any significant concerns with the construction of a Storm 

Water Outfall from a coastal processes’ perspective.  

 

94. Whilst the designated Coastal Path is above the planned outfall position people will 

walk on the beach below it. 

 

95. We recommend consideration be given to adding signs warning beach users of 

potential sudden and large flows. In addition, the pipe should be secured to avoid dogs 

/ people getting inside.  

 

96. Drainage: Please clarify if Water Management Zones (WMZ) 7, 8 and 9 are still 

discharging to WMZ 1 or 2 prior to combined drainage outfall? Or if this proposal will 

replace that? Our concern is that if the other WMZs are not utilised the temporary 
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outfall will be used in every storm event, not just the extreme storm events (greater 

than 1 in 30) that it is proposed to be designed for. 

 

97. We need to see the calculations behind the design of this outfall to understand how it 

fits with surface water drainage proposals for the whole of the Main Development 

Site, to date we are unsighted on the evidence.  

 

98. Our concerns relate not to the water going out to sea but whether it is not going into 

watercourses that are linked with sensitive habitats. 

 

99. Landscape: the proposal adds to the ‘industrialisation’ of the beach area, which is far 

from ideal, but not considered to be additionally significantly adverse in the light of 

other associated beach activity.  

 

100. Ecology:  Whilst the outfall pipe will cross the Suffolk Shingle Beaches County 

Wildlife Site, this site will already have been removed to build the HCDF so there will 

be no additional terrestrial ecological impact. 

 

101. Highways: It is noted that there is likely to be disruption to users of the Coastal 

Path during construction, maintenance (e.g., if blocked by shingle) and removal of the 

proposed temporary outfall pipe.   

 

102. Public rights of way / access and recreation: Paragraph 4.7.3 indicates that it is 

proposed that the pipe would not obstruct the coastal path and it needs to be ensured 

that this is the case.  

 

Temporary water storage area 
 

103. Drainage: ESC, along with SCC, has consistently asked that the option to retain 

this area after construction for use as a water storage area for irrigation of agricultural 

land should be explored. We have yet to receive a response to this request.  

 

104. It is unclear from the DCO changes consultation how this change of location 

would affect the feasibility for legacy benefit.  

 

105. It appears that WMZ 5 is being reduced in size to account for the new location 

of this temporary water storage area. The consequences of this in terms of the 

potential impact to WMZ 5 are unknown given we have yet to see any justification for 
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the sizing of any WMZ’s and therefore, we cannot be confident that it was sufficient 

in size prior to it being reduced.  

 

106. Ultimately, both the water resource storage area and WMZ 5 have been 

reduced in capacity. However, we should not overlook the fact that this is to facilitate 

a reduction in flood risk to offsite land and property. What is the consequence of 

reducing the size of the two basins? There needs to be an assessment and balancing 

of all impacts before we can properly comment.  

 

107. Landscape: The shift of the water storage area away from the northern edge 

(Minsmere boundary) is welcomed, as is its replacement with a flood mitigation area, 

subject to final profiling details. This remains a very sensitive area in landscape terms 

and over-engineered land profiling will need to be avoided, and the final details given 

careful consideration. 

 

108. In general principle, the revised water storage area is preferred to the previous 

version, although that view is subject to details of final profiling. There was some 

debate previously as to whether it would be a temporary facility or left in place as a 

legacy benefit to local farming activity. That will need confirmation. 

 

109. Archaeology: Archaeological evaluation complete- extensive and sensitive 

archaeological remains defined. Mitigation areas are still to be confirmed but will be 

required prior to site preparation works and any landscaping/planting. 

 

110. Ecology: this change is tentatively welcomed as it creates the opportunity for 

the delivery of better ecological mitigation measures (albeit with greater initial 

engineering works required). However, there needs to be confirmation that the 

creation of the wetland area is not going to have any adverse impact on either the 

adjacent Minsmere South Levels (part of the Minsmere-Walberswick Heaths and 

Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)) or the adjacent woodland (The 

Grove). Particularly any potential hydrological impacts on the Minsmere South Levels 

need to be assessed (this is not picked up in Table 4.3). 

 

111. Also, more details on the design and construction methodology for the 

proposed wetland area will be required, although some of the detail (particularly in 

relation to the construction methodology could be picked up via requirement). 

 

SSSI Crossing 

 



East Suffolk Council Response to Changes Consultation Dec 2020 

19 | P a g e  
 

112. Landscape: From a landscape perspective ESC has always recognised the 

benefits of the causeway option because we consider it offers landscape benefits in 

the planting that it carries with it. However, we know that it is the least favoured 

option among our many ecology colleagues, and this has outweighed the landscape 

preference in the past. The newly proposed 30metre bridge with embankments seems 

to offer solutions to both landscape and ecology, and whilst it allows less planting than 

previously offered, we fully understand that it may well carry notable useful ecological 

gains and therefore we have no objections to what is now proposed.  

 

113. Archaeology: We do not have any comments regarding the change in design 

to the SSSI crossing, however, archaeological assessment and mitigation will need to 

be factored in as this area has a potential for buried surface archaeological deposits, 

including wet-zone activity, waterlogged remains, as well as palaeo-environmental 

remains, but has yet to be subject to archaeological investigation. For surface 

archaeology, trial trenched evaluation and palaeo-environmental assessment 

required (post consent), subject to an agreed Written Scheme for Investigation and 

followed by mitigation as appropriate. For deeper deposits, assessment required in 

line with the peat strategy. Further mitigation to be decided pending results of 

evaluation. Historic Environment is not included in table 4.4 but should be considered 

as per comments above.  

 

114. Ecology: ecologically this change will result in a better crossing structure than 

that currently proposed in the DCO, particularly in terms of connectivity for bats, 

water vole and otter, and the slight reduction in SSSI land take (although there will still 

be temporary land take/damage to the parts of the SSSI which will not be permanently 

lost). However, we consider that the change option proposed remains ecologically 

worse than a ‘full bridge’ option, particularly in relation to permanent SSSI area loss. 

As the DCO Environmental Statement assesses an option that is ecologically worse 

than the change option the terrestrial ecology and ornithology assessment rationale 

set out in Table 4.4 is accepted.  

 

115. Design: it is understood that the overall height of the crossing is currently 

proposed at 7.3m AOD with a potential need to increase the height to 10.2m AOD at 

some point in the future if the risk of flooding requires this modification. Is there scope 

for increasing the height of the crossing at this stage? This would facilitate the passage 

along the watercourse for an even greater range of species than under the current 

change option, particularly a greater range of invertebrate species. Increasing the 

height now would also avoid the need for future disturbance to vegetation and 

landscaping on the embankment and the damage this could cause to biodiversity 

utilising the area. Replacement landscaping and vegetation would then have to take 

time to re-grow. We recognise there may be difficulties in altering the design at this 
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stage, but it could be beneficial. However, we would need to see a full landscape and 

visual impact assessment and ecological appraisal for an increased height option to 

ensure that this was the case.  

 

Landscape Retention and Removal 
 

116. Landscape: ESC has no significant concerns with the minor additional tree 

removal proposed.  

 

117. Ecology: Location 1 and 2 – no comment from an ecological perspective. 

Location 3: this tree belt is already isolated from Nursery Covert by proposed 

tree/vegetation removal works and therefore it is not considered that the small 

amount of additional removal proposed will worsen this impact. Isolation of habitats 

should be addressed in post-construction mitigation and management.  

 

Extension of order limits – Sizewell Link Road 

 

118. Drainage: This is justified to provide a sustainable drainage strategy. 

  

119. Landscape: No specific comment subject to more detailed assessments.  

 

120. Archaeology: Any extension to order limits should be scoped in for 

archaeological assessment. Some archaeological evaluation has been completed 

along the Link Road, however, further evaluation is still required, to be followed by 

mitigation as appropriate. 

 

121. Ecology: It is unclear whether the additional woodland loss now proposed will 

have an additional adverse impact on roosting, foraging, or commuting bats. This must 

be assessed but is not picked up in Table 5.2. It is disappointing that changes to the 

scheme are resulting in more habitat loss rather than less. 

 

122. It is also noted that the proposed changes introduce several new drainage 

basins, these should be designed to maximise their long-term ecological potential. 

 

123. Highways: In transport terms, ESC has no objections to the proposed highway 

changes set out at paragraph 5.3.9 subject to agreement of the detailed design.  

 

124. In highway design terms, ESC has no objection to the changes to the highway 

drainage proposals, as set out at paragraph 5.3.11, although the following comments 

have been made: 

o The number of highway drainage lagoons should be as few as necessary; 
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o The impact on the routing and amenity of Public Rights of Way must be fully 

assessed and relevant schedules amended, as necessary;  

o If it is likely to contain standing water the need for protective fencing should 

be required to be assessed during detailed design; 

o Access to lagoons needs to be provided to allow for future maintenance; and 

o Pumping should only be used as a last resort and early discussions need to be 

held with SCC as Highway Authority if this road is to be put forward for 

adoption as part of the public highway.  

 

Extension of order limits – Two Village Bypass 

 

125. Landscape: No specific comment subject to more detailed assessments. 

 

126. Archaeology:  Any extension to order limits should be scoped in for 

archaeological assessments. Some archaeological evaluation has been completed 

along the Two Village Bypass, however, further evaluation is still required, to be 

followed by mitigation as appropriate. 

 

127. Public rights of way and access and recreation: 5.4.22 for clarification, it was 

not requested that the existing public right of way route was formalised to match the 

route currently being walked by the public but had highlighted to SZC Co. that their 

order limits shown on the Rights of Way Plan sheet 18 of 27 did not cover the definitive 

alignment.  This is in the context that at the request of SCC (as public rights of way 

authority), the applicant proposes to upgrade the full extent of the public footpath 3 

and 11 (E-243/003 and E-243/011) to public bridleway from Farnham to Botany Farm 

Drive (minor road).  This would be consistent with the provision of the bridge for non-

motorised users proposed as the diverted route for public footpath 3.   

 

128. ESC supports the proposals as shown in Option 1, contingent on the upgrade 

to public bridleway of public footpath 3 and 11 in their entirety. 

 

129. ESC supports the proposals shown in Option 2a, contingent on the upgrade to 

public bridleway of public footpath 3 and 11 in their entirety. 

 

130. ESC supports the proposals shown in Option 2b, contingent on the upgrade to 

public bridleway of public footpath 3 and 11 in their entirety, but only with the 

amendment shown below (or similar).  This includes retaining the east end of option 

2a, because the north end of existing public footpath E-243/012/0 is fatally obstructed 

by a farm building.  Additional work would be required on the field headland in option 

2b, to create a hardened bridleway surface to the same width and condition as exists 

on FP11. 
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131. Highways: The principle of the highway changes set out at paragraph 5.4.20 to 

allow for visibility at junctions is considered to be acceptable. 

 

 
 

132. Ecology: It is disappointing that the proposed changes introduce further 

habitat loss, with removal of part of Nuttery Belt (which is a UK Priority habitat). The 

rationale for this loss is not clear in the consultation document, although it is noted 

that it may be avoided following more detailed design work. Table 5.3 identifies that 

further survey work is required (particularly for roosting bats) if part of the woodland 

is to be lost, this is essential, although preferably the design should be such that the 

loss is avoided (in accordance with the mitigation hierarchy). Paragraph 5.4.28 

concludes that the loss of part of Nuttery Belt is not significant enough to alter the 

conclusions presented in the environmental statement, however in the absence of the 

identified, required, survey work it is not possible to support this conclusion at this 

time. 

 

133. It is also noted that mitigation for the loss of flood plain grazing marsh (a UK 

Priority habitat) in the form of habitat quality improvements is proposed, although no 

details are provided as this will come as part of the outline Landscape and Ecology 

Management Plan for the scheme. In the absence of details on what improvements 

are proposed it is not possible to be confident that they will be adequate to mitigate 

the habitat loss that is identified in the Environmental Statement and therefore it is 

not possible to make any further comment on this at this stage. 
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Extension of order limits – Yoxford 

 

134. Archaeology: No concern with regards to changes to order limits. 

Archaeological evaluation completed. Mitigation areas still to be agreed. Mitigation 

required prior to site preparation works, and construction of bunds and landscaping. 

  

135. Highways: For Figure 5.14, we would request that SZC Co. confirm whether 

revised order limits are those that will be taken forward to detailed design, as the 

revised carriageway alignment is close to the eastern boundary of the order limits.  

Changes to Southern Park and Ride 

136. Landscape: Additional bunding is welcomed, and careful consideration of the 

management of the space around key retained trees and hedgerows will be required. 

 

137. Archaeology: No concern with regards changes to order limits. Archaeological 

evaluation completed and mitigation areas defined. Mitigation required prior to site 

preparation works, and construction of bunds and landscaping/planting.  

 

Changes to Northern Park and Ride 

138. Archaeology: No concern with regards changes to order limits. Archaeological 

evaluation completed aside from trenching of the infiltration basin which added to the 

red line boundary at the northern end of the site at stage 4. Mitigation areas defined 

for the rest of the site. Mitigation required prior to site preparation works, and 

construction of bunds and landscaping/planting. 

 

Changes to Main Development Site 

 

139. Highways: Paragraph 2.3.3 includes a list of items included as the main 

development site; the proposed highway works on Lover’s Lane and Abbey Hill as well 

as the Green Rail Route are not included in this list but are included in red line 

identified on Figure 2.1.  It is assumed that these works fall under the final bullet point, 

but confirmation on this is welcomed.  Detailed confirmation is also sought on what 

powers will be used for the delivery of level crossing works associated with the Green 

Rail Route. 

 

Pakenham Fen Meadow habitat creation area 
 

140. ESC welcomes SZC Co. proposals to create an additional Fen Meadow habitat 

creation area as it gives a greater chance of successful habitat creation being achieved. 
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However, it is outside of the district of East Suffolk so we will not provide any detailed 

commentary as that is the responsibility of West Suffolk and Suffolk County Councils. 

We note that this does remove any amenity value away from the affected area in East 

Suffolk. 
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Appendix: Technical input to the changes proposals: Coastal 

Processes 
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Pg. 

no. 

Ref Relevant text / illustration Observations and Concerns Request for 

clarification, 

confirmation, or 

further information 

 

  BLF options    

39 3.3.5   Permanent BLF as proposed in the present DCO: 

 

  
 

Presumably this commitment 

would carry through to the 

changes. Same survey will also 

help to identify before/after 

record of changes 

Request for 

Confirmation: 

Please confirm that 

the seabed will be 

surveyed and re-

profiled before 

each delivery in the 

case of a new BLF.    

 

40 3.3.1

1 

Proposed Enhancement of the BLF: 

 

    
 

 

The structure, understood to 

stand 1m proud of the beach, is 

sizeable, and one would expect 

it to present some impedance 

to sediment otherwise moving 

alongshore.   It needs to be 

demonstrated that such a 

structure, whether in use or 

not, will not have an adverse 

impact on the local shore or 

interfere with longshore 

sediment transport. 

Request for more 

information: 

Please provide 

evidence that the 

grillage(s) will not 

have a negative 

impact on the local 

shore or impede 

longshore 

sediment 

transport. 
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 (please see also 

comments re p. 157 

section 1.2.7). 

40 3.3.1

7 

   

 

Saying “land” on the beach, 

should this not make reference 

to the grillage as described 

elsewhere? 

Request for 

Clarification: 

Please clarify 

whether the 

enhanced 

permanent BLF 

would land on the 

beach or upon a 

grillage (on the 

beach). 

 

42 3.3.2

2 

     
 

Would the insensitivity to tidal 

conditions (not grounding) 

possibly render the facility 

more sensitive to wave 

conditions (no breakwater)?   

Request for 

Clarification: 

As noted in column 

to left. 
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42 3.3.2

2 

 
 

There appears to be a 

contradiction in the last 

sentence which is saying that 

the T-shaped pier-end enables 

barges to ground parallel to the 

beach, but at -3mODN bed 

level, the barges are said to 

float. 

Request for 

Clarification: There 

would not appear 

to be any 

grounding with -

3mODN bed level – 

please check 

rationale. 

 

44 3.3.2

5 

Operation 

 
 

We are concerned about the 

unstated quantity of dredging 

to form the turning circles as 

any lowering of the seabed may 

result in higher wave 

conditions at the shore 

Request for Further 

Information: 

Further 

quantification is 

sought on the 

depth, area and 

quantum of 

dredging require 

for the turning 

circle(s).  

 

51  

 
 

Destabilisation of the sand bar 

could have an adverse impact 

on the coastal processes at the 

shore.  

Request for Further 

Information: 

Please advise on 

impacts of dredging 

at the shore and in 
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regards to mobility 

of sediment along 

the beach. 

52   

 

Ditto re permanent BLF  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ditto re permanent 

BLF  
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Ditto re Options 1 and 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Ditto re Options 1 

and 2 
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72 Figur

e 4-5 

 

This figure emphasizes the 

significance in the potentially 

affected limits under the new 

temporary BLF considerations.     

Request for Further 

Information: 

As noted 

elsewhere, more 

information is 

sought regarding 

the impact 

(cumulative with 

the permanent BLF) 

of dredging on the 

coastal processes. 

 

97  

 

   

97 4.8.4  

 

Note that the placement and, 

presumably, replenishment of 

soil over the rocks will 

inevitably lead to the voids in 

the rock matrix becoming 

blocked.  This could worsen 

with time as more soil is 

washed into the lower voids in 

Request for 

Confirmation: 

alongside cosmetic 

improvements to 

the structure, 

please advise how 

the potentially 

negative impacts of 
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the rock structure.  The 

hydraulic performance of rock 

revetments depends on the 

voids being open to aid the 

attenuation of energy within 

them.   Filling them up would 

only diminish the eventually 

needed hydraulic properties, 

potentially aggravating 

overtopping wave absorption 

and stability of outer layer 

rocks, whilst increasing 

unwanted wave reflection.  

introducing soil to 

the rock revetment 

are taken into 

account and 

designed for.  

98 4.8.7  

 
 

The figure does not provide any 

dimensions, levels, or 

positional reference.  Without 

quantitative detail the figure is 

of limited usefulness.   

 

A query also on the impact of 

the vertical wall when exposed 

to waves.  The wall is expected 

to be exposed to wave action, 

in fact the design provides for a 

heightening of the wall to cater 

for future conditions.   

Request for Further 

Information: 

Please provide a 

version of this 

drawing complete 

with levels and 

dimensions. 

Please advise the 

impacts of such a 

wall on the beach 

to seawards, and 

how this would be 

managed. 
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Beings a vertical wall it would 

be reflective to waves.  Subject 

to it being high enough, it has 

potential to be an effective 

barrier to sea incursion.  

However, this means that wave 

energy that would otherwise 

be expended at the shore will 

be maintained on the seaward 

side of the wall where it would 

likely cause localized erosion 

and suspension of sediments, 

leading potentially to 

accelerated sediment loss. 

98 Fig. 

4.19 

 

The figure does not provide any 

dimensions, levels, or 

positional reference.  Without 

quantitative detail the figure is 

of limited usefulness.   

Request for Further 

Information: 

please reissue this 

and similar 

drawings complete 

with dimensions, 

levels, and 

positional 

references, e.g. in 

relation to MHWS 

line, and the SCDF.    
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98 4.8.1

0 

 

 

Without further detail on the 

Figure it is supposed that the 

0mAOD refers to the underside 

of the toe.  It is usual for the toe 

to extend below the deepest 

level that natural erosion can 

reach.  Even allowing for future 

adaption of the defense 

structure, this interim level 

would appear to be rather 

shallow. 

 

Confirmation 

required: has the 

security of the toe 

against beach 

losses and scour 

been fully 

investigated and 

designed for?  

What is the 

designed-for 

lowest beach level 

that’s taken into 

account? 

 

99 Fig. 

4.20 

 

 
 

 

 

The figure does not provide any 

dimensions, levels, or 

positional reference.  Without 

quantitative detail the figure is 

of limited usefulness.   

 

This figure more clearly 

identifies the coastal 

landscaping.  There must be 

suitable geotextile or suitable 

membrane the isolate the 

landscaping soil from the 

voided rock mound.   

Request for Further 

Information: 

please reissue this 

and similar 

drawings complete 

with dimensions, 

levels, and 

positional 

references, e.g. in 

relation to MHWS 

line, and the SCDF.    

 

 



East Suffolk Council Response to Changes Consultation Dec 2020 

35 | P a g e  
 

Please provide 

details of how the 

landscaping 

material is to be 

isolated from the 

voided rocks. 

 

Also please advise 

as per the 

comment on p97 

4.8.4. 

10

0 

Tabl

e 4.6 

Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics 

 

 

The installation is expected to 

be in place beyond the present 

day, i.e. for up to 190 years (?), 

during which time the HCDF 

will interact directly with the 

coastal processes.   As a result, 

the HCDF has potential to have 

negative impacts on the coastal 

processes.  The change to the 

length of the structure 

seawards means that any such 

negative impacts will happen 

sooner.  

Clarification 

required: the Table 

4.6 statement is 

unclear and needs 

to be expanded to 

reference the 

future evolution of 

the shore with 

respect to the 

changed length of 

the structure. 
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10

0 

Tabl

e 4.6 

 

The last point above appears to 

be recognized in this extract 

from the Table.  This paragraph 

refers to the “5m bund” – this 

feature does not appear on the 

sketch or if it does it is not 

labelled as such (the SCDF?).     

Clarification 

required: please 

reissue the 

sketches, complete 

with dimensions 

etc. and showing 

every feature 

referred to in the 

narrative. 

 

Please also define 

what “managed 

carefully” means.  

Though 

unintentional, the 

statement could 

imply that prior to 

the change the 

feature (5m bund) 

did not need to be 

managed carefully 

(clearly not the 

intent!).  
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10

0 

Tabl

e 4.6 

 

This explanation misses two 

points:  

• The gain in sediment on 

one side of an extended 

HCDF would result in a 

shortfall (erosion) on 

the south side together 

with an interruption of 

sediment transport 

towards Thorpeness 

leading to erosion 

there.  

• In time, storm induced 

erosion to the north of 

the installation could 

increase the long term 

propensity for bay 

formation and a sink for 

unlost sediment, 

further reducing the 

sediment available to 

migrate south towards 

Thorpeness. 

Request for further 

information: 

The explanation in 

the Proposed 

Changes document 

does not present a 

plausible argument 

for allowing the 

HCDF to become 

exposed to the 

action of the sea 

sooner rather than 

later.  The brief 

explanations needs 

to be followed up   

by a more 

technically robust 

case for the 

suggested 

shoreline 

behaviour. 
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10

0 

Tabl

e 4.6 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

This will be welcomed.  The re-

assessed SCDF need to be 

made available. 

Request for further 

information:   

Please provide 

details of the new 

SCDF together with 

the rationale for its 

improved design to 

cater for the 

changed HCDF 

 

 

  APPENDIX 2    

15

7 

1.2.7   

 

 
 

 

Further to sediment 

accumulating along the side(s) 

of the grillage, might the 

combined width of the grillage 

and trapped sand not create a 

calming of waves in the lee, 

thus potentially encouraging 

localized accretion of sand on 

the shore side. 

Request for further 

Information: 

Please provide 

details of modelling 

outcomes and 

assessment of the 

impact of the 

grillage on the 

shore. 

 

15

8 

1.2.8  We welcome the 

acknowledgement of 

Request for Further 

Information: 
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disturbance to the outer 

longshore bar, and the pledge 

to undertake further modelling 

and assessment work.  

Please provide 

reporting on the 

modelling and 

assessment work.   

To include an 

assessment of the 

issue and its 

resolution. 

15

8 

1.2.1

1 – 

1.2.1

7 

 

Dredging 

 

 
 

 

  

Notwithstanding the 

assurances as to the modest 

impact of dredging (e.g. 

reference to 4%) it remains that 

at 2km the estimated (pre-

modelling) alongshore change 

is massive in extent.  It is noted 

that further modelling is 

planned.    

Request for Further 

Information: 

Given the massive 

extent of potential 

impact we 

welcome the 

undertaking of 

further modelling 

work.  Please 

provide the 

reporting 

outcomes, 

including the 

identification of 

impacts on the 

shore, together 

with proposed 

mitigations. 
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Further to the 

above, it is noted 

that plough 

dredging does not 

result in any net 

loss of sediment 

from the local 

system, the sea bed 

being scraped to 

obtain the desired 

form area and 

depth.  The scaped 

material has to be 

deposited 

somewhere 

(somewhere close 

to its excavation?).  

Depending on the 

height, form and 

position of its 

deposition the sand 

will tend to be 

more or less 

susceptible to 

erosion/ 
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suspension / 

resettlement. 

Please provide 

further evidence to 

demonstrate that 

there will be no net 

loss of sediment 

out of the local 

system, or if so, a 

measure of the loss 

together with 

advice on its 

mitigation.  



KELSALE-CUM-CARLTON PARISH COUNCIL  
 
21 Ferry Road, Orford, IP12 2NR, 
Telephone:  
E-mail:  
www.kelsalecarltonpc.org.uk 
 
 
 
Sizewell C Information Office 
48-50 High St 
Leiston,   
IP16 4EW 
 
 

17th December 2020 
 
 
Dear Sir or Madam 
 
The Sizewell C Project Consultation Document – November-December 2020 
 
Please find enclosed the approved response to the above consultation on behalf of 
Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council. 
 
This comprises of: 
 

1.  Foreword & Executive Summary 
2.  Detailed Response 

 
As you know a project has three primary levers, cost, time and quality.  Based on 
other nuclear projects, we have to be concerned about time and budgets, so we 
hoped quality wouldn’t be sacrificed.  Our concerns have not been assuaged with the 
documentation we have been provided with so far, lacking detail, up to date 
information and with errors or omissions.  We are also disappointed having read 
pledge 5, that EDF have chosen to clear Coronation Wood without actually waiting 
for a bat licence from Natural England, we are unclear what message EDF are 
sending. 
 
I would be grateful if you could confirm receipt to me of our response at the above 
email address and also confirm this to  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 

 
 
 



Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council’s response to SZC Co.’s Consultation on Proposed 
Changes (Nov-Dec 2020) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



FOREWORD 

Over nearly a decade, Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council has participated fully and tirelessly in Pre-Application 
Consultations arising from the Application for a Development Consent Order to build a new power station on the Suffolk 
coast east of Leiston, comprising two largely untested new nuclear UK EPR reactors. 

Over this time, the Council has been forced to move its position to one of outright opposition to the proposals being brought 
forward, initially by EDF Energy and now by NNB Generation Company (SZC) referred to hereafter as SZC Co. 

The Council’s opposition is founded on six key considerations that have remained largely unanswered for the duration of 
the Pre-Application: 

 A] the fragility of the road network in East Suffolk and the singular lack of resilience 

B] the volume of; construction, contractor, supplier and employee vehicle movements over a period of up to 
12 years, necessary to construct the proposed power station 

C] the invasive nature of the proposals in an area rich in ecological assets including; Minsmere, the AONB, well 
stewarded good quality agricultural land, a wide range of onshore and offshore habitats, plus numerous 
species of mammals, birds, reptiles, insects, plants and marine life. 

D] the attendant pollutants that significant construction projects bring, not just to the immediacy but to large 
swathes of Suffolk and neighbouring counties. These include; noxious airborne pollutants that are injurious 
to physical health, as well as; others injurious to mental health, amenity, flora and fauna and peaceful 
enjoyment i.e., noise, smell, light, dust, etc.  

E] the significant destabilising impact of the project on the growing Suffolk tourist economy for a period likely 
to be well in excess of the construction period, with direct employment impacts and established supply 
chains also being adversely impacted. 

F] the wide-ranging ‘perils’ (both large and small) that construction of this magnitude can bring to coastal 
Suffolk, Suffolk and the surrounding counties. In particular, there are those identified already by SZC Co. 
(i.e., severance, intimidation by traffic, road delays, road safety, etc.) and others not so visible including; 
physical health and wellbeing, loss of employees to SZC Co. destabilising local businesses and impacting 
dependent individuals and businesses, isolation, fear, mental health, access to services, impacts on the day 
to day lives of residents through congestion, rat-runs, fly parking, travel disruption, etc. 

Additionally, the Council has also considered the experience at Hinkley Point C where amongst many other smaller 
factors it seems that; close proximity to the M5 has eased some access issues and the construction of a jetty has 
alleviated some significant road pressures. 

Consequently, the Council is disappointed that whilst SZC Co. has seemingly injected some urgency into getting to 
grips with fundamental issues raised many years ago, there is a huge gulf between the heavily caveated 
“opportunities, possibilities and potential” laid out in this consultation and the necessary reassurance and 
commitment KcCPC were hoping to see.  

 

Cllr Edwina Galloway – Vice Chair and Sizewell Portfolio Lead           

 

Executive Summary 

This is an Executive Summary of the review undertaken by Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council of SZC Co.’s 30-day consultation 
held between 18th November and 18th December 2020. 



A full commentary (where appropriate) can be found in the accompanying document entitled “Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish 
Council’s response to SZC Co.’s Consultation on Proposed Changes (Nov-Dec 2020)”. 

In undertaking this review the Council were asked to comment on eighteen (18) items SZC Co. have brought forward since 
submitting their Application for a Development Consent Order. 

1. Independent Environmental Trust 
 

Whilst in principle KcCPC would welcome the creation of “…an independent environmental Trust to manage the ongoing 
re-wilding and biodiversity of the growing Sizewell Estate.” it wishes to be clear on four things;  
 

a) Re-wilding is a very long and hazardous path to replace/replicate hundreds of years of natural development. 
Consequently, the operational lifetime of Sizewell C seems wholly inadequate for financial support from SZC Co. The 
provision of an ‘in perpetuity endowment’ would seem far more proportionate.    
        

b) KcCPC note SZC Co. refer to the proposed Trust as an ‘opportunity’, whereas as an unconditional proposal, (assuming 
the project went ahead) would be far more compelling.  
       

c) The phrase “We will update the community regularly on our progress.” seems inappropriate and alludes to something 
other than ‘an independent environmental Trust’ or perhaps is just a poor portrayal of genuine intent? 
             

d) Current Government thinking is very supportive of sustaining and increasing ecological assets and the avoidance of 
loss.  Would SZC Co. not agree that they should review their DCO Application using this prism prior to bringing 
forward any further changes? 
        

2. Increased frequency of freight train movements 
 
Whilst in principle KcCPC support actions that dramatically reduce SZC Co. construction traffic movements on the A12 
and the associated road network, it has grave concerns in respect to the level of detail being brought forward by SZC Co. 
in this document. 
 
Firstly, it seems that SZC Co. have no commitment from either the rail network operator or any potential freight operators 
and therefore little certainty in their proposed changes. 
 

Secondly any revision seems to be dependent on “Overnight movements along the East Suffolk line to and from hold 
points on the Saxmundham to Leiston branch line, and during the day movements along the Saxmundham to Leiston 
branch line from the hold points to and from the LEEIE, so that trains do not travel through Leiston at night.”   
  

As a consequence, KcCPC are concerned that previous questions regarding the different treatment of trackside 
communities remain unanswered, with this change still inferring that trains will travel past communities (other than 
Leiston) in similarly close proximity to the track, at night. What rationale does SZC Co. use to justify treating similar 
trackside communities with such blatant inequality?  

   

3. Enhanced permanent BLF and options for a new marine facility 
 

Whilst in principle the Council support actions that dramatically reduce SZC Co. construction traffic movements on the 
A12 and the associated road network, KcCPC have no expertise or source of reliable knowledge in respect to the issues 
arising from SZC Co.’s “…marine options and their potential effects…”. As a consequence, the Council do not intend to 
make comment and will respect the views of the appropriate statutory bodies and other expert witnesses who may 
respond to this consultation.            
         

4. Change to the SSSI crossing design 
 

KcCPC have no expertise or source of reliable knowledge in respect to the complex issues surrounding the SSSI and those 
potentially arising from SZC Co.’s proposals for a changed design of the crossing. As a consequence, the Council do not 
intend to make comment and will respect the views of the appropriate statutory bodies, expert witnesses and notable 
bodies who may respond to this consultation.  



         
5. Surface water discharges to the foreshore via temporary outfall      

  

KcCPC have no expertise or a source of reliable knowledge in respect to the marine environment and the potential impact 
of this change.  As a consequence, the Council do not intend to make comment and will respect the views of the 
appropriate statutory bodies, expert witnesses and other bodies who whom have the required expertise and may 
respond to this consultation.           

  
6. Change to the sea defence to make the scheme more efficient and resilient to climate change   

 

The Council is concerned that previously SZC Co. has expressed the view that having taken expert advice, their previous 
sea defence proposals were more than adequate to deal with the worst excesses of climate change and the consequent 
rises in sea levels in and around the coastal Suffolk area.   
 
In this context KcCPC is concerned that SZC Co. does not appear to have explicitly explained why the proposed changes 
have become so pressing and presumably a major motivation for seeking another consultation prior to examination by 
the Planning Inspectorate? 
 
However, the Council have no expertise or a source of reliable knowledge in respect to this complex area crossing several 
disciplines.  As a consequence, the Council do not intend to make comment and will respect the views of appropriate 
statutory bodies, expert witnesses and bodies or individuals who may have expertise and may respond to this 
consultation.              

   
7.  Greater flexibility as to where certain Sizewell B facilities are relocated to 

KcCPC are gratified to see that ideas promoted by the Council in earlier consultations have, although late in the day, led 
SZC Co. to examine re-use of available land, both within their own estate and also in the neighbouring Sizewell A estate. 

However, KcCPC are very concerned that announcements regarding potentially more and varied activities being sited at 
Sizewell, have no prominence in this latest consultation, specifically; 

 A]  A ‘Direct Air Capture’ Project Demonstrator (DAC) 

 B]  A ‘Green Hydrogen’ Project   

As a result, the Council are concerned that land potentially made available above may get consumed by activities other 
than those being proposed in the DCO.  

Consequently, the Council cannot support the changes proposed by SZC Co. without clarity and reassurances regarding 
items A and B above.              

   
8. Change to certain parameter heights and activities on the main development site 

KcCPC are concerned that changes to parameter heights and activities on the main site may bring about additional and 
potentially unnecessary impacts (i.e., visual, noise, dust, etc.) to residents and visitors enjoying the amenity of Sizewell, 
Sizewell Beach and the broader coastal area.  

As a consequence, whilst not directly impacted the Council hopes those who are, along with experts in the appropriate 
fields can voice their opinions and have them respected by SZC Co. and the Planning Inspectorate during the examination. 
                

9. Change to the location of the water resource storage area and the addition of flood mitigation measures 

The Council have no expertise or a source of reliable knowledge in respect to this complex area crossing several 
disciplines.  As a consequence, the Council do not intend to make comment and will respect the views of appropriate 
statutory bodies, expert witnesses and bodies or individuals who may have expertise and may respond to this 
consultation.  



However, KcCPC are concerned that although SZC Co. say at Para 4.4.6 “The flood mitigation area and wetland habitats 
would be constructed very early in the construction phase” there is no clarity as to what ‘very early’ means, any relevant 
dependencies, any interdependencies, etc. Consequently, the Council questions what value they should place on such an 
imprecise undertaking, if any?             

 
10. Revisions to tree retention on the main development site 

Whilst candour is an admirable characteristic much of the time, sometimes it is misjudged as the Council believe is the 
case here; “whilst efforts have been made to retain existing vegetation where practicable, development proposals of this 
magnitude would inevitably result in wholesale changes to the existing landscape fabric with large-scale effects during 
the construction period.” 

Is it unreasonable to expect SZC Co. to respect impacted parties and their love for the biodiversity rich landscapes in and 
around an AONB? 

However, KcCPC have no expertise or a source of reliable knowledge in respect to this involving several disciplines.  As a 
consequence, the Council do not intend to make comment and will respect the views of appropriate statutory bodies, 
expert witnesses and bodies or individuals who may have expertise and may respond to this consultation.     
       

11. A new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills.      
  

The Council have no comment in respect to this proposed change        
  

12. Extension of the Order Limits to provide for additional fen meadow habitat at Pakenham    

     
On the basis that representative groups and individuals with the appropriate knowledge and expertise confirm the 
wisdom and suitability of creating fen meadow at Pakenham, the Council have no comment in respect to this proposed 
change.   
             

13. Extension and reduction of the Order Limits for works on the main development site and related sites (fen meadow 
mitigation and marsh harrier improvement sites).        

  
On the basis that representative groups and individuals with the appropriate knowledge and expertise confirm the 
wisdom and suitability of the extensions and reductions, the Council have no comment in respect to these proposed 
changes.    
            

14. Extension of landscaped bund, other minor changes at the southern park and ride, including a minor reduction of the 
Order Limits             

   
On the basis that appropriate representative groups and individuals with the appropriate knowledge and expertise 
confirm the wisdom and suitability of the extension and the minor reduction, the Council have no comment in respect to 
these proposed changes.             
  

15. Minor reductions to the Order Limits of the northern park and ride. 
 

KcCPC are unable to find any reference to this change in notification to the Planning Inspectorate or Section 5.  
             
              

16. Extension of the Order Limits for works on the two village bypass, change to the public rights of way around Walk Barn 
Farm and additional habitat mitigation proposals.        
  

On the basis that representative groups and individuals with the appropriate knowledge and expertise confirm the 
wisdom and suitability of the extension and the minor reduction, the Council have no comment in respect to these 
proposed changes.            
        

17. Extension to and reduction of the Order Limits for works on the Sizewell link road.    

      



KcCPC are disappointed that despite a fairly bullish portrayal of the potential for reducing HGV movements through new 
rail and sea initiatives, SZC Co. appear to have overlooked the potential impact these reductions might  have on the 
efficacy and economic cost of the proposed SLR. 
 
The Council have reflected on; 
 

A] the opaque information provided by SZC Co. in respect to their criteria and processes for finding the 
proposed route as the most suitable 

                
B] the less than transparent ‘peer review’ undertaken to seek confirmation of their choice 
 
C] the marked lack of enthusiasm shown by SZC Co. to collaborate in bringing an enduring and more 

effective solution to fruition that would enhance the lives of coastal Suffolk residents, businesses, 
visitors and holidaymakers                

 
It is a continuing concern of the Council that the proposed SLR potentially brings an enormous volume of construction 
traffic unnecessarily so far north on the A12 prior to routing it onto a uniquely ‘Sizewell centric’ link road coined by some 
communities as “a road to nowhere”.            
 
In essence this proposal struggles to make environmental sense with a huge increase in HGV miles being incurred by 
having to go north to the KcCPC border with Yoxford, prior to turning east across some of the best farming land in the 
area, rich with habitats conducive to a wide range of flora and fauna as demonstrated by nearby roadside nature reserves 
and natural ponds brimming with scarce and threatened species.    
 
Consequently, KcCPC will be asking the Planning Inspectorate to: 
  

a) examine the methods by which SZC Co. derived the proposed route as the most suitable 
 

b) examine the underpinning criteria and data used in reaching the final decision 
 

c) examine the ‘peer review’ for its efficacy 
 

d) examine the impact of the proposed/potential reductions in HGV movements on the ‘justifications’ 
pertaining to the proposed SLR route 

 
In addition, KcCPC are concerned that in seeking to make changes to “to provide increased visibility at junctions proposed 
along the Sizewell link road for highway safety in accordance with the design speed of 60mph.” there are unforeseen 
consequences that will have a significant detrimental impact on road safety, a nature reserve, two roadside nature 
reserves, important verge and hedgerow habitats, agricultural traffic, non-designated heritage assets, Kelsale Village 
Conservation Area, public amenity space enjoyed through a network of unpaved single track lanes hosting walkers, 
joggers, horse riders, etc.                  
 
These have previously been advised to SZC Co. through the consultation process. Nevertheless, at best they remain 
unaddressed, at worst they are further exacerbated by the most recent proposed changes.           
Consequently, the Council will be asking the Planning Inspectorate to examine in depth the threat of significant impact 
the proposals for Fordley Road access from the SLR will have on a large network of single-track unpaved lanes and the 
adjacent residents and businesses.  
        
KcCPC are also concerned at the increasing amount of quality farming land that is being sought by SZC Co. to make good 
insufficient drainage arrangements that were inadequately investigated prior to both the selection of this route as the 
best option and subsequent to the submission of the DCO Application. 
 
The Council’s previous comments on the suitability of the proposed route for the SLR are equally applicable to issues 
arising from the inadequate research undertaken by SZC Co.  



 
As a result, KcCPC will also be asking the Planning Inspectorate to investigate this and other facets where deficiencies are 
evident, during the course of their examination.      
    
In respect to Figures 5.4 through to 5.9 The Council are concerned at the ratio of Order Limit Extension as opposed to 
Order Limit Reductions in respect of SZC Co.’s new proposals for the SLR. KcCPC view this as an unwarranted ‘land grab’ 
to ensure that were there to be further inadequacies identified in SZC Co.’s research and analysis sufficient slack would 
be available for all but the biggest howlers!          
          

18. Minor reductions to the Order Limits for Yoxford roundabout, the A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham and the 
A1094/B1069 south of Knodishall.          

    

Apart from the absence of a suitable figure for the A12/B1119 junction being included in the Consultation Document (on-
line, memory stick or paper), KcCPC have no comment to make 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Cllr Edwina Galloway – on behalf of Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council           
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Sizewell C 

Detailed review of the SZC Co. 30 day Public Consultation (18th November to 18th December 2020) 

Introduction 

Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council [KcCPC] have participated fully in the Sizewell C Pre-Application Consultations and 
note the first ‘Post DCO Application Consultation’ marks the commencement of KcCPC’s ninth year of responding to 
a plethora of; ‘possibilities’, ‘potential’, ‘opportunities’, ‘ideas’ and ‘initiatives’ that have subsequently largely been; 
qualified out, significantly modified, re-badged or still remain subject to ‘continuing analysis’. 

As a consequence, KcCPC is disappointed that at ‘one minute to midnight’, EDF Energy and NNB Generation Company 
(SZC) Ltd [SZC Co.] seem determined to demonstrate further disdain for the prescribed process and have once again 
resorted to another ill-prepared engagement with the people and organisations in Suffolk that are amidst the most 
profound health and economic crisis visited on the county in living memory as a consequence of the pandemic.  

Nevertheless, KcCPC have once more committed many hours of work to review the 174 page document, not only in 
the context of the previous Pre-Application Consultations, but also the huge volume of documents accompanying 
the DCO Application. 

In making its assessment KcCPC note SZC Co. chose to make the DCO Application on 27th May 2020, despite much of 
the UK being under Covid-19 restrictions.  

In so-doing, SZC Co. fully understood that the DCO Application might be accepted by the Planning Inspectorate for 
examination relatively speedily (actually occurring on 24th June 2020, again under Covid-19 restrictions) and thereby 
potentially requiring interested parties to make their Relevant Representations soon thereafter (again under Covid-
19 restrictions). It subsequently transpired that Relevant Representations were accepted up to 30th September 2020, 
again under Covid-19 restrictions. 

As is now clear, having set ‘hares running’, SZC Co. have chosen to further exploit the intense pressure on limited 
community resources to bring forward yet more ‘possibilities’, ‘potential’, ‘opportunities’, ‘ideas’ and ‘initiatives’ that 
largely remain incomplete or lacking in; underpinning data, detailed analysis, necessary agreements, cumulative 
impact analysis, any appraisal of likely unforeseen consequences and their wider efficacy. 

Nevertheless, KcCPC recognise that it must continue to participate in the prescribed process in order to try to 
safeguard the community of Kelsale-cum-Carlton from the worst excesses of SZC Co.  

The following pages summarise KcCPC’s review of the SZC Co. Consultation Document and form the basis of the 
Executive Summary and the contents therein.  

A significant number of questions are raised by the Consultation Document and these are identified with a Q at the 
right hand side. The Council anticipate SZC Co. responding to these questions prior to the Planning Inspectorate 
commencing its examination. 

Text in blue italics indicates the text is sourced from SZC Co.’s Consultation Document.   

 

 

Note: The absence of a specific comment in this response does not imply, nor should it be interpreted as implying Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish 
Council having no issues pertaining the paragraph where there are no views expressed.  
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Introduction 

(1.1.2) It is noted that the capacity of the proposed Sizewell C power station is now confirmed at 3.34gw, clearing up 
the confusion created in the Stage 4 Pre-Application Consultation documentation. 

(1.1.4) It is noted that whilst “…feedback from these consultations was considered throughout the development of the 
proposals and strategies for the Sizewell C Project and in the finalisation of the Application.” seemingly significant 
elements of the feedback were not considered important enough by SZC Co. to delay the DCO Application long 
enough for them to be fully considered, developed and incorporated into a robust DCO Application.  

As a direct consequence residents, businesses and other agencies in Suffolk have to disentangle SZC Co. thinking 
from across the four previous consultations to understand the tapestry of the latest ‘possibilities’, ‘potential’, 
‘opportunities’, ‘ideas’ and ‘initiatives’ being promulgated.  

(1.1.5) Whilst in principle KcCPC welcomes progressive thinking that realises beneficial reductions in the level of 
adverse impacts on the “…local area and environment…”, it cannot unequivocally offer the same support for 
“…potential changes which will assist with the efficient construction of the project.” without fully understanding the 
conditions giving rise to, and the nature of the efficiencies being generated. 

(1.1.6) Whilst in principle KcCPC would welcome the creation of “…an independent environmental Trust to manage the 
ongoing re-wilding and biodiversity of the growing Sizewell Estate.” it wishes to be clear on four things;  

a) Re-wilding is a very long and hazardous path to replace/replicate hundreds of years of natural development. 
Consequently, the operational lifetime of Sizewell C seems wholly inadequate for financial support from SZC Co. The 
provision of an ‘in perpetuity endowment’ would seem far more proportionate.  

b) KcCPC notes SZC Co. refer to a Trust as an ‘opportunity’, whereas as unconditional proposal, (assuming the project 
went ahead) appears more genuine and might be seen as far more compelling. 

c) The phrase “We will update the community regularly on our progress.” seems inappropriate and alludes to 
something other than “…an independent environmental Trust” or perhaps it is just a poor portrayal of genuine intent? 

d) Current Government thinking is very supportive of sustaining and increasing ecological assets and the avoidance 
of loss. Would SZC Co. not agree that they should review their DCO Application using this prism, prior to bringing 
forward any further changes?                Q  

(1.1.8) In Table 2.1 of the Notification of Proposed Project Changes – PINS Reference Number: EN010012 SZC Co. 
identifies 14 changes. Yet in this paragraph various proposed Project changes have been unpacked, with the total 
proposed Project changes increasing to 18.  

This seemingly arbitrary rearrangement gives rise to confusion and a lack of transparency in the messages being given 
to the Planning Inspectorate and the public at large.  

Is this a deliberate strategy adopted by SZC Co. in order to; minimise the volume of proposed changes to the Planning 
Inspectorate whilst simultaneously portraying the maximum number beneficial (?) changes when communicating 
with consultees?                   Q  

 

Note: Reference to the Northern Park & Ride is not included in the “Table 2.1 Summary of proposed Project Changes” provided to the Planning 
Inspectorate (Pages 6 & 7 Notification of Proposed Project Changes – October 2020) but appears here.  
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1.4 Status of the Sizewell C Project 

(1.4.1) Whilst it plays well to the gallery, isn’t it disingenuous  to proclaim “SZC Co. has prioritised consultation since the 
early stages of the development of our proposals…” as not to do so would have severely jeopardised the prospects of 
the project?                  Q  

(1.4.2) KcCPC note that “Following the last stage of pre-application consultation, SZC Co. took time to consider feedback, 
further refine our proposals and…make sure that the Application reflected the proposals we considered necessary and 
appropriate for the construction…of Sizewell C.”  

However, within a little over three months of agreeing the DCO be accepted for examination, SZC Co. sought 
agreement from the Planning Inspectorate to make further changes to their Application. It is noted that this timing 
adequately allowed SZC Co. to have had sight of not just the volume of Relevant Representations, but also their 
content. 

Taking the foregoing into account, KcCPC is left with little alternative but to conclude that the undue haste with 
which SZC Co. has taken its most recent steps were, and remain an attempt to exploit prevailing circumstances and 
manufacture a situation where depleted resources are thoroughly tested in their resolve and ability to respond 
adequately within the timing and Covid-19 constraints.  

This latest consultation exemplifies the situation described above and not only pressurises those wishing to respond, 
but also enables the Applicant to bring forward a further tranche of incomplete ‘possibilities’, ‘potential’, 
‘opportunities’, ‘ideas’ and ‘initiatives’ for exploration (and/or potentially exploitation) within and presumably post, 
the examination phase. 

(1.4.6) KcCPC note the intention of SZC Co. to submit a DCO Application ‘change request’ to the Planning Inspectorate 
in January 2021, doubtless with no prior visibility of those proposals having been given to stakeholders and other 
interested parties, unless compelled by the Planning Inspectorate?            Q 

1.6 Process for seeking changes to the DCO Application 

(1.6.1) KcCPC notes the all-pervasive use of the verb ‘minimise’ and questions how you can “…further minimise…”, 
insofar as ‘to minimise’ is to have reduced to the smallest amount or degree already?          Q  

Would SZC Co. concede they should have more appropriately used ‘reduced’ and therefore have been able to have 
“…further reduced…”?                  Q  

That being the case, can they review the overuse and/or inappropriate use of ‘minimise’ and make suitable changes 
to the DCO Application, prior to seeking amendment for clarity?            Q 

1.7 Structure of this consultation document 

(1.7.1) KcCPC note the apparent interchangeability that some words have in SZC Co. Consultation Documents, yet 
none, (with the notable exception of ‘proposals’) are formalised in the References, Abbreviations and Defined Terms 
section.  Are SZC Co. using the appropriate dictionary definitions of these undefined terms?          Q  

For example: 

Proposed – ‘put forward for consideration’    

Potential – ‘capable of coming into being or action’ 
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CHAPTER 2. PROJECT OVERVIEW  

2.1 Introduction 

(2.1.3) As identified in 1.7.1 (above) there is an apparent interchangeability that some words have in SZC Co. 
documents, yet none (with the notable exception of ‘proposals’) are formalised in the References, Abbreviations and 
Defined Terms section.  For the avoidance of doubt, is SZC Co. using the appropriate dictionary definitions of these 
undefined terms?                 Q  

That is to say for example: 

Proposed – ‘put forward for consideration’ 

Considered – ‘contemplated…weighed the merits of…made after careful thought…etc.”  

Potential – ‘capable of coming into being or action’  

It would seem unnecessary to preface much of the work put forward by SZC Co. in this consultation with such a 
breadth of unqualified terms or is this simply obfuscation?             Q 

 (2.1.4) As identified in 2.1.3 (above) this is exemplified in this paragraph where SZC Co. state “…sets out further details 
of the changes to that strategy or site and sets out the relevant proposed development which was included in the 
Application, a description of the proposed change and an explanation of why the change is being considered or proposed. 
Where options are being consulted on, these are set out in the description of the change.” 

KcCPC is concerned that this style may imbue proposals so made with an undue degree of ambiguity that has been 
exploited in prior development proposals to the benefit of the applicant.     

(2.1.5) KcCPC is concerned that as has happened in previous consultations, SZC Co. considers it appropriate to bring 
forward consultation material lacking complete Environmental Impact Assessments.   

As is evident from previous attempts to deploy this strategy, it seldom provides a sound basis for informed decision 
making and often leads to further significant changes.  

 

2.2 Freight Management Strategy 

(2.2.2) KcCPC again note with incredulity SZC Co.’s previously made assertion that they had worked to find the 
“…most sustainable freight management strategy and…include a comprehensive set of mitigation measures…” 
despite having ruled out options without the fullest of examinations or seemingly on the basis of direct cost, rather 
than looking at the potential direct and indirect benefits as well (i.e. financial, environmental, social and welfare, etc.).  

So, it is with some irony that SCZ Co. has chosen now to bring back previously dismissed options (i.e. extended BLF 
and more heavier rail movements).  

More concerning is that after eight or more years, some of these proposals fall far short of an actionable plan. For 
example an extended BLF has huge potential hurdles to overcome in respect to coastal considerations and the 
potential geomorphological consequences of the existing DCO proposal, let alone those being currently consulted 
upon. 



- 5 - 
 

Likewise, it is clear that the proposed rail changes may have much wider impacts than those contemplated by the 
option in the DCO, alongside significantly more interdependencies and potentially more significant cumulative 
impacts.  

(2.2.5) KcCPC notes “The Application forecasts that approximately 40% of construction materials (by volume) would be 
moved by rail or sea.” but makes no mention of the estimated tonnage applicable.  

Tonnage is of particular importance in consideration of road hauled loads (HGV & LGV) and the potential cumulative 
impacts on road surface and bed in both the short, medium and long terms. 

KcCPC also notes that with road hauled loads dropping to 60% there may be a logistical, environmental and economic 
challenge to the requirement and routing of the proposed Sizewell Link Road. 

KcCPC will seek a full review of the current SLR route proposal (i.e. alternative route evaluations and Peer Review, 
undertaken by, or for the applicant) by the Planning Inspectorate based on 60% (by volume) of forecast HGV 
movements, plus LGV and bus movements               Q  

(Table 2.2 – Rail Movements) KcCPC have grave concerns that whilst considerable efforts are being promised to 
deliver “Overnight movements along the East Suffolk line to and from hold points on the Saxmundham to Leiston branch 
line, and during the day movements along the Saxmundham to Leiston branch line from the hold points to and from the 
LEEIE, so that trains do not travel through Leiston at night.” no consideration appears to be given to the impact of 
night movements on the not inconsiderable and similarly close proximity housing elsewhere (e.g. Saxmundham, 
Campsea Ash, etc.) and trackside leisure and residential parks (i.e. Whitearch Park). 

KcCPC will seek to persuade the Planning Inspectorate to undertake a full review of the proposal for ‘Early Years’ 
night trains through to “…hold points on the Saxmundham to Leiston Branch Line.” and the inequality of treatment of 
trackside communities elsewhere in Coastal Suffolk (e.g. Saxmundham, Campsea Ash, etc.), compared to those 
residents in Leiston.                     Q  

Similarly, KcCPC will seek a full review of the revised proposal for “When the green rail route is operational: Up to 7 
overnight movements and 1 daytime movement directly to and from the temporary construction area with the potential 
to also run trains on Saturdays. It may be possible to run a fifth train (two additional movements) for a short period.” 
on the basis that the same consideration given to Leiston residents in the ‘Early Years’ above should be applied to 
trackside communities for the longer period of use by trains destined for the green rail route.             Q  

(Table 2.2 – HGV Movements) KcCPC have serious concerns that whilst the applicant indicates the proposed change 
has  

“Potential to reduce to: 

Typical day at peak: 250 HGVs (500 movements) 

Busiest day: 350 HGVs (700 movements)   

this seemingly only applies to HGV movements and continues to avoid any initiative to reduce LGV movements during 
the entire construction period.  

Whilst LGV movements are widely regarded as less damaging to the road surface and bed, they are; more prevalent, 
arguably less well maintained, more polluting (per road tonne mile*) and more difficult to pro-actively manage.  

*Road Transport Emission Factors (April 2020) 
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As a consequence of this and the experience of Hinkley Point C’s construction thus far, in the event the Applicant 
obtains consent, KcCPC will seek to persuade the Planning Inspectorate that a binding agreement on the maximum 
daily permissible vehicle movements (by vehicle category, by route and construction phase) for the duration of 
construction should be implemented to safeguard; the health and wellbeing of coastal Suffolk residents, maintain 
local businesses capabilities and offer increased environmental and amenity protections.          Q  

(Table 2.2 – Marine Movements) KcCPC have concerns that subject experts and commentators continue to express 
significant reservations in respect to the impact of the Applicant’s proposals on the marine environment and a range 
of issues arising from increased Marine Movements, BLFs, etc.  

Whilst the Council lack knowledge in these areas, it is persuaded that the previous Marine proposals along with the 
most recent changes require significantly more compelling evidence than the Applicant has been able to produce 
thus far. 
 
Consequently, KcCPC is unable to offer any support for the amended Marine proposals contained in the “The Sizewell 
C Project, Consultation Document, Consultation on Proposed Changes, November – December 2020” without unqualified 
evidence being provided by the appropriate statutory authorities that; SZC Co.’s proposals represent no material risk 
to the coastal fabric, geomorphology and other critical facets of the East Suffolk coastline or those of neighbouring 
Counties.        

(2.2.7) KcCPC notes with regret that “…detailed site investigation work has continued to finalise materials 
volumes…work is continuing and will be confirmed at the same time as any changes arising from this consultation are 
formally submitted to the Planning Inspectorate.”, once again meaning another consultation concerning fundamental 
issues (e.g. confirmed materials and the consequent HGV movements required), are devoid of robust and meaningful 
data.                    Q  

KcCPC regard this as undesirable and mirroring a constant theme throughout Pre Application, reinforcing the need 
for a binding agreement on the maximum daily permissible vehicle movements (as per comments on Table 2.2 above). 
    

(2.2.8) Ignoring the remaining uncertainty of both increased rail movements and beach landing deliveries is it the 
intention of SZC Co. to undertake wider consultation regarding potential impacts further afield should “…aggregates 
and other materials…” come from sources that are “…rail connected…or which could potentially allow shipment by 
sea.”?                    Q  

KcCPC is aware that trans-boundary issues (e.g. regarding potential incidents with nuclear material at the planned 
Sizewell C site) have already elicited Relevant Representations from European mainland countries.         Q  

(2.2.9) Taking a lead from SZC Co.’s desire “that goods should be moved sustainably wherever possible and that HGV 
numbers should be limited to those necessary for goods which cannot be moved by rail or sea.” what is the plan for 
deployment of hydrogen and/or electric powered commercial and private use vehicles during the construction phase? 
Will SZC Co. be active in installing more public access electric charging and hydrogen stations to facilitate this 
deployment?                   Q  

(2.2.11) KcCPC note “SZC Co. expects that it will be possible to reduce HGV movements to levels similar to those 
associated with the rail-led strategy.” and assume that the figures used in Stage 3 Table 5.1 are specifically: Typical - 
225 (450 movements) and Busiest - 450 (900 movements) between 07:30 and 23:00.  

If that is the case, KcCPC is concerned that SZC Co. are dismissive of the 50 daily movement adverse variance (Typical). 
However, the Council view the beneficial 200 variance as a welcome (but inadequate) step in making reductions to 
unacceptable HGV movement levels during the busiest periods.            Q  
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(2.2.12) KcCPC is concerned that SZC Co. have failed to obtain rail freight capacity agreements with both the track 
operator and freight companies, advising instead that ‘detailed discussions are continuing’.  It seems incredible that 
after more than eight years, fundamental dependencies have not been addressed and finalised, at least in the form 
of a conditional ‘heads of agreement’ or MOU’s.               Q  

(2.2.13) KcCPC is gravely concerned that after more than eight years and several consultation rounds that SZC Co. 
have failed dismally to address fundamental issues in respect to the utilisation of the rail network, SZC Co. caveat 
their “…proposals being consulted on…” with “It is possible that this work could conclude that the additional train 
capacity cannot be delivered, but SZC Co. is working…”  

Accordingly KcCPC is unable to offer support to the revised proposals contained in the “The Sizewell C Project, 
Consultation Document, Consultation on Proposed Changes, November – December 2020”as they amount to nothing 
more than obfuscation and continuing prevarication on critical issues likely to impact directly on Coastal Suffolk 
residents, their wellbeing and mental health. 
        
(2.2.15 & 2.2.16) Whilst SZC Co. may be very clear what they are proposing in these paragraphs, they fall far short of 
precluding the use of “…the permanent BLF…” for both AIL and bulk material imports when it might be operationally 
beneficial and time/tidal range would permit it.              Q 
 
(2.2.17) SZC Co. once again attempt to play down the impact of the proposed changes, moving from 50 beach landings 
(i.e. one per week),  with a 100% increase to 100 per annum (i.e. two per week). 

(2.2.18) KcCPC challenge the veracity of SZC Co.’s intent when “…the coast path could be kept open during the 
construction and operation of both the permanent and temporary BLFs…” is immediately followed by “…as far as it is 
reasonable practical and safe to do so.”. Deployment of this type of tactic during the Pre-Application Consultations 
fed feelings of unease, disquiet and uncertainty in local communities. To have it used now, in a consultation that SZC 
Co. clearly intended to propose after the DCO Application had been made, can only be seen as illustrative of the 
contempt that SZC Co. has for the people of East Suffolk and their representatives.           Q  

(2.2.19) KcCPC note SZC Co. “…is consulting on four variants to the temporary BLF design, each with different capacities 
and different effects, in order to seek views on which may be the most appropriate.” KcCPC is unable to offer any 
informed comment as to which variant may be the most appropriate and will only support a variant(s) that have both 
the unqualified support of the appropriate statutory authorities and that represent no material risk to the coastal 
fabric, geomorphology and other critical facets of the East Suffolk coastline or those of neighbouring Counties.        

(2.2.20) KcCPC note the assertion from SZC Co. that “the potential changes to rail and marine capacity could 
substantially reduce the number of HGV movements on local roads.” However, KcCPC regard any such unsubstantiated 
statement as mere conjecture, with no objective value when considering the future health of the Coastal Suffolk; 
coastline, ecology, economy, flora, fauna as well as residents and their health and wellbeing. 

 

2.3 Main Development Site 
 
b) Main Platform 

(2.3.1 to 2.3.14) Summarised, Section ii (Proposed Changes to the DCO Application) appears to say: 

 a] more taller crane activity in more places (2.3.7, 2.3.8) 

 b] the proposed marine tunnels were in the wrong place (2.3.8) 
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 c] new marine tunnel location also impacts ‘temporary construction area’ (2.3.8) 

d] new SSSI crossing design with more flood relief, less land take, better ecological connectivity…  

e] …with potential for larger trees on new gradient embankments (2.3.9) 

f] Revision to let a ‘temporary’ outfall pipe discharge surface water…(2.3.12) 

g] …to the foreshore prior to the completion of the 300 metre offshore CDO 

h] change sea defence method to; cheaper, faster, simpler, less bulky sheet-pile… (2.3.13) 

i] …increasing the height for more resilience and less reliance on secondary measures (2.13.14) 

 

Under such circumstances KcCPC is unable to offer any informed comment and will only support outcomes that have 
both the unqualified support of the appropriate statutory authorities and that represent no material risk to local 
communities, the coastal fabric, geomorphology and other critical facets of the East Suffolk coastline or those of 
neighbouring Counties.   

 
c) Sizewell B relocated facilities and National Grid Land 

(2.3.15 to 2.3.19) Summarised, Section ii (Proposed Changes to the DCO Application) appears to say: 

 a] we might acquire more land from Sizewell A…(2.3.17) 

 b] …but haven’t got agreement yet (2.3.17) 

 c] We have revised the layout or relocated facilities…(2.3.17) 

d] …to be; cheaper, faster, simpler … (2.3.17)  

e] Consulting on two options…both taking the same time to complete…(2.3.18) 

f] …Option 1 if Sizewell A land becomes available, Option 2 if it doesn’t 

g] Option 1 relocates SZB outage parking to the current SZB Car Park West (2.3.18) 

h] Option 2 relocates SZB outage parking to the Pillbox Field (2.3.18) 

i] No reduction in the order limits apply to these changes (2.13.19) 

Under such circumstances KcCPC is unable to offer any informed comment and will only support outcomes that have 
both the unqualified support of the appropriate statutory authorities and that represent no material risk to local 
communities.  

KcCPC note no reference is made to requirements for the DAC Demonstrator Project or the much publicised 
Hydrogen ambitions EDF have for the Sizewell site. Is this deliberate or should all agencies expect to be in receipt of 
yet more ‘consultations’ in the near future?                Q 
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e) Temporary construction area 

(2.3.22 to 2.3.31) Summarised, Section ii (Proposed Changes to the DCO Application) appears to say: 

 a] More materials on-site in Early Years demand more stockpiling up to 15 metres high… 

 b] …will also impact main platform area (2.3.25) 

 c] Storage of non-potable water revised to new location… (2.3.26) 

d] …adjacent to attenuation pond, borrow pits and stockpiles… (2.3.26)  

e] …releasing prior location for fluvial flood mitigation and…(2.3.26) 

f] …the creation of additional wetlands habitat for Marsh Harrier foraging…(2.3.26) 

g] …during construction phase…(2.3.26) 

h] Opportunity for transitioning to wet woodland identified but no commitment (2.3.27)  

i] Revisions to tree retention…never good news (2.13.28) 

j] Potential to include bridleway link within DCO rather than fund separately…(2.3.29) 

k] …to include Lover’s Lane crossing point, joining Bridleway 19 (2.3.30) 

l] Result – more Order Limit changes believed to create net increase in land take (2.3.31) 

Under such circumstances KcCPC is unable to offer any informed comment and will only support outcomes that have 
both the unqualified support of the appropriate statutory authorities, interest groups and the local community. 

2.5  Two Village bypass 

c) Proposed changes to the DCO Application 

(2.5.6 to 2.5.8) Summarised, appears to say: 

1] SZC Co. has been talking with SCC and were found wanting in ‘visibility’ standards (2.5.6) 

2] …needing an increase in the land take… 

3] …but then again it might not, once SZC Co. has completed more necessary speed surveys 

4] SCC have asked that the route be formalised as a PRoW (2.5.7) 

5] …SZC Co. are consulting on upgrading it further to a bridleway and two routing options 

6] SZC Co. talks of an ‘opportunity to use land within the Order Limits to provide additional…    

7] …habitat for the loss of floodplain grazing marsh habitat.’ But not consulted on at (2.5.8)  
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2.6  Sizewell link road 

c) Proposed changes to the DCO Application 

(2.5.6 to 2.5.8) Summarised, appears to say: 

A] SZC Co. have been talking with SCC and were found wanting in ‘visibility’ standards (2.6.6) 

B] …needing an increase in land take and vegetation losses… 

C] …but then again it might not, once SZC Co. has completed more necessary speed surveys 

D] Similarly SZC Co. were found wanting in their approach to drainage (2.6.7) 

E] …new proposals using attenuation basins and discharge to local water courses result in… 

F] …substantial increases in land take 

G] …but then again it might not, once SZC Co. has done the required hydraulic modelling 

H] Elsewhere on the SLR, SZC Co. have completed topographical work (2.6.8) 

I] …incomplete during the consultation phase and also prior to the DCO Application 

J] …leading to changes in; design, land take and the length of time land is required 

K] …so absolute clarity on that too! 
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CHAPTER 3. FREIGHT MANAGEMENT STRATEGY  

3.1 Introduction 

(3.1.2) Alas, were the issues not so serious the loose translation of SZC Co.’s “Potential changes to rail movements from 
those assumed in the Application” to a dictionary derived: ‘Potential changes to rail movements from those taken as 
being true for the purpose of argument or action...’ might strike an altogether more prophetic chord with many 
Coastal Suffolk Parish Councils.  

As has been the case throughout Pre-Application consultation, Parish Councils are once again confronted with an 
overabundance of “potential” with very little being concrete (sic). Indeed, previously unthinkable options are now 
being promulgated by SZC Co. as providing potential routes to “increase train capacity” and “simultaneously reduce 
Heavy Goods Vehicle movements”.  

Like others, KcCPC have consistently asked SZC Co. to substantiate claims made throughout Pre-Application 
Consultation phases in the face of; little tangible evidence, sparse/incomplete data and little demonstrable ‘joined up 
thinking’.  

So, whilst SZC Co. continue to mount an increasing; political, media and PR blitz, many coastal Suffolk communities 
face another round of transitory hyperbole, accompanied of course by the now mandatory caveats and qualifications. 
The question that remains unanswered is why SZC Co. have taken nearly a decade in the planning to realise that 
coastal Suffolk (and much of the rest of Suffolk) does not have the infrastructure or resilience within its road network 
to support civil engineering projects of this scale.               Q 

(3.1.3) It seems absurd that SZC Co. are only now unequivocal in stating it “…has been conscious of the need to ensure 
that its freight management strategy optimised the sustainable transport of material by rail or sea, whilst limiting and 
mitigating the impacts of necessary road transport.” 

Since any sort of ‘can do’ approach was dispensed with much early on in Pre-Application Consultation rounds, SZC 
Co. have been little more than dismissive of marine options ‘due to environmental impacts’ and very disparaging about 
rail options laying blame; squarely at the door of the track owner/operator, the time to get effective engagement 
and their inability to get timely infrastructural remedies developed and agreed. 

(3.1.4) Dubbing a basket of un-associated components as ‘integrated’ is nothing more than a sloppy piece of PR spin 
and is tantamount to sailing oil tankers under flags of convenience. There is little to define any of the SZC Co. 
proposals as integrated, although collectively they may deliver what SZC Co. has set out to achieve…for their own 
ends.  

Integration is a far more refined concept than that portrayed by SZC Co. during the last few years. For example, reflect 
on the intricacy of an ‘integrated circuit’ or the sophisticated systems required to build integrated mass transit 
networks.  

It is a misnomer for SZC Co. to think that they have achieved any form of integration in respect to their freight 
management strategy. Moreover, it is wilfully misleading to continue to portray it as such to the public.       Q 

(3.1.5) KcCPC once again draw SZC Co.’s attention to one of many inconsistencies identified in both Pre-Application 
and Post Application Consultation documents. Specifically, in this case KcCPC is concerned at the use (or abuse 
through interchangeability) of both “weight” and “volume” with regard to freight percentages, construction 
materials, etc.  

As an engineering company SZC Co. are no doubt aware of the difference between the two terms, leading the Council 
to conclude that they are either deliberately using both (simultaneously within the same document) to confuse the 
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unaware reader or alternatively, to enable a more favourable portrayal of their proposals in sensitive areas of public 
concern (i.e. traffic movements).                  Q 

(3.1.6) KcCPC have identified that SZC Co.’s liberal use of the term “sustainable” in both the Pre-Application and Post 
Application Consultation documents maybe context sensitive and thereby open to interpretation.  

Given the critical nature of the impacts SZC Co. are proposing to inflict on coastal Suffolk’s; economy, residents, 
businesses, visitors, ecosystems, flora, fauna and environment it is of continuing concern that no agreed definition(s) 
appear. If this is an oversight, it should be rectified. If it is deliberate, SZC Co. should provide one definition or more, 
if context applicable variants exist, prior to progressing with the Application through the Planning Inspectorate? 
                   Q 

(3.1.7) KcCPC is concerned that whilst “…detailed site investigation work has continued to finalise materials 
volumes…” has continued beyond submission of the Application, SZC Co. do not intend to make the results available 
and confirmed until “any DCO changes arising from this consultation are formally requested.”  

This approach is symptomatic of the lack of respect SZC Co. appear to have for consultees, particularly as this 
information may have a significant bearing on the anticipated; traffic, rail and/or sea movements. Is the reality that 
SZC Co. already understands the likely outcome and is reluctant to make public the degree of movements that will 
be necessary to “export” excavated materials from the site?            Q  

(3.1.8) So, it seems if you engage experts to look at logistics and materials handling and procurement, they very 
rapidly come to the conclusion that “aggregates and other materials from sources which are rail connected 
or…potentially allow shipment by sea.” are not only potentially viable but may also be preferable to road haulage! 

This revelation begs the question, why weren’t these fundamental issues dealt with at the outset?        Q  

(3.1.9) Consequently, it seems that SZC Co., enjoying a timeline largely of their design can still only muster; 

 “This work has resulted in two potential changes…” 

 “potential to run 4 or possibly even 5 trains per day for a short period, 5 or 6 days a week;…” 

 “potential options for a new temporary BLF to increase the capacity…” 

The reality is SZC Co. have kept coastal Suffolk dangling on a chain with a stream of inconsistent thinking, essentially 
playing a game with people’s lives and emotions to the detriment of the health and wellbeing of local communities. 
All of this before the Planning Inspectorate has barely been able to review the original Application. Furthermore, this 
is a company claiming to be working to minimise impacts on local communities…          Q 

(3.1.11) KcCPC note that “SZC Co. shares the objectives of stakeholders and the local community that goods should be 
moved sustainably wherever possible and that HGV numbers should be limited…” and the assertion that their 
contractors “also strongly favour the use of rail and sea...because it can be highly efficient, reliable and cost effective.”.  

Despite this, KcCPC again wish to make the point that SZC Co.’s actions do little to demonstrate that this is their 
foremost in their considerations, particularly when considered in combination with seemingly indifferent attitudes 
on the volume and management of LGV movements and the additional 10,000 forecast daily car movements in, out 
and around the coastal Suffolk area.   

(3.1.12) KcCPC note Table 3.1 and the paucity of qualitative or quantitative information that it gives the reader.  

Once again SZC Co. has provided an illustration of their continuing unwillingness to adequately evidence assertions 
made in their Consultation documents.  



- 13 - 
 

Consequently, KcCPC are again forced to express their gravest concern at SZC Co.’s refusal to provide consultees and 
impacted communities with satisfactory levels of clarity and underpinning data.          Q 

KcCPC also note (reinforcing a previous question) that neither volume nor weight is designated as the unit of 
measurement in this table. So, is this volume or weight…or perhaps it is a percentage of something completely 
different? Please provide clarity as to what is being portrayed.            Q      

(3.1.13) KcCPC note “…there is a significant volume of material which will require transport by HGV.” and “…HGV is 
defined in the Application as any goods vehicle over 3.5 tonnes”. The Council also note HGV is omitted from Defined 
Terms on (Pages 172 -4).  

On the basis that HGV vehicles are as categorised above, the Council seek confirmation that all HGV’s will be subject 
to active routing management by SZC Co. into and away from the construction area.           Q 

(3.1.14) Due to the lack of purposeful data being provided in Table 3.1 (see question above), KcCPC are unable to fully 
understand why the upper range (percent) for Rail and Sea cannot be achieved both individually and collectively. 

The Council notes “…material moved by HGV is unlikely to be less than 40% of the total as this proportion of materials 
is best suited to road transportation.” but once again is unable to fully understand why, largely because of the scarcity 
of relevant information.   

In that context, KcCPC regret that the unstated option of 80% being achievable by Rail and Sea, whilst it may exist 
appears to have been precipitously dismissed by SZC Co. without adequate explanation. 

Can SZC Co. explain why the dismissal of an option to potentially leave just a residual 20% dependent on road transport 
has not been more fully explained, along with any underpinning data?           Q 

KcCPC note that Table 3.1 and Para 3.1.14 deal with the “volume” of materials, whilst Paras 3.2.4 & 3.2.5 exclusively 
use weight (specifically tonnes). Why is this inconsistency introduced and how does it provide the consultee with 
clarity when reading SZC Co.’s Consultation documentation.              Q 

KcCPC presume SZC Co. is aware these terms are incompatible and not interchangeable?          Q 

(3.1.15) KcCPC note SZC Co.’s assertion that “A balance also needs to be struck between the benefits and the 
environmental effects of the different transport options in order to arrive at the optimum freight management final 
strategy.” 

In the absence of this being developed further in this document now or previously, the Council asks for SZC Co. to 
provide full disclosure of the tools and data being used to assess the “…the benefits and the environmental effects…” 
alongside the decision support matrix and methodology from which the derived best case “balance” has been 
obtained.                  Q 

(3.1.17) KcCPC note SZC Co.’s assertion that “The outcome from this consultation will assist SZC Co. to find the optimum 
strategy…” 

In the absence of this being developed, the Council asks for SZC Co. to provide full disclosure of the tools and data 
being used to assess the “…the optimum strategy …” alongside the decision support matrix and methodology from 
which the derived best case “optimum strategy” will be obtained.             Q 
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3.2 Increase in the frequency of freight train movements to facilitate bulk materials imports by rail 
a) Potential changes to rail movements assumed in the DCO Application 

(3.2.1) For the avoidance of doubt, “In the early years, rail operations would…” is understood to mean Years 1 & 2 of 
the Project. SZC Co. is asked to confirm this.               Q 

Assuming this is confirmed it is unclear when the upgrade to “the Saxmundham to Leiston branch line” and 
construction of the “newly constructed sidings in the LEEIE” would occur. When is this specifically and how will 
inbound materials and outbound waste for this construction be transported?           Q 

KcCPC are concerned that previous questions regarding the different treatment of trackside communities remain 
unanswered. Consequently, the Council note “…No trains would travel through Leiston at night.” inferring that trains 
will travel past other communities in similarly close proximity to the track at night. What rationale do SZC Co. use to 
justify treating similar trackside communities with such blatant inequality?            Q 

The Council also note “…the trains would leave LEEIE in the evening, be held again on the branch line and then return 
to the main East Suffolk Line at night.” inferring that trains will travel past other communities in similarly close 
proximity to the track at night. Again the Council want to know what rationale SZC Co. use to justify treating similar 
trackside communities with such blatant inequality? 

(3.2.2) It is noted that “The green rail route is expected to be constructed and operational within the first two years of 
the Sizewell C Project…” and the Council would like to receive confirmation that the works described in Para 3.2.1 are 
capable of being completed in parallel with construction of the Green Rail Route without placing an inordinate HGV 
load on the A12/B1122 (or any other route).               Q 

KcCPC are concerned that previous questions regarding the different treatment of trackside communities remain 
unanswered. Consequently, the Council note “The Application anticipates that these train movements would 
predominantly happen at night.” inferring that trains will continue to travel past communities (other than Leiston) in 
similarly close proximity to the track at night. What rationale does SZC Co. use to justify treating similar trackside 
communities with such blatant inequality?               Q 

(3.2.4) KcCPC are concerned that previous questions regarding the different treatment of trackside communities 
remain unanswered. Consequently, the Council note “three trains would be likely to arrive in the early morning (before 
07:00)” inferring that trains will continue to travel past communities (other than Leiston) in similarly close proximity 
to the track at night. What rationale does SZC Co. use to justify treating similar trackside communities with such 
blatant inequality?                 Q 

The Council note “…it was assumed that five of these rail movements (three inbound and two outbound) would happen 
at night (defined as between 23:00 and 07:00) and one would happen during the day (i.e. after 07:00).” inferring that 
trains will travel past other communities (other than Leiston) in similarly close proximity to the track, at night. Again 
the Council want to know what rationale SZC Co. use to justify treating similar trackside communities with such 
blatant inequality?                 Q 

(3.2.5) KcCPC note that SZC Co. is still unable to give certainty in respect to the constitution of the proposed freight 
trains, caveating their latest thinking with “…capacities need to be confirmed through continuing engagement with 
Network Rail”.  

SZC Co. then continues “…each train is equivalent to that of 67.5 HGVs (135 two-way HGV movements)”  

KcCPC believe this para is misleading and with regard to previous SZC Co. briefing, should instead read “…each train 
is equivalent to that of 67.5 HGVs (135 HGV movements)”, not so-called “two-way movements”.        Q  
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b) The potential to increase rail capacity 

(3.2.6) KcCPC notes SZC Co.’s continuing “…detailed discussions with Network Rail and with freight operating 
companies” and their assertion that there is identified potential to increase both overnight and six day week (Monday 
to Saturday) train movements. 

Once again, KcCPC are concerned that previous questions regarding the different treatment of trackside 
communities remain unanswered. Consequently, with growing disquiet the Council note the potential for SZC Co. to 
bring forward proposals to run more trains day and night, six days a week, requiring that trains must travel past 
communities (other than Leiston) but in similarly close proximity to the track.  

Once again the Council must insist that SZC Co. is compelled to publicly disclose how treating similar proximity 
trackside communities with such blatant inequality can be justified?             Q 

(3.2.7) KcCPC is concerned that SZC Co. continue to bring forward for consultation an ever increasing number of 
variants to their proposals with negligible evidence they are achievable, little or no base data, scant information as 
to how they might be achieved, at what cost to the environment, locality, etc. and with what impact. 

In this respect and despite the last sentence of Para 3.2.7, the Council is concerned that this eleventh hour 
consultation is little more than a thinly disguised vehicle to enable SZC Co.’s embryonic thinking to pass the “…we 
have consulted hurdle…” and mollify stakeholders.             Q 

(3.2.8) Once again, KcCPC are concerned that previous questions regarding the different treatment of trackside 
communities remain unanswered. Consequently, with increasing angst the Council note the potential for SZC Co. to 
bring forward proposals to run even more trains day and night requiring that trains must travel through communities 
(other than Leiston which seems to have special protection) in similarly close proximity to the track.  

Once again the Council must insist SZC Co. publicly disclose how treating similar proximity trackside communities 
with such blatant inequality can ever be justified?               Q 

(3.2.9) This paragraph is akin to a catch-all, with so much uncertainty, diverse elements and caveats, as to make it 
virtually incomprehensible. KcCPC do not believe it provides a sound basis on which the Council would wish to provide 
any feedback other than outright opposition to; ongoing, incomplete, unclear, heavily nuanced outlines that 
seemingly have little or no structured analysis and don’t appear to have the unequivocal support of the necessary 
parties to enable effective and timely delivery. 

(3.2.11) KcCPC note table 3.2, not for the depth of information that it contains, but for confirmation that SZC Co. are 
indeed anticipating a construction period over (the widely predicted) 12 years i.e. 2022 through to 2034. 

The Council ask SZC Co. to drop the pretence that construction will be between 9-12 years and publicly acknowledge 
that coastal Suffolk will be a building site for at least 12 years?                  Q 

(3.2.12) KcCPC is confounded by another pair of vacuous statements from SZC Co. specifically; “…it is assumed that 
the loading capacity of trains cannot be improved…” and “it would not be appropriate at this stage, however, to assume 
that each train could increase its payload.” and then concluding the paragraph with “Any increase in payload, of course, 
would generate further direct savings of HGV movements. 

Can SZC Co. explain why a paragraph of this consultation is wasted with what can only be described as speculation? 
Is this the level of regard SZC Co. have for Local Authority staff and residents time under Tier 2 lockdown, in the run 
up to the much anticipated festive season?  
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Alternatively is it included to enable SZC Co. to increase train payloads over the duration of the proposed project 
without having to seek a variation to the DCO?               Q 

 
c) Potential for HGV reductions 
i.  Potential for HGV reductions from additional rail movements 

(3.2.13) KcCPC note the 18.5 tonne payload anticipated by SZC Co. for the HGV fleet and the inference that this is 
unlikely to be the average payload as they anticipate “…that the HGV fleet could include a proportion of larger 
vehicles.”  

Why have SZC Co. not provided a quantification of the estimated; volume, density and weight “of larger vehicles” and 
their likely distribution through the construction period?              Q 

(3.2.14) KcCPC note the SZC assertion that “…each train movement (with its assumed pay load of 1,250 tonnes) would 
result in a reduction of 67.5 HGV deliveries…” 

SZC Co. then continue “or 135 two-way HGV movements.”  

KcCPC believe this para is misleading and with regard to previous SZC Co. briefing, should read “…each train is 
equivalent to that of 67.5 HGV deliveries, or 135 HGV movements”, not the so-called “two-way HGV movements”.      Q 

(3.2.15) KcCPC note that as in previous consultation, SZC Co. have again failed to declare the total anticipated HGV 
movements for completion of the proposed Sizewell C power station. Instead they hypothesise (from an undeclared 
base) on the potential reduction in HGV movements on the A12 likely to occur as a result of (as yet unconfirmed) rail 
and sea delivery proposals. 

Consequently it seems all stakeholders will remain in the dark in respect to fundamental issues that will impact coastal 
Suffolk for 12 years or more. 

KcCPC do also have concerns about the figures quoted in Para 3.2.15, specifically: 

203 HGV deliveries per day x 5 days = 1,015 per week 

52 weeks per year (maximum achievable) x 1,015 deliveries per week = 52,780 not SZC Co.’s claimed 57,980 

 SZC Co. advantageous variance = 57,980 – 52,780 = 5,200 HGV deliveries 

How do SZC Co. account for an advantageous variance in excess of 5 days, not directly divisible by 1,015?       Q  

(3.2.16) KcCPC oppose proposals that see East Suffolk’s trackside communities exposed to the undue disturbance 
created by night train movements (as discussed in this response earlier) and that SZC Co. have deliberately avoided 
inflicting on the community of Sizewell. 

Once again the Council want to know what rationale SZC Co. use to justify treating similar trackside communities with 
such blatant inequality?                 Q 

For the avoidance of doubt, noting the SZC Co. attestation that “It is possible that train services could run six days a 
week (Monday to Saturday), although seven days a week is not proposed.”  KcCPC make it clear it would also oppose 
any attempt by SZC Co. to run freight on Sundays and is deeply concerned at the potential disruption to people’s 
lives, especially at night and through the weekend.              Q 

(3.2.17) KcCPC notes Table 3.3 but find it less than informative 
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(3.2.18) Reference is made to “To assist with this, the potential environmental effects of the increased train activity are 
summarised further, alongside a description of the environmental benefits of reduced HGV movements (see section 3.4 
of this chapter).” 

There appears to be no section 3.4, should the reference be to Table 3.5?           Q  

ii.  Potential for HGV reductions from an increase in the transport of materials by sea 

(3.2.19) The Council acknowledge SZC Co.’s stated desire to achieve a balance between rail, sea and road and are 
interested to understand what methodology and key drivers are currently being used by the applicant to determine 
the “…the optimum balance…”?                Q  

Should SZC receive approval, KcCPC regard the optimum balance to be that which (not exclusively);  

1] safeguards all of the onshore and offshore ecological, heritage and environmental assets of coastal Suffolk 

2] respects and recognises the importance of the physical and mental health and wellbeing of residents, visitors 
and holidaymakers 

3] understands the needs of local businesses (i.e. within 20 miles of Sizewell) and works hard to ensure their 
stability, viability and continuity of their skilled staff, without unnecessarily depleting their labour pool 

4] ensures Suffolk residents and businesses feel assured that the SZC Project respects and values their views  

5]          takes all necessary steps to ensure that the very limited infrastructural assets (road, rail, communications, 
schools, hospitals, clinics, etc.) within coastal Suffolk are prioritised for the use of residents, local businesses, 
visitors and holidaymakers, thereby reducing the overall impact of the SZC Project on the daily needs of these 
stakeholders. 

(3.2.20) Whilst KcCPC understand why SZC Co. are expressing the “…alternative or additional potential…” as HGV 
equivalents. However, the facts are that no rail or sea option appears to be more than hypothetical at this point in 
time and therefore of little tangible value to a substantial portion of an increasingly beleaguered coastal Suffolk 
population. 

The stark reality is that SZC Co. have spent the past decade developing their plans based on exploiting the single 
infrastructural asset that costs them the least to utilise – more specifically, the already inadequate road infrastructure 
that can best be described as one ‘heavily clotted artery’ (the A12), that rapidly dissipates into a network of unpaved 
roads and lanes, often incapable of safely carrying traffic larger than a LGV. 

As a consequence, the SZC Co. starting point has always been focused on HGV and other road based vehicles, rather 
than SZC Co. acting as a catalyst for collaborative investment in alternative infrastructure that could have formed a 
long lasting legacy to coastal Suffolk and increased opportunities for the development of engineering and energy 
synergetic centres of excellence in the surrounding region. 

Had SZC Co. spent the time more constructively (sic), working with partners to eradicate the use of traditional 
infrastructure and bringing forward a more progressive agenda to deliver the Sizewell Project, not only could they 
demonstrate a ‘lighter touch’, they might also have carried more local opinion with them! The question is why SZC 
Co. clings on so tightly to HGV movements as their ‘lingua franca’ and in doing so does it advance the debate?       Q 

(3.2.21) The Council suggest that “…HGV savings they would generate, however, can fairly be averaged across the year.” 
whilst arithmetically correct may not be the case in respect to the number of HGV’s necessary at any particular point 
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in time to meet demand for specific materials (even with onsite storage) that are undeliverable because of weather 
conditions at sea and the limited use of the rail network.               Q 

(3.2.22) As suggested at 3.2.21 above, another reason for not averaging potential HGV reductions across the year is 
that SZC Co. may decide that if ‘sea based’ deliveries generate a window of opportunity, then it may be better for 
them to reduce the number of trains required rather than HGV movements.           Q 

Should SZC Co. be granted a DCO and taking on board this type of potential situation, the Council are minded to ask 
the Planning Inspectorate to consider the imposition of daily maxima for movements across all freight modes (i.e. 
HGV, Rail and Sea movements) throughout the entire construction phase of the project.  

In doing so, the intention of the Council is to;  

a) mitigate the risk observed at Hinkley Point C where almost immediately after being granted a DCO an 
increase in the utilisation of HGV movements was sought 

b) make certain that SZC Co. undertake adequate detailed pre-initiation planning to fully safeguard coastal 
Suffolk against any impacts of inadequate planning or unforeseen consequences arising in a project of this 
magnitude. 

c) ensure that ‘inflight’ project decision making is undertaken in the round, considering not just the impact on 
the construction timetable, but also the impacts on the locality and its residents (i.e. from entry onto the A12 
through to the construction site(s). 

The Council believe this will not be disadvantageous to SZC Co. (if their application is granted) as within the paragraph 
they themselves emphasise “The balance to be struck between rail, sea and road capacity will require careful planning 
… and the profile of demand for construction materials over the construction period.”           Q 

KcCPC note at bullet point three, SZC Co. identify “…there is potential to import infill material from marine sources.” 
and are concerned that this may be a prelude to marine dredging off the Suffolk coast, as has occurred in the West 
Country during the construction of Hinkley Point C. 

Therefore, the Council seek a categorical guarantee from SZC Co. that there will be no marine dredging initiated by 
them (or their suppliers/contractors) for the purpose of obtaining construction material, within a 50 mile radius of 
the proposed Sizewell C development. 

(3.2.23) As discussed in the previous paragraphs, whilst the Council understand that SZC Co. may need to exercise 
some flexibility in their materials handling strategy, the environment, residents and businesses must be safeguarded 
from the worst excesses of expediency.  

In order to mitigate these risks the Council will again seek the imposition of daily modal maxima for the duration of 
the construction phase. To reinforce careful planning and the exercising of sound management controls the Council 
will further suggest that the Planning Inspectorate consider setting the maxima at a threshold below the “Typical 
and Busiest Day” figures used by SZC Co. in the DCO Application. Initially this might reasonably be set at -15%, subject 
to six monthly review by the Planning Authority.                Q 

(3.2.24) As the variables involved in calculating the impacts on each modal option are numerous and SZC Co. are 
unable to commit to anything with a degree of certainty, KcCPC can only note the various hypotheses. To do more 
on the basis of the information provided would only be speculation and not form a solid foundation on which to 
express a preference.                    Q 
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(3.2.25) KcCPC note SZC Co. are still working through “…all these matters…” and are only able to provide an 
“…estimation of how these options might affect overall HGV numbers during the peak period… whilst “…rail and sea 
infrastructure would not be in place early enough to affect the early years HGV numbers…”.  

The Council regard this as a deplorable situation created solely by SZC Co. after; concluding their Pre-Application 
Consultations, making their DCO Application and their insistence that a further consultation be undertaken after 
Relevant Representations were published.               Q 

(3.2.27) KcCPC note SZC Co. is adamant “…there will always be a core of material that needs to be moved by HGV” but 
aside from the scant summary in Table 3.1 they have never quantified what this minimum case might be.        Q 

The Council regard Table 3.1 as potentially demonstrating the minimum materials deliveries that can only be fulfilled 
by HGV (i.e. “concrete powders”).  

Irrespective of whether this view reflects the reality and complexities, the table still doesn’t quantify the estimated 
total concrete powders involved (by volume or weight) for completion of all the construction works. Consequently, 
it too provides an unsound basis on which the Council could form an opinion.              Q 

(3.2.28) KcCPC regard SZC Co.’s assertion that “…we set out a potential rail-led option which was widely supported by 
consultees but which has proven not to be deliverable…” as tantamount to claim it is humane to offer the condemned 
man a choice between being hung or shot!               Q 

What is more pertinent is that the proffered potential rail-led option “…showed the lowest HGV generation…”, 
something SZC Co. should have been more mindful of during their rushed development of the Stage 4 Pre-Application 
Consultation. 

Table 3.4 alludes to outcomes that “…could produce a similarly reduced level of HGV movements…”. That too is not 
entirely true insofar as; the ‘Typical Day best’ is still 10% higher, with the ‘Busiest Day best’ seemingly just achieving 
parity. 

(3.2.29) KcCPC have no expertise or source of reliable knowledge in respect to the issues arising from SZC Co.’s 
“…marine options and their potential effects…”. As a consequence, the Council do not intend to make comment and 
will respect the views of the appropriate statutory bodies and other expert witnesses who may respond to this 
consultation.   

However, the Council is concerned that previously SZC Co. has expressed the view that marine fulfilment would 
necessitate unacceptable levels of damage to the marine environment. In this context they are concerned that SZC 
Co. does not appear to have explicitly explained how this damage has been avoided?             Q   

(3.2.30) See comments at 3.2.22 and 3.2.29 above 

(3.2.31) See comments at 3.2.22 and 3.2.29 above 

 
d) Environmental impact of the additional rail movements and reduced HGVs 
i. Preliminary environmental information (PEI)  

(3.2.32) KcCPC note that “Table 3.5 … provides a summary of the preliminary environmental assessments by 
reference to the Application It also sets out further work to be undertaken to confirm the environmental impact of 
the potential changes, if changes are confirmed to be taken forward.”, implying minimal work has been undertaken 
prior to making the request for an additional consultation.  
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The Council regards this as further evidence of SZC Co. taking unnecessary shortcuts to expedite the progress of their 
Application for a DCO. This is particularly concerning as parts of the original impact assessment were outstanding at 
the point the DCO Application was made, as well as when this additional consultation was requested.           Q 

Table 3.5 KcCPC note the following with grave concern; 

Rail Passengers – the disruption/loss of passenger services on the East Suffolk line to accommodate a fifth train   

Early Years – “potential enhancements in rail and marine would not be in place…during the early years.” 

Traffic – “The potential HGV reduction at peak construction as a result of the additional trains is unlikely to materially… 

-  change the effect on severance and pedestrian delay  
- the effect on driver delay  

However SZC Co. think it is likely to reduce the previously identified effect on amenity, fear and intimidation by 
reducing the proportion of HGV traffic. They also claim it would also enhance road safety. 

The Council is also astonished to learn SZC Co. have concluded that “...fewer HGVs on the road network as a result of 
the additional trains is expected to lead to a reduction in road traffic along the proposed HGV routes”  
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CHAPTER 4. MAIN DEVELOPMENT SITE  

4.1 Introduction 

(4.2.3) KcCPC are gratified to see that ideas promoted by the Council in earlier consultations have, although late in 
the day, led SZC Co. to examine re-use of available land, both within their own estate and also in the neighbouring 
Sizewell A estate. 

However, KcCPC are very concerned that announcements vis potentially more varied activities being sited at Sizewell 
that have no prominence in this latest consultation, specifically; 

 A]  A ‘Direct Air Capture’ Project Demonstrator (DAC) 

 B]  A ‘Green Hydrogen’ Project   

As a result the Council are concerned that land potentially made available above may get consumed by activities other 
than those being proposed in the DCO.                  Q 

 

4.4 Change to the location of the water resource storage area and the addition of flood mitigation measures to 
lower flood risk 

(4.4.6) KcCPC are concerned that although SZC Co. say “The flood mitigation area and wetland habitats would be 
constructed very early in the construction phase” there is no clarity as to; what ‘very early’ means, any relevant 
dependencies, any interdependencies, etc.  

Consequently, the Council questions what value they should place on such an imprecise undertaking, if any?      Q 

Figures 4.9 & 4.10 KcCPC note the use of an LGV in the illustrations, presumably to put context into the scale of the 
SSSI crossing proposal. The Council believes this is to be a vain attempt to distort people’s perception of what is 
fundamentally a disproportionately large ‘man made intervention’ in a precious and treasured environment.  

Like many tables, maps and figures used by SZC Co. during Pre-Application this is another unnecessary and unworthy 
tactic aimed at portraying SZC Co.’s proposal in the least damaging or most favourable light, dependent on your 
viewpoint!                         Q  

4.6 Revisions to tree retention on the main development site 

(4.6.1) Whilst candour is an admirable characteristic much of the time, sometimes it is misjudged specifically; “whilst 
efforts have been made to retain existing vegetation where practicable, development proposals of this magnitude would 
inevitably result in wholesale changes to the existing landscape fabric with large-scale effects during the construction 
period.” 

Is it unreasonable to expect SZC Co. to respect impacted parties and their love for the landscapes in and around an 
AONB?   
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4.8 Change to the sea defence to make the scheme more efficient and resilient to climate change 
 
a) The proposed development in the Application 

(4.6.1) KcCPC have no expertise or source of reliable knowledge in respect to the issues arising from SZC Co.’s 
proposed changes to the sea defences. As a consequence, the Council do not intend to make comment and will 
respect the views of the appropriate statutory bodies and other expert witnesses who may respond to this 
consultation.   

However, the Council is concerned that previously SZC Co. has expressed the view that having taken expert advice, 
their previous sea defence proposals were more than adequate to deal with the worst excesses of climate change 
and the consequent rises in sea levels in and around the coastal Suffolk area.   

In this context KcCPC is concerned that SZC Co. does not appear to have explicitly explained why the proposed 
changes have become so pressing and presumably a major motivation for seeking another consultation prior to 
examination by the Planning Inspectorate?               Q 
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CHAPTER 5. ASSOCIATED DEVELOPMENT  

5.2  Southern park and ride at Wickham Market - Extension of landscaped bund and other minor changes 

i) Extension to north-west landscape bund 

 (5.2.7) KcCPC note the extension to the bund adjacent to the north-west boundary and notification that the 
“proposed change would ensure that the bund runs alongside the access to and from the TIMA.” 

In noting this change the Council seek clarification on issues regarding the TIMA and its operation, not previously 
adequately addressed by SZC Co., specifically: 

i] the planned capacity of the TIMA in respect to, HGV, LGV and presumably any AIL impacted by an 
incident?                Q 

ii] whether HGV, LGV and AIL’s approaching the main site from the north of Yoxford would be diverted 
south on the A12 to the Southern Park & Ride’s TIMA in the event of an incident and if so, what those 
incidents might include?               Q 

iii] if there are no circumstances in which the measures described in ii (above) would be invoked, where 
do SZC Co. plan to lay-up HGV, LGV and AIL’s approaching the site from the north of Yoxford?       Q  

iv] in the event of an incident on the A12 above the Southern Park & Ride’s TIMA (but prior to the SLR), 
where do SZC Co. plan to facilitate ‘turn back manoeuvring’ of HGV, LGV and AIL’s movements?
                   Q 

v] in the event of an incident at any point on the SLR what plans do SZC Co. have planned to facilitate 
either;  

a) ‘turn back manoeuvring’ of HGV, LGV and AIL’s movements         Q  

b) ‘lay-up’ of HGV, LGV and AIL’s movements?             Q 

c] diversion off the SLR and onto the B1122 through Middleton & Theberton        Q 

In the event of SZC bound LGVs HGVs or an AIL (or AILs) fouling any part of the A12, SLR or any other public highway 
in coastal Suffolk, will SZC Co. have any proactive response to aid the emergency services?          Q 

What are the key decision making criteria for invoking any of these potential remedies (and others if they exist) and 
what protocols will be observed?                Q 

How will SZC Co. distinguish SZC construction traffic from ‘public’ vehicles and what protocols will be observed to 
ensure that the public are not unintentionally or unnecessarily part of a HGV, LGV and AIL’s lay-up?        Q 

5.3  Sizewell link road - Extension to and reduction of the Order Limits  

a) Introduction 

(5.3.1) KcCPC are disappointed that despite a fairly bullish portrayal of the potential for reducing HGV movements 
through new rail and sea initiatives, SZC Co. appear to have overlooked the potential impact these reductions might  
have on the efficacy and economic cost of the proposed SLR. 
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The Council have reflected on; 

A] the opaque information provided by SZC Co. in respect to their criteria and processes for finding the 
proposed route as the most suitable               Q 

B] the less than transparent ‘peer review’ undertaken to seek confirmation of their choice       Q 

C] the marked lack of enthusiasm shown by SZC Co. to collaborate in bringing an enduring and more 
effective solution to fruition that would enhance the lives of coastal Suffolk residents, businesses, 
visitors and holidaymakers               Q 

It is a continuing concern of the Council that the proposed SLR potentially brings an enormous volume of construction 
traffic unnecessarily so far north on the A12 prior to routing it onto a uniquely ‘Sizewell centric’ link road coined by 
some communities as “a road to nowhere”.              Q 

In essence this proposal struggles to make environmental sense with a huge increase in HGV miles being incurred by 
having to go north to the KcCPC border with Yoxford, prior to turning east across some of the best farming land in 
the area, rich with habitats conducive to a wide range of flora and fauna as demonstrated by nearby roadside nature 
reserves and natural ponds brimming with scarce and threatened species.           Q 

Consequently, KcCPC will be asking the Planning Inspectorate to:  

a) examine the methods by which SZC Co. derived the proposed route as the most suitable 
b) examine the underpinning criteria and data used in reaching the final decision 
c) examine the ‘peer review’ for its efficacy 
d) examine the impact of the proposed/potential reductions in HGV movements on the ‘justifications’ 

pertaining to the proposed SLR route 

(5.3.9) KcCPC are concerned that in seeking to make changes to “to provide increased visibility at junctions proposed 
along the Sizewell link road for highway safety in accordance with the design speed of 60mph.” there are unforeseen 
consequences that will have a significant detrimental impact on road safety, a nature reserve, two roadside nature 
reserves, important verge and hedgerow habitats, agricultural traffic, non-designated heritage assets, Kelsale Village 
Conservation Area, public amenity space enjoyed through a network of unpaved single track lanes hosting walkers, 
joggers, horse riders, etc.                 Q 

These have previously been advised to SZC Co. through the consultation process. Nevertheless, at best they remain 
unaddressed, at worst they are further exacerbated by the most recent proposed changes.          Q 

Consequently, the Council will be asking the Planning Inspectorate to examine in depth the impact the proposals for 
Fordley Road access from the SLR will have on a large network of single track unpaved lanes and the adjacent 
residents and businesses.                 Q 

(5.3.10) KcCPC are concerned at the increasing amount of quality farming land that is being sought by SZC Co. to make 
good insufficient drainage arrangements that were previously inadequately investigated prior to both the selection 
of this route as the best option and subsequently the submission of the DCO Application. 

The Council’s prior comments on the suitability of the proposed route for the SLR in 5.3.1 (above) are equally 
applicable to issues arising from the inadequate research undertaken by SZC Co. and KcCPC will be asking the Planning 
Inspectorate to investigate this and other facets where deficiencies are evident, during the their examination.         

(Figures 5.4 thro’ 5.9) The Council are concerned at the ratio of Order Limit Extension as opposed to Order Limit 
Reductions in respect of SZC Co.’s new proposals for the SLR. 



- 25 - 
 

This imbalance is clear when considering the figures provided by SZC Co. (5.4 to 5.9 inclusive) and raises a question 
about exactly how much additional land is being taken for what purpose and is it absolutely necessary?        Q 

 

Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council’s review of SZC Co.’s 30 day Public Consultation (18th November to 18th December 
2020) ends. 

          

   



From:  
Sent:17/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk @parliament.uk 
@suffolk.gov.uk @eadtsuffolk.gov.uk @suffolk.gov.uk @

eastsuffolk.gov.uk  
Subject:Sizewell C EDF's 5th Consultation 
Dear People Having already submitted a representation to the 
planning inspectorate and then finding that EDF put in a further 
proposal I would like to reconfirm our objections to the building of 
Sizewell C. These new proposals have not changed our views and it 
appears uncertain that EDF can actually deliver them. They have 
given no guarantee to their proposal of using rail and less road for 
the transport of materials and it seems that more land will be lost, 
there will be disruption and noise from trains and further damage to 
our coastline with the new beach landing areas. The building of 
Sizewell C will still destroy valuable wildlife habitats including SSSI's 
and protected species. The so called mitigation of creating habitats at 
Pakenham is very poor and of course totally unconnected to the loss 
on the coast. New habitats and the planting of new trees does not 
replace old and established ecosystems and the wildlife that live 
there. The new proposals have not addressed any of our objections 
and we still strongly oppose the building of Sizewell C.  

 
 



  
 

 
 

 

 

 

To: EDF -  
 
info@sizewellc.co.uk     
Copy to SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 

 

 Personal Response to Sizewell C 5th Consultation 
 
I believe from EDF’s actions introducing new proposals just a couple of weeks after submitting their 
detailed plans to the Planning Inspectorate that your organisation has no respect for those who will 
be significantly impacted by the build programme, nor the local experts who know far more about 
the consequences of your proposals than your company does and, for that matter, the Planning 
Inspectorate.  
 
As others have said, there is no guarantee that the proposals consulted on in this 5th consultation 
can be delivered.  I therefore consider it inappropriate that you consult on options that you cannot 
express certainty about whether they are possible; indeed they have not been properly  thought 
through. 
 
All my original concerns, expressed in Consultation 4, about Coasts and Heaths, Tourism, RSPB 
Minsmere, Coastal Erosion, the lack of any proof that an EPR of this design has been built and is 
operational (I do not think that words from China count), lack of contribution to climate change 
when needed, minimal impact on the UK’s economic recovery, the poor financial state of EDF - all 
still apply and I am not convinced that Stage 5 ‘proposals’ will provide any benefit without causing 
more harm by their inception.  Let’s face it, these are not firm proposals, they are a series of ‘ifs, 
buts and maybes’ without any substantial thought having been given to them, no obvious serious 
research undertaken, no required negotiation having reached any stage of agreement with other 
organisations.  In fact, very little real information has been disclosed.  You say you are listening in 
your latest publicity – you have very selective hearing.  You said at the start of this saga that you 
would be ‘good neighbours’ – I think not.  I am disappointed that the Planning Inspectorate did not 
insist that you withdraw your original planning documents and have to re submit.  I suspect there 
may be Government pressure working here. 
 
I am not prepared to commit myself, my children and grandchildren to RAB – if you need finance 
you need to find it from business sources.  Nor do I wish to see our country take on any financial 
responsibility for the building of this white elephant that will be outdated by the time it is built, 
superceded by alternative means of producing and storing electricity.  We should not be EDFs cash 
cow charging way over the top for the energy produced. 
 
Land grabbing is increasing – it was clear from the outset that EDF would never squeeze a double 
nuclear power station of your design on to the initial site dimensions proposed, and you must have 
known that as well as we did.  
 
It is clear to all who live here that D2 (or W) is a far more accessible road and will have long term 
benefits – why therefore, are you insisting on the link that creates more mileage, pollution, uses up 
some of the best crop growing fields in the UK and does not protect our environment.  I live in  



  
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 Personal Response to Sizewell C 5th Consultation cont’d  

 
Middleton and use Pretty Road as my preferred route for going to Saxmundham so I do not have to  
use the A12 (even more of an issue once traffic increases through EDFs requirement to allow 
hundred’s of HGVs to come into this area every day for many, many years) .  Therefore I and many  
others need Pretty Road to provide good access to my GP surgery, local shops, main supermakets, 
without having to access hazardous road junctions – so a bridge rather than a dangerous junction is 
an essential requirement for those of us who live East of the A12 in Walberswick, Westleton, 
Darsham, Middleton, and other villages and towns who regularly visit Saxmundham for essential 
services. 
 
In your publicity you claim fewer lorries but your proposals for more sea and rail deliveries are very 
sketchy and have no sound basis for the claims being made.   
 
East Coast College students and tutors may have been lulled into believing that Sizewell C will 
provide jobs and apprenticeships (residents need the right of reply to your spin) and the local 
workforce may have been convinced that there is real opportunity for jobs  (let’s talk roles rather 
than jobs) but at the same time the Unions are claiming that there are 10,000 people with 
experience of working on Hinkley Point C who are ready and willing to be transferred to Sizewell C – 
it can’t be both.  And does that mean that the Accommodation Block will have to be considerably 
larger than proposed?  Our Government may fall for this, or decide it is useful to perpetuate the 
myth of employment for UK residents but I do not.  And what happens next to the Apprentices who 
are trained – this is a finite build programme and we expect that, as happened when Sizewell B was 
built, that the area will go from boom to bust in a very short space of time.  There is unlikely to be 
any ‘levelling up’ in Suffolk. 
 
As far as I’m aware you have not received any blessing from Pakenham re your proposals – indeed 
they are alarmed by your lack of understanding of their terrain and water management,  let alone 
the wildlife finding its way to your new environmental site. 
 
For more detailed information on my response to proposals included in Stage 5 Consultation please 
refer to the Stop Sizewell C response – they have the expertise, they understand the issues in detail, 
have a good understanding of the consequences of your proposals. Their detailed response is my 
response. I believe they have the local knowledge and understanding – it’s about time you listened 
to them.   
 
I am clear that Suffolk County Council are correct in stating that as things stand the benefits of 
Sizewell C are far outweighed by the disbenefits.  
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EDF ENERGY - SIZEWELL C – INTRA-EXAMINATION CONSULTATION 

RESPONSE FROM THEBERTON AND EASTBRIDGE PARISH COUNCIL (TEPC) 

 

Introduction 

 

Theberton 
Theberton is a small village of approximately 170 people and 90 houses mostly straddling the 
B1122. It is about 4 miles north of the proposed Sizewell C (SZC) large twin reactor site. The 
proposed entrance to the main site will be approximately 1 mile from the village entrance sign. 
Within the village of Theberton there is St Peters Church, a Grade I listed thatched roof church with 
an unusual round tower, a Grade II listed public house, a village hall, two working farms, a cattery, a 
small business selling wild bird and other animal feeds, a small caravan park and other places to 
stay for visitors to enjoy the peace and quiet of the countryside. The successful village hall offers 
many activities and classes to the community and surrounding areas. 

Eastbridge 
Eastbridge is a tranquil hamlet of around 70 people and 40 houses nestled in a rural landscape with 
no street signs or speed limits. It borders the Minsmere River which cuts through an area of 
important wetland known as the Minsmere Levels forming part of the Minsmere - Walberswick 
Heaths and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), which is also the location of RSPB 
Minsmere Reserve. Within Eastbridge there is a public house, the Eels Foot Inn, a working farm, a 
certified and a basic campsite, for visitors to enjoy the peace and quiet of the countryside. Many 
local people and visitors enjoy the circular walk from Eastbridge to the Minsmere sluice to reach the 
Suffolk Heritage Coast and the sea returning through RSPB Minsmere or via National Trust’s 
Dunwich Coastguards Cottages. 
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Both villages are chiefly agricultural, and people live there historically or by choice for the tranquility, 
dark skies, and the proximity to the Suffolk Heritage Coast. The two villages are linked by single 
track lanes with walks in the countryside characterised by open skies, arable and livestock farms, 
pheasants, partridge, owls, marsh harriers, buzzards, bittern, deer, bats and other wildlife. 
Residents and visitors enjoy the close proximity to RSPB’s flagship nature reserve at Minsmere with 
the Leiston Long Shop Museum, National Trust Dunwich Heath, Aldeburgh, Walberswick and 
Southwold within easy reach. 

1. Summary 
 

1.1 This Intra-Examination Consultation (IEC) response should be seen as an extension 
to our four pre-application consultation responses and Relevant Representation. 
Where previous responses reference, reject or support proposals/options presented 
by EDF and additional options are presented in this consultation, our support or 
otherwise for the newly presented options do not negate our prior support for 
previous options or change our view that in many cases, insufficient assessment 
and justifications have been provided by EDF for the progression of their preferred 
option or proposal. 

1.2 TEPC is, once again, disappointed that EDF have submitted this extremely late IEC only 
days after the s56 consultation finished. It includes significant changes and proposals that 
must have been prepared well in advance of the start of the s56 consultation and most 
likely in advance of the submission of the Development Consent Order (DCO). Such total 
disregard for the impact upon local communities, local and statutory authorities of yet 
another consultation after submitting its 50,000 page-plus DCO application can only be 
seen as evidence that EDF are incapable of planning such a massive project in such a 
relatively remote location with inadequate infrastructure, eroding coastline and totally 
surrounded by rare designated and sensitive habitats. 

1.3 To make matters worse, apart from some clear changes in land requirements for 
associated developments such as Sizewell Link Road (SLR), Two Villages Bypass, and 
Park and Rides etc., other proposals are short on detail and consequently not possible to 
assess properly because of a lack of plans, supporting information and confidence that 
some of the options presented (e.g., Sizewell B Facilities Hybrid Relocation and increases 
in rail delivery) can even be delivered. 

1.4 In the case of the temporary Beach Landing Facility, we are presented with four options 
which should not be options at all. If EDF are to remove as many as possible HGVs from 
the roads and maximise rail and sea usage, EDF should be making optional proposals 
which can achieve that objective with minimum coastal impact. 

1.5 As far as the rail options are concerned, we continue to be disappointed that insufficient 
confidence can be applied to these changes after eight years of planning and consultations. 
EDF have had plenty of time to generate a plan with Network Rail that provides certainty as 
to what is possible and yet in Network Rail’s Relevant Representation, they still cite lack of 
clarity on EDF’s proposals as a reason for being unable to reach any sort of conclusion. 

1.6 The new proposal for a single span bridge crossing of the SSSI still requires a significant 
loss of SSSI land. Whilst the splayed eastern entrance and increased width, of what is 
arguably still a culvert, will reduce the length of the covered portion east to west but will still 
result in a large area of darkened land beneath the bridge which will end up barren and a 
barrier to many species. Previous consultation bridge options were of a more classic pillar 
design with significantly more open area with light penetration which this adjusted 
causeway/culvert proposal simply does not provide. 

1.7 We remain concerned that the environmental impacts associated with such a large 
development between two significant Sites of Special Scientific Interest and a construction 
site that will split the Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB) in two, for at least 10-12 years, are not justifiable. 
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1.8 Additional habitat compensation and mitigation sites are in the main disconnected from 
the existing Minsmere and Sizewell habitats and some will not be available and functional 
prior to the proposed commencement of the project. In the case of replacement Fen 
Meadow, Wet Woodland and M22 habitat, it is not clear that these can be created at 
these remote sites or that they will be sustainable in the long term and thus must be seen 
as inadequate to fulfil obligations under habitat regulations and planning law. 

1.9 Aldhurst Farm is overly relied upon as compensation for losses in the Sizewell Marsh 
SSSI and the fact that it is inadequately connected to the SSSI, across Lovers Lane, 
further reduces its compensatory value. 

1.10 Despite proposals; 
(a) to further reduce one pylon height 
(b) the still incomplete hard coastal defence feature (HCDF) plans 
(c) the proposal to raise the HCDF height yet further resulting a more easterly overall 

platform footprint 
(d) the highly constrained nature of the platform site 

it remains obvious that the attempt to squeeze two nuclear reactors on this site is 
inappropriate.  
The 32-hectare platform compared to 45 hectares at Hinkley Point and an understanding 
in National Policy Statement EN-6 that single reactor site would require approximately 30 
hectares only go to reinforce the case for reducing the site to a single EPR installation. 

1.11 It remains our opinion that the SLR proposal is in the wrong place, does not relieve impacts 
placed upon the residents, farmers, sensitive buildings and businesses along its length. It 
closes roads and interrupts public rights of way (PRoW). It also has limited use post 
construction as the road runs parallel to the existing B1122. We again state that a relief road 
that has minimal impact, such as the D2, or W from Stage 3 documents, offers reduced impact, 
shorter journeys for ~80% of traffic coming from the south and a positive legacy for Sizewell, 
Leiston, Yoxford, Middleton and Theberton. 

1.12 We have become increasingly aware that despite all the attempts to reduce HGV traffic to 
the site, traffic in the early years along the B1122 cannot be reduced and is now at a level 
that is as high as the levels suggested should EDF succeed in reducing HGV traffic through 
additional rail and sea deliveries for bulk materials by the maximum contained within this 
highly aspirational document. The schedule for starting work on the SLR needs to be 
advanced or work on site should be delayed until such time as the SLR is operational. 

1.13 The uncertainty with which many of these plans are being presented for consultation do not 
give any level of confidence that EDF are anywhere close to being ready to provide a 
properly considered plan for examination by PINS let alone consult with local authorities, 
other statutory authorities and the affected public. 

2. Environment 

2.1 We remain concerned that no evidence has been presented regarding the areas on EDF 
Energy Estate that have already been set aside to acid grassland of increased Marsh 
Harrier foraging. The reduction of three potential sites to one at Westleton, has no 
supporting evidence that this will accomplish the mitigation task associated with the loss 
of foraging in the Sizewell Marsh area. The existing areas on EDF Energy Estate are very 
close to the sites for the borrow pits and spoil heaps. Any potential mitigation is therefore 
unlikely to be as successful during construction operations as now, when no construction 
works are in operation.  

2.2 Whilst additional Fen Meadow compensation land at Pakenham is included in this IEC, 
we are concerned that the overall compensation land will not be functional before the loss 
of the equivalent land at Sizewell. Also, the areas defined are remote and not connected 
to the area where the habitat loss is incurred. Habitats are not singular entities that are 
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independent of surrounding habitats. The implicit suggestion that such remote habitats 
can replace habitat loss within the diverse and rich environment at Sizewell Marsh is 
unsupportable. This comment applies equally to the compensation habitats at Benhall 
and Halesworth proposed in prior consultations. It is very difficult to create habitats such 
as fen meadow or wet woodland and there is a significant risk that these habitats will 
simply fail to establish or be successful in the long term. This is why compensatory 
habitats should always be created and functional before the habitat loss is incurred. This 
will be impossible in this case and as such the project should be delayed until the 
compensatory habitats are established successfully. 

2.3 The move of the reservoir into the area next to the borrow pits and water management 
zone release the area next to Minsmere South Levels for flood defence and additional 
habitat creation. Reference is made to the area being potentially suitable, later, for 
creation of wet woodland. Given this is one of the habitat losses, it would make sense for 
this to be started as soon as practical once the land has been lowered and is suitable.  

2.4 The reduction in the southern pylon height from 79m to 59m is noted. The fact that the 
original plan to have these cables in underground galleries cannot be achieved because 
of insufficient space on the constrained platform, reinforces the case for the pursuit of a 
reduction of this proposal to a single nuclear reactor where the adverse impacts and 
current deficiencies of this project can be resolved. 

3. SSSI Causeway Crossing 

3.1 The change of the current causeway/culvert structure with a 3.6m wide culvert to a “bridge” 
structure of 30m span and 70m overall east/west footprint does little to resolve the request 
for a proper bridge structure with minimal habitat damage. The change in slopes to the east 
and west will result in the tunnel length beneath the structure reducing from 70m to 
approximately 55m. This will still result in the space below the “bridge” section becoming 
mainly barren of any vegetation and the embankments at either end remain with the same 
footprint as the original causeway/culvert. 

3.2 The original options in earlier consultations for a bridge were for open structures supported 
by columns allowing light to penetrate beneath the structure and avoid any significant loss 
of vegetated area beneath the crossing. This “bridge” structure is really a causeway with a 
wide culvert and still suffers from perpetuating a significant loss of SSSI with a 55m long 
dark space that will still cause significant habitat fragmentation except for a few species 
that are capable of traversing such a dark and vegetation free corridor. 

3.3 With no details provided about the design and how the two embankments will affect 
groundwater flows between Sizewell Marsh and Minsmere South Levels, it is not clear what 
overall impacts this new structure will have on these interconnected areas and the fauna 
and flora that depend upon the hydrological stability of these habitats. 

3.4 This new causeway with a wide culvert is a minor improvement but is still unacceptable as 
a method of crossing between Goose Hill and the SZC platform. 

3.5 There is still a potential for coastal breach to occur north of the SZC site which will result in 
the breach travelling south and west along low land behind the sacrificial dune and 
reaching the SSSI crossing. No details are given about how the crossing would be 
protected should this occur and become a permanent incursion. Reliance upon potential 
future sediment accretion to protect the SSSI crossing and Minsmere South Levels is 
inappropriate. A proper columnar bridge structure would not require any such protection. 



 
 
Sizewell C, Intra-Examination Consultation Response  Friday, December 18, 2020 

Theberton and Eastbridge Parish Council  Page 5 of 7 
  

 

4. Managing Construction Materials 

4.1 The addition of a new stockpile because of increased sea and rail deliveries and additional 
excavations to remove “incompetent crag formation” from the platform, referred to at a 
meeting with TEPC, is unfortunate considering the already large area given over to even 
larger spoil heaps and stockpiles. 

4.2 We are still very concerned about the management and landscape visual impact of these 
stockpiles and spoil heaps, given the height of these features compared to the relatively flat 
topography of the area, as well as the clear potential for fugitive dust and sand on this dry 
and windy coast being blown onto adjacent designated habitats, residential and productive 
agricultural land. 

5. Sizewell Link Road & Rail 
 

5.1 We are dismayed by increased land requirements along the proposed Sizewell Link 
Road (SLR) which will result in further pressure on the viability of several family and 
small farms along the route. We are of the opinion that the SLR is an inappropriate 
solution to the high level of HGV and other traffic associated with the SZC development. 

5.2 A road bridge should replace the pedestrian only bridge on Pretty Lane to avoid 
severance from Saxmundham, where a significant number of people in the area are 
registered for medical and dental services as well as it providing the primary access 
route to Saxmundham station. This is the main access route from Theberton and 
Eastbridge to Saxmundham. It is a wide lane suitable for two vehicles to pass 
compared to Moat Road which is a single-track lane with few passing places. Keeping 
Pretty Lane open will provide and alternate route of access for emergency vehicles, 
critical to public safety, given the vulnerability of our ageing population and the very 
serious risks of blockages on other available routes. 

5.3 The Moat Road connection to the SLR will be a relatively hazardous junction for traffic 
turning right towards Leiston or traffic turning right towards Saxmundham. This junction 
will encourage a significant increase in traffic onto a single-track lane which is 
inappropriate. 

5.4 We are still of the opinion that insufficient analysis and justifications have been given for 
rejecting other optional routes, in particular route W (also referred to as D2) which with 
some minor modifications could have provided a route with significantly less heritage, 
PRoW and residential impacts whilst providing a positive legacy for Leiston and better 
access for both Sizewell and the proposed wind farm and interconnector developments 
in the Leiston area. 

5.5 We note that Suffolk County Council as Highways Authority, still question the value of 
the SLR as a permanent addition to the road network as it runs parallel to the B1122 
and remain supportive of route W as a positive legacy. Route W will also provide 
reductions in journey times, CO2 and NOX emissions for the majority (~80%) of HGVs 
and Park & Ride busses from the south. The route would also be taken up by many of 
the LGV and other deliveries to the site as they are also most likely to be travelling up 
the A12 from Ipswich or the A14. 

5.6 We note that whilst there appears to be a possibility of reduced HGV traffic should EDF 
and Network Rail be able to come to a satisfactory agreement on increasing the 
number of trains by one per day or two per day at peak, this is by no means certain. It is 
regrettable that we are essentially being consulted on a request that has been made 
over the past four consultations to reduce HGV traffic on the roads and yet even now 
this remains just a possibility and is not a definitive deliverable plan for consideration. 
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5.7 We note that the new transport strategy proposals will potentially include 6 days per 
week and extended hours of operation, and we object to these additional operations on 
the basis that noise and light pollution will affect all communities that live along the 
entire transport corridor from the A12/A14 junction to the site, as well as to those living 
along the rail route from Westerfield to Leiston and the site from whatever sources are 
being used for aggregate and other materials. 

6. Temporary Beach Landing Facility 
 

6.1 The four options presented are not really options at all for assessment by the public and 
consultees. The long-requested reduction in HGV traffic along with better utilization of rail 
and a request for delivery by sea have been made by a variety of consultees. We 
understand the reasons for the earlier rejection of the substantial jetty structure for 
environmental and coastal impact, given results from modelling and the impact on 
longshore drift experienced from jetty use during the Sizewell B development. 

6.2 Any temporary Beach Landing Facility (BLF) needs to provide a significant and workable 
reduction in HGV traffic within the capacity of the construction site to stockpile delivered 
materials alongside whatever increase in capacity is achieved through increased rail 
deliveries. This must be achieved with little or no impact on coastal sediment transport 
either to the north or south of the site, in particular for Thorpeness and Aldeburgh where 
there are already significant coastal erosion issues. Any structures that result in sediment 
accretion at Sizewell in the predominantly north to south sediment transport regime is 
unacceptable. 

6.3 As Option 4 would appear to provide the least disturbance to the near shore and beach 
environment, as it extends beyond the near-shore bar, this would appear to be the most 
suitable of the four options, but that must be subject to comments expressed above. 

6.4 Reference, at a meeting on 9th December 2020 with TEPC, was made to the potential for 
additional stabilization piles that may be required for the platforms for winter stability. It is 
regrettable that the options described in the consultation remain incomplete and that 
impacts on the coast, as a result, are still unclear. 

6.5 In the same meeting, referenced above, when asked whether it was possible that the 
platform based temporary BLF could end up being a simple jetty structure for hosting the 
conveyor system, it was confirmed that this possibility has not been ruled out. It would 
have been preferable that this option had been presented in this consultation rather than 
potentially having it sprung on consultees when the changes are submitted to the Planning 
Inspectorate or even later during the DCO Examination process. 

7. Coastal Defence Features 
7.1 At all previous consultations and in the DCO application plans for the seaward defence 

of the site have been sketchy and lacking in sufficient detail. As a result, there has been 
insufficient information to assess the claims of suitability, longevity and claims of little 
effect on coastal processes. 

7.2 This consultation does nothing to address that shortcoming. Although there is a 
proposal to raise the initial height of the defence crest from 10.2m to 14m, the sketch of 
the new Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF) has no dimensions other than the 
height and the fact that the HCDF toe will be set at AOD. There is no view from above 
to show where the HCDF will sit relative to the existing coastal strip, sacrificial dune 
front and beach. 

7.3 There is a second sketch that shows the adapted HCDF one meter higher at 15m with 
the new defence overlaying the initial defence referenced above and with an HCDF toe 
that extends below AOD but with no indication of how far below AOD it reaches. Its 
height relative to Mean Low Water Springs is needed to give any confidence that this 
adaptation will be competent as an HCDF for such a strategic installation as a nuclear 
power station. 



 
 
Sizewell C, Intra-Examination Consultation Response  Friday, December 18, 2020 

Theberton and Eastbridge Parish Council  Page 7 of 7 
  

7.4 Based on the initial additional height of the HCDF (14m) it is likely that the toe will be 
some 8m further east of the point originally shown in a photograph during the Stage 3 
consultation. This would take the toe of the HCDF into the beach in front of the site and 
would require the destruction of the existing sacrificial dune and disturb the structure of 
the existing beach with unknowable impacts. 

7.5 There is little information about how any Soft Coastal Defence Feature will work in this 
new configuration and comments within the consultation seem to doubt its effectiveness 
and value. 

7.6 With a HCDF toe much further forward than previously proposed, the effect on 
sediment transport across the Sizewell frontage and beyond will be exacerbated. 

7.7 The hard point that the HCDF and permanent BLF will present will also change how 
scouring across the whole of the Sizewell frontage behaves, potentially with significant 
effects for the SZC frontage as well as potentially to the frontages for SZB and SZA. 

7.8 Sediment accretion to the north of the HCDF and BLF, referenced in the DCO 
application, is likely to increase once these structures are exposed but it is not clear 
when this might happen or why it is assumed that this will have no effect outside of the 
“Greater Sizewell Bay”, when EDF made clear in a previous consultation that accretion 
at the Sizewell B jetty had effects further south at Thorpeness and Aldeburgh. 

7.9 The DCO application suggested that the HCDF shown in sketches within those 
documents would likely be exposed in 2050. The current consultation suggests the 
HCDF would require adaptation in 2046, 12 years after the proposed beginning of 
power generation in 2034. However, if the HCDF has advanced 8m into the beach due 
to the raising of its height to 14m, HCDF exposure is likely to be even earlier than that, 
and because the initial HCDF toe is at AOD, it will be subject to daily tidal erosion 
beneath the rock armour. Adapting the HCDF when it is at AOD and subject to daily 
tides, is impractical. The plans, as have been provided over 5 consultations and the 
DCO application, are simply not credible and are thus unacceptable. 

8. Conclusions 
 

8.1 Theberton and Eastbridge Parish Council are not anti-nuclear. However, as currently 
proposed, we cannot support the development and have stated that TEPC now actively 
oppose the development. This consultation does nothing to change that decision and if 
anything reinforces the decision taken after the Stage 4 Consultation. 

8.2 We do not find that the project is appropriately sized given the size of the platform available 
(32ha) and have continuing concerns regarding the adequacy and the long term 
deliverability of the hard coastal defence and possible effects on coastal erosion. 

8.3 Reduction to a single nuclear reactor would enable adequate coastal defences to be 
proposed, reduce the impact on the surrounding AONB and designated habitats at Sizewell 
Marsh and Minsmere. It would also reduce the project length and impact on communities 
as a result. 

8.4 We support SCC in their representations stating that the “benefits do not outweigh the 
disbenefits” of the SZC development and Natural England who stated that “in its current 
form the development should not be approved” and we note East Suffolk Council’s neutral 
stance and also their significant concerns regarding the HCDF and coastal erosion. 

8.5 We support the responses of RSPB, Suffolk Wildlife Trust, Minsmere Levels Stakeholders 
Group. 



From:  
Sent: 18/12/2020 13:53:56 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk; @parliament.uk; 

@suffolk.gov.uk; @eastsuffolk.gov.uk; @suffolk.gov.uk; 
@eastsuffolk.gov.uk; info@stopsizewellc.org; @suffolk.gov.uk; 

@suffolk.gov.uk 
Body: 
 
 
I wish to respond to the Sizewell C 5th Consultations. I have previously contacted you with 
regard to EDF's plans to build two further nuclear reactors at the Sizewell site and their most 
recent proposals which concern a number of potential changes to their Development Consent 
Order application do nothing to change my opposition to the construction of Sizewell C. 
 
In response to criticism of the high volume of lorry traffic which EDF's application entails they 
have proposed increasing train movements and also the construction of a second and/or a 
longer temporary beach landing facility (BLF). No feasibility or impact studies have yet been 
carried out in relation to the BLFs. 
 
Even if these proposals should prove feasible EDF claim that HGV numbers on a typical day 
would be reduced from 650 to 500 but on the busiest days could still be as many as 
700.  Furthermore the proposals would not have any impact on reducing traffic in the earlier 
stages of the project before new roads and Park and Rides could be completed. 
 
The major trunk roads in the area, being the A14 and A12 already have very high volumes of 
HGVs due to the Port of Felixstowe. Problems and delays on these routes occur frequently 
and may lead to the use of smaller roads as 'rat runs' to avoid these delays.  Many of the 
more minor roads in the area are totally unsuitable for this type and volume of traffic. 
 
The coastline in this area is not stable and there is visible evidence all along the coast of the 
movement and erosion which is taking place.  Despite this EDF has still not come up with any 
firm proposals regarding sea defences.  There are significant concerns that some of the 
solutions which they are considering would have a knock on effect north and south of the site, 
exacerbating erosion in these areas. EDF's own advisors have admitted that it is not possible 
to predict changes to the coastline more than ten years ahead yet Sizewell C would not be 
due to be decommissioned until 2190. 
 
The environmental impact of the proposed construction and its effect on the SSSI is of great 
concern.  In reality EDF's proposals do not in any way adequately address this issue (and 
given the nature of their application it is difficult to see how they ever could). The proposed 
"compensatory"  habitats in other parts of the county do not compensate for the loss of the 
rare habitats of the SSSI. 
 
The above issues are only the tip of the iceberg. 
 
In conclusion EDF's proposals are deeply flawed and, if construction does go ahead, Sizewell 
C will represent, I believe, an expensive  and environmentally disastrous white elephant. 
 
Despite the stage which we are now at, many of the proposals being put forward by EDF are 
far from guaranteed and it should be consulting only on proposals which it is certain it can 
deliver. 
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Dear  
 
Sizewell C Consultation on Proposed Changes (November – December 2020) 
 
Thank you for seeking our advice on the above in your consultation dated 18 November 2020 which 
we received the same day. 
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural 
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, 
thereby contributing to sustainable development. 
 
You will be aware that the we recently submitted our Relevant Representations in response to the 
Sizewell C Project Development Consent Order (DCO) application within which we raised a number 
of outstanding concerns in the context of our remit. We have therefore advised the Planning 
Inspectorate that, in our view, these must be resolved before the proposed project can be 
consented.  
 
As outlined in that response, we consider that a significant amount of information was missing from 
the original application which, in many instances, did not allow us to properly advise on the potential 
impacts from the proposals on the interests within our remit, including: 
 

• Internationally designated sites (Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), Special Protection 
Areas (SPAs) and Ramsar sites); 
 

• Nationally designated sites (Sites of Special Scientif ic Interest (SSSIs)); 
 

• Protected species; 
 

• Protected landscapes (Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB); 
 

• Ancient woodland; 
 

• The England Coast Path (ECP). 
 

 
Some of the matters for which further information and assessment is required are significant enough, 
in our opinion, to mean that if they are not satisfactorily addressed Natural England would be forced 
to advise that it would not be lawful to permit the project as currently proposed. 
 
We note with concern that the recent Notification of Proposed Project Changes document (EDF 
Energy, dated October 2020) states that EDF Energy “intends to submit revised information prior to 

mailto:info@sizewellc.co.uk
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the start of the examination to address minor errata, omissions and qualitative issues relating to the 
submitted application documentation, although these will not form part of the consultation” 
(paragraph 1.1.5). Section 6 lists further information that is proposed to be submitted, relating to the 
proposed changes and to pre-existing elements of the Project, including information identified as 
missing within our Relevant Representations. In terms of our remit, the missing information includes 
a number of key surveys and technical reports which feed into and underpin the various impact 
assessments (e.g. Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)), plus plans and strategies (e.g. Outline 
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan (OLEMP), fen meadow and wet woodland strategies 
etc.) which include the detail of mitigation and compensation measures identif ied as necessary 
through the corresponding impact assessments.  
 
Many of these outstanding surveys, technical reports, impact assessments, plans and strategies are 
directly relevant to our statutory remit and outstanding concerns, and need to be reviewed by us in 
detail in order for us to properly advise the Examining Authority on them when submitted. For these 
reasons, we consider some of these to be major omissions. We note that the words used at 
paragraph 1.1.5 of your Notification of Proposed Project Changes are taken from paragraph 2.2 of 
PINS advice note sixteen and, with respect, cannot agree that the further information that we require 
amounts merely to the correction of errata or minor omissions. It is more important than that and 
hinders our ability to provide sufficiently complete and robust advice to the Examining Authority.  
 
In addition to those omissions from the application as submitted in May 2020, th is current 
consultation includes a number of material changes to the application as originally submitted, albeit 
we readily accept that these material changes are within the substance of what was originally 
applied for. Many of these are also relevant to the interests within our statutory remit and so also 
need to be reviewed by us in detail in terms of the corresponding impact assessments, underpinning 
surveys, technical reports, mitigation strategies etc. Some of these appear to be in response to our 
outstanding concerns and represent progress that we very much welcome (e.g. change to the SSSI 
crossing design, change to the location of the Water Resource Storage Area, additional SSSI fen 
meadow compensation site, change to Sizewell B relocated facilities proposals etc.). Others present 
us with additional and/or alternative issues to consider rather than remove or lessen the concerns 
outlined in our Relevant Representations (e.g. additional Beach Landing Facility (BLF), change to 
transport delivery strategy, change to sea defence design, new temporary marine outfall etc.) . Some 
of these changes may therefore present a challenge in our efforts to achieve common ground until 
they have been properly assessed with sufficient information and time. We therefore stress that 
while we do not object to the changes to the Project as proposed through this consultation, we do 
have concerns about timescales and workload, and subsequently the ability of our organisation to 
provide the most helpful advice to the Examining Authority. 
 
As you are aware, we are also concurrently engaged in a number of issue specific meetings which 
EDF Energy have facilitated since the submission of our Relevant Representations, with the aim of 
progressing some of our key outstanding concerns. Again, we welcome this and remain committed 
to working with you to resolve and reach common ground on as many of these as possible over the 
coming months. 
 
On this basis, we advise that it will be very challenging for us to process and advise on all the new 
information which we understand is to be formally submitted by EDF Energy to the Planning 
Inspectorate in January 2021 through the Proposed Project Changes submission and more widely 
as outlined above, and informally to us through the ongoing meeting schedule. As it stands, we are 
therefore not confident that we can resource this input in terms of time and available expertise if , as 
we understand it, the Examination is due to start in early 2021. This is in the context of the current 
availability of our national specialists, many of whom are, in parallel, advising on Hinkley Point C 
and Bradwell B (both EDF Energy projects) and a number of other major projects throughout 
England, as well as our wider staff resource which continues to be affected by the coronavirus 
pandemic. 
 
Nevertheless, we include our advice and comments in relation to the above consultation within Annex 
I below. 
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Please note that all comments in this response are made without prejudice to any future 
comments we may wish to make on all Sizewell C-related consultations. 
 
Please note that we reserve the right to show a copy of this letter, and subsequent correspondence, 
to PINS, in order that they may be aware of our concerns. 
 
We would be happy to comment further should the need arise but if in the meantime you have any 
queries please do not hesitate to contact us.  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
Natural England  
18 December 2020 
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Annex I: Natural England’s advice on the Sizewell C Consultation on Proposed Changes 
(November – December 2020) 
 

Section 1 
 

1.1.4. Natural England has advised EDF Energy extensively on the Sizewell C Project throughout 
the pre-application period between 2012 and 2019 and we welcome that some of this advice 
was carried through into the application as submitted in May 2020. However, it should be 
noted that many of the key outstanding issues in the context of our remit were unresolved at 
the time of submission, as summarised in our Relevant Representations. 
 

1.1.5. Nevertheless, we welcome EDF Energy’s continued engagment with us during the pre-
examination period and, remain committed to advising EDF Energy to resolve and reach 
common ground on as many issues as possible over the coming months. That includes 
through the current consultation and through the various issue-specific meetings that EDF 
Energy have scheduled with us since the submission of our Relevant Representations. We 
will do our best within the challenging timescale to help progress and resolve outstanding 
issues in order to reduce the likelihood of them remaining outstanding going into the 
examination period, which could hinder the Planning Inspectorate’s ability to determine the 
natural environment aspects of the application with confidence. 
 

1.1.6. As highlighted in our Relevant Representations (Part I, paragraph 2.11.2, page 22 and Part 
II, Natural England key issue reference 23, page 71-74), Natural England has consistently  
encouraged EDF Energy, given the scale and location of the proposed Project surrounded 
by multiple designated wildlife sites within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB, that it should 
contribute to creating a true, long-term, landscape-scale environmental legacy both within 
the red line boundary and more widely. This should complement, and not be a substitute for 
the need to mitigate, and compensate where necessary impacts on statutory sites and 
species. We very much welcome the ambition in this paragraph to manage the land within 
EDF Energy’s Sizewell Estate for potential rewilding and ambitious environmental gain post-
construction, and also the wider ambition to expand and connect parcels of land beyond the 
estate. In terms of the latter, we would welcome further discussions on the best mechanisms 
to facilitate this, whether it be through establishing an independent environmental Trust or 
building on existing nature conservation partnerships in the area. Whatever the mechanism, 
we consider that this could make a major contribution to the forthcoming national Nature 
Recovery Network in the area in line with the Lawton principles1 and the ambitions within the 
government’s 25 Year Environment Plan2. It could and should be something exemplary that 
properly reflects a development of this magnitude and projected lifespan within the AONB, 
as part of a wider potential Suffolk Coast Nature Recovery Area. It should be noted that this 
is separate and additional to the requirement for the proposed development to avoid, 
mitigate and/or compensate for impacts on existing areas of high environmental value (e.g. 
SACs, SPAs, Ramsar sites, SSSIs, AONB, protected species, ancient woodland, priority 
habitats and species etc.) which are afforded statutory protection. 

 
1.4.7.  We assume that the Proposed Changes request which is the subject of the current 

consultation, and which will be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate in January 2021, will 
include the relevant updated surveys, technical reports, impact assessments, plans and 
strategies associated with these changes, in addition to the significant amount of information 
which was omitted from the application as submitted in May 2020. For the reasons set out 
above, Natural England will require sufficient time to review and advise the Planning 
Inspectorate on this significant amount of previously omitted, amended and additional 
information ahead of the examination. 

 
  

 
1 Making Space for Nature: A review of England's Wildlife Sites and Ecological Network  
 
2 A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment  

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20130402170324/http:/archive.defra.gov.uk/environment/biodiversity/documents/201009space-for-nature.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/693158/25-year-environment-plan.pdf
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Section 2 
 
2.2.15. Natural England notes the proposals to alter the permanent BLF from the original plans as 

set out in the DCO application. In addition, four options are set out for an additional, 
temporary BLF to the south, with the aim to facilitate an increase in both abnormal indivisible 
loads (AILs) and bulk materials. Due to the nature of the options provided for the temporary 
BLF, we do not provide a preference for any option, as we believe that they each carry their 
own environmental risks and benefits which need to be fully assessed. Natural England also 
note paragraph 3.3.26 of  the consultation document which states: ‘Detailed engineering 
feasibility studies are being undertaken into the design of Options 3 and 4. This consultation 
document assumes that the self-elevating platforms illustrated can be deployed in this way. 
That work is being undertaken in parallel with this consultation. Any change from this 
technology, such as any need for additional piling, would be determined prior to the 
submission of our formal application for a change to the DCO Application and assessed 
accordingly. The principle of using temporary platforms to extend the BLF will not change but 
the precise technology for the platforms is still under review. ’ We advise that any alterations 
which deviate from the current designs of options 3 or 4 as set out in the consultation 
document, particularly those which may include additional piling, be considered as a 
separate option for the temporary BLF design, and submitted for appropriate consultation to 
allow for meaningful comment. Natural England consider this proposed change to be a 
material change to that submitted in the DCO application. Please see our further advice 
under our comment reference 2 in Table 1 below. 

 
2.3.9. Natural England very much welcomes the proposed change to the Sizewell Marshes SSSI 

crossing design from an embankment with culvert (as proposed in the DCO application 
submitted in May 2020) to embankments with a 30 m single span bridge section as 
presented in the current consultation. This is due to a number of environmental benefits this 
design presents over the embankment with culvert including less direct SSSI land take, 
better ecological and hydrological connectivity for wildlife and subsequent benefits to the 
AONB. In the context of paragraphs 1.2 and 1.3 of the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 
163, it should be noted that, throughout the pre-application period between 2012 and 2019, 
we consistently advised EDF Energy that the embankment with culvert option was not the 
least environmentally damaging option when considered against alternatives which were  
presented by EDF Energy at various times. Whilst this change represents progress in the 
context of our outstanding concerns, we will still need to review the accompanying detailed 
information and assessments which will need to be updated by EDF Energy in the 
submission to the Planning Inspectorate. Natural England consider this proposed change to 
be a material change to that submitted in the DCO application. Please see our further advice 
on this under comment reference 6 in Table 1 below. 

 
2.3.18. Natural England very much welcomes the proposed change to the Sizewell B relocated 

facilities project, in particular the removal of the outage car park shown from within Pillbox 
Field as described in Option 1. Pillbox Field is within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB 
and outside the main power station complex and as such every effort should be made to 
locate the car park in another location which minimises impacts to this nationally designated 
landscape. In the context of paragraphs 1.2 and 1.3 of the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice 
Note 16, it should be noted that we advised EDF Energy (and East Suffolk Council as the 
local planning authority) during pre- and post-application that the car park should be located 
outside Pillbox Field (our refs: 280941, 290446, 298737 and 334939, dated 24 th June 2019, 
19th August 2019, 28th October 2019 and 10th December 2020 respectively). Whilst this 
change represents progress in the context of our outstanding concerns, we will still need to 
review the accompanying detailed information and assessments which will need to be 

 
3 “the government recognises that there are occasions when applicants may need to make a material change to an application after it has 
been accepted for examination. Sometimes a change may result from the publication of new/ emerging government policy or on -going 
negotiations between an applicant and other Interested Parties…The justification for making a material change after an application has 
been accepted for examination must be robust and there should be good reasons as to why the matters driving the change were n ot 
identified and dealt with proactively at the Pre-application stage. Before an applicant makes a material change request it should carefully 
consider how it will impact upon the other Interested Parties and the Examination Timetable ” 
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updated by EDF Energy in the submission to the Planning Inspectorate; please see our 
further advice on this under comment reference 3 in Table 1 below. 

 
2.3.26. Natural England welcomes the proposed change to the location of the water storage area 

which allows the wetland habitats (open water channels and wet reedbed) in the former 
location to be optimised as high quality foraging habitats for marsh harriers as part of the 
compensation for impacts to this internationally important species. Whilst this change 
represents progress in the context of our outstanding concerns, we will still need to review 
the accompanying detailed information and assessments which will need to be updated by 
EDF Energy in the submission to the Planning Inspectorate. Natural England consider this 
proposed change to be a material change to that submitted in the DCO application. Please 
see our further advice on this under comment reference 5 in Table 1 below. 

 
2.3.27. In terms of losses of wet woodland from Sizewell Marshes SSSI which supports a nationally 

important invertebrate assemblage, Natural England can accept that the statutory duty to 
conserve and enhance these cited features of the SSSI can, in this instance, be 
accomplished by providing compensatory habitat. In relation to such habitat  creation, we 
advise that it is a widely accepted principle that compensatory habitats should ideally be in 
place and functioning before the loss occurs. Your proposal states that “Once the 
construction of Sizewell  C is complete and compensatory marsh harrier foraging habitats 
are no longer required, there would be an opportunity for the open water and wet reedbed 
habitats to be transitioned to wet woodland habitats, either through natural successional 
processes or through planting. In the long term, this would compensate for the loss of wet 
woodland from the Sizewell Marshes SSSI and could form part of a wet woodland strategy”. 
This would therefore mean a sufficient quantum of wet woodland to compensate for losses 
from Sizewell Marshes (which support a nationally important  invertebrate assemblage) 
would not be provided until a long time after the loss occurs, contrary to that principle. 
Furthermore, whilst this area may have served its legal purpose in terms of marsh harrier 
mitigation/ compensation at that time, in a wider biodiversity context the speeding up of 
succession to wet woodland in this area would likely inhibit the effectiveness of the area 
(open water, reedbeds) for marsh harrier and other species. Natural England’s advice is that 
EDF Energy should also consider and appraise other possible options for this habitat 
creation before committing to this location. In this respect (and with respect to the other SSSI 
habitats to be lost i.e. fen meadow, reedbed, ditches) we draw your attention to the powers 
under section 28C of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 to extend SSSI boundaries to 
include the new land. In the context of paragraphs 1.2 and 1.3 of the Planning Inspectorate’s 
Advice Note 16, it should be noted that, throughout the pre-application period between 2012 
and 2019, we consistently advised EDF Energy that the loss of wet woodland habitat from 
the SSSI must be fully and properly compensated for at an appropriate quantum; the history 
of our pre-application advice on this issue is outlined within our Relevant Representations 
(Part II, Natural England key issue reference 50, page 119-123). Whilst this change 
represents progress in the context of our outstanding concerns, we will still need to review 
the accompanying detailed information and assessments which will need to be updated by 
EDF Energy in the submission to the Planning Inspectorate. Natural England consider this 
proposed change to be a material change to that submitted in the DCO application. Please 
see our further advice on this under comment reference 5 in Table 1 below. 

 
2.3.38. Natural England very much welcomes the proposed change to provide a further 

compensatory fen meadow habitat site in addition to those identif ied in the DCO application 
as submitted in May 2020. In the context of paragraphs 1.2 and 1.3 of the Planning 
Inspectorate’s Advice Note 16, it should be noted that, throughout the pre-application period 
between 2012 and 2019, we consistently advised EDF Energy that the loss of fen meadow 
habitat from the SSSI must be fully and properly compensated for the history of our pre-
application advice on this issue is outlined within our Relevant Representations (Part II, 
Natural England key issue reference 49, page 115-119). Whilst this change represents 
progress in the context of our outstanding concerns, we will still need to review the 
accompanying detailed information and assessments which will need to be updated by EDF 
Energy in the submission to the Planning Inspectorate. Natural England consider this 
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proposed change to be a material change to that submitted in the DCO application. Please 
see our further advice on this under comment reference 10 in Table 1 below. 

 
2.3.39. See our comments under paragraph 2.3.9 above. 
 

Section 3 
 
Our comments on each of the sixteen changes are presented in the table below: 
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Table 1: Natural England’s detailed advice on the proposed changes 
 

Natural 
England 
comment 
reference 

Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

1 Increase in the 
f requency of 
f reight train 
movements to 
facilitate bulk 
material imports 
by rail 
 
(pp. 31-38)  

The Environmental 
Assessment should scope 
in potential changes in: 
 
▪ Air quality impacts to 

sensitive designated 
site features as a 
result of the change in 
transport delivery 
strategy (HRA and ES 
issue); reduction in 
Heavy Goods Vehicle 
(HGV) movements 
should be considered 
against increase in 
diesel f reight trains in 
this regard 
 

▪ Noise, light and visual 
impacts to sensitive 
designated site 
features and 
protected species 
(HRA and ES issue) 
as a result of  
additional train 
movements which 
include more 
overnight 

 
▪ Impacts to the AONB 

(Landscape and 
Visual Impact 
Assessment (LVIA) 
issue)   

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated air quality 

assessment for 
review 
 

▪ Updated noise 
modelling for review 

 
▪ Updated lighting plan 

for review 
 

▪ Updated LVIA for 
review 

 
▪ Updated protected 

species' mitigation 
strategies for review 

 
▪ Updated HRA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated 
Environmental 
Statement (ES) 
ecology chapters for 
review (including 
designated sites and 
protected species’ 
impact assessment 
conclusions) 

 

Terrestrial ecology 
 
Whilst these changes appear to be fairly minor and unlikely to alter the 
conclusions with regards impacts to designated site features and protected 
species, this needs confirming through the relevant technical reports and 
assessments. 
 
AONB 
 
The consultation document does not anticipate any change to impacts on the 
AONB from this change which appears to be a reasonable assumption which 
needs confirming through the relevant assessments; this change is to the 
pattern and type of vehicle movements and to the character of site activities 
and noise and not an overall set of changes which would produce a less 
significantly adverse construction phase for the AONB and its statutory 
purpose. An eventual major reduction in HGV movements (not in the early 
years but to coincide with peak construction) is likely to benefit the wider area 
but the AONB less so. It would be helpful for the applicant to confirm that this is 
the case through the relevant assessments. 
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Natural 
England 
comment 
reference 

Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

2 Enhancement of 
the permanent 
beach landing 
facility and 
options for a 
new temporary 
beach landing 
facility to 
facilitate 
material imports 
by sea 
 
(pp. 39-57 and 
157-161) 

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome:  
 
▪ Impacts on coastal 

processes and to 
sensitive designated 
site features as a 
result of additional 
inf rastructure (HRA 
and ES issue) 
 

▪ Air quality impacts to 
sensitive designated 
site features as a 
result of less HGVs 
on the roads but more 
marine emissions and 
changes to dust 
management (HRA 
and ES issue)  

 
▪ Noise impacts to 

sensitive designated 
site features as a 
result of additional 
inf rastructure (HRA 
and ES issue) 

 
▪ Impacts to the AONB 

as a result of  
additional 
inf rastructure (LVIA 
issue) 

 
▪ Impacts to the ECP 

as a result of  

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated baseline 

species’ and habitat 
surveys covering 
additional areas for 
review 
 

▪ Updated air quality 
assessment for 
review 

 
▪ Updated noise 

modelling for review 
 

▪ Updated lighting plan 
for review 

 
▪ Updated LVIA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated ECP 
mitigation plan for 
review 

 
▪ Updated HRA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated ES ecology 
chapters for review 
(including designated 
sites and protected 
species’ impact 
assessment 
conclusions) 

Natural England consider this proposed change to be a material change to that 
submitted in the DCO application. 
 
Terrestrial ecology 
 
This change could potentially alter the way people use the area for recreation 
with respect to knock-on displacement effects to nearby sensitive designated 
sites and this should be assessed. 
 
Coastal Processes 
 
Increased requirement for marine dredging could either alone or in-
combination affect sediment transport and coastal evolution.  
Page 55 includes statements that Options 1, 2 & 3 could have ‘moderate 
significant effects’. In the absence of fresh evidence/ modelling to confirm 
otherwise, this in turn could impact coastal sediment transport and evolution to 
the north, and it is not yet possible to know or advise with confidence whether 
or not there will be a knock-on impact on coastal habitats to the north, or 
indirect impacts on designated features of Minsmere-Walberswick. This could 
also alter the HRA conclusions.  
 
Marine Ecology 
 
Further benthic surveys will be required. Mainly linked to benthic habitat 
providing prey species for designated features of surrounding SPAs. Consider 
loss of habitat from piles and potential shading from pier/platforms, depending 
on turbidity – this also makes habitat unavailable for foraging birds. Increased 
vessel movement, and associated dredging, including times of year need to be 
properly assessed as well as potential increased area for non-native invasive 
species.  Permanent loss of seabed under the enhanced permanent BLF 
should be factored into BNG calculations.  
 
Marine Ornithology 
 
The Environmental Assessment and HRA will need updating to allow for 
increased boat traffic. Natural England note the ability for Option 4 to extend 
the operating window of the temporary BLF to include winter months. However, 
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Natural 
England 
comment 
reference 

Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

additional 
inf rastructure 
(amenity and 
recreation issue) 

 
The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ Increased light and 

visual impacts to 
sensitive designated 
site features (HRA 
and ES issue) 
 

▪ Recreational 
disturbance 
assessment (HRA 
and ES issue) as a 
result of additional 
inf rastructure (e.g. 
conveyor) which may 
change recreation 
habits 

 
▪ BNG calculations due 

to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue) 

 
▪ Updated recreational 

disturbance 
management and 
monitoring strategy 
for review 

 
▪ Updated BNG report 

for review 
 

▪ Updated OLEMP for 
review 

 
▪ Updated coastal 

processes modelling 
for review   

we would advise a commitment that April – September operating be secured 
within the DCO to minimise potential disturbance to over-wintering Red-
throated divers from the Outer Thames Estuary SPA. While there is not 
enough detail presented to assess the risk from a HRA perspective, details 
presented suggest no material change to main areas of risk for breeding terns 
(i.e. foraging impacts and operation of cooling system). The other area of risk 
for breeding bird interests is associated with changes in coastal processes, 
and impacts on nesting habitats. We request further evidence/modelling to 
back-up the assertion of no impact. Risk to forage fish community is only 
alluded to in terms of piling noise, under the Marine Ecology section on page 
53. Natural England advise that there is a likelihood that kittiwakes from the 
nearby Sizewell County Wildlife Site (CWS) may attempt to adopt these 
structures. This risk is greatly increased as the piers will not be directly 
connected to shore. Behaviour of birds from the colony attempting to breed at 
Minsmere indicates the colony may be at capacity and seeking to expand. We 
advise the consideration of management options needs to be made alongside 
choice of BLF design. A bespoke additional structure for kittiwakes to nest, or 
specific design to allow kittiwakes to nest while operational may be required. 
Some kittiwake colonies are located in industrial areas; so with sensitive 
design, co-location of birds with operation facility may be possible.  
 
AONB 
 
This is a significant change from a landscape and visual (AONB) perspective. It 
will bring much more construction phase activity down across the beach both in 
terms of structures and activity. It would tie the beach, for all intents and 
purposes and certainly in how people perceive things, into the main 
construction site. The consultation promises a revised assessment of effects 
on landscape and visual resources which is welcome. It would be helpful to 
know whether greater material movements by sea could reduce the length of 
the construction phase. That may not outweigh additional adverse effects on 
the AONB but may be a mitigating factor. 
 
ECP 
 
Further information should be provided on how this change might affect the 
ECP mitigation including the temporary diversion plan. 
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Natural 
England 
comment 
reference 

Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

3 Greater 
f lexibility as to 
where certain 
Sizewell B 
facilities are 
relocated to 
potentially avoid 
the need for car 
parking on 
Pillbox Field 
 
(pp. 59-71) 

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome:  
 
▪ Impacts on the AONB 

(LVIA issue)  
 
The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ Noise, light and visual 

impacts to sensitive 
designated site 
features and 
protected species 
arising f rom the newly 
proposed works (HRA 
and ES issue)  
 

▪ Air quality (dust) 
impacts to sensitive 
designated site 
features arising from 
the newly proposed 
works (HRA and ES 
issue)  

 
▪ BNG calculations due 

to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue)  

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated noise 

modelling for review 
 

▪ Updated lighting plan 
for review 

 
▪ Updated air quality 

assessment for 
review 

 
▪ Updated LVIA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated HRA for 
review 

 
▪ Updated ES ecology 

chapters for review 
(including designated 
sites and protected 
species impact 
assessment 
conclusions) 

 
▪ Updated BNG report 

for review 
 

▪ Updated OLEMP for 
review  

Terrestrial ecology 
 
Any changes to designated site and protected species impacts arising from the 
newly proposed works need to be considered through the relevant technical 
reports and assessments. There may also be slight changes to the BNG 
calculations. 
 
AONB 
 
We welcome the proposal for the car park to be removed from Pillbox Field (as 
per Option 1) and for the height of the training centre to be reduced (Options 1 
and 2). Option 1 is very much our preferred option in terms of the AONB. 
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Natural 
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comment 
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Proposed 
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Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

4 Change to 
certain 
parameter 
heights and 
activities on the 
main 
development 
site to facilitate 
the construction 
process 
 
(pp. 71-76)  

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome:  
 
▪ Impacts on the AONB 

(LVIA issue)  
 
▪ Impacts to the ECP 

(amenity and 
recreation issue)  

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated LVIA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated ECP 
mitigation plan for 
review  

AONB 
 
It is impossible to visualise what these changes would mean in practice but a 
revised assessment should be able to tell us more. As with other construction 
phase issues on the MDS, the significant adverse effects have already been 
identified and this would likely serve to underline those. 
 
ECP 
 
Further information should be provided on how these changes might affect the 
ECP mitigation including the temporary diversion plan.  

5 Change to the 
location of the 
water resource 
storage area 
and the addition 
of  flood 
mitigation 
measures to 
lower f lood risk 
 
(pp. 77-82)  

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome:  
 
▪ Impacts on the AONB 

(LVIA issue) 
 

The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ Impacts from potential 

hydrological changes 
to sensitive 
designated site 
features (HRA and 
ES issues) 
 

▪ The marsh harrier 
(SPA/ Ramsar/ SSSI-
level impacts) and 
Sizewell Marshes 
SSSI wet woodland 
compensation 

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated marsh 

harrier compensation 
strategy for review 
(for SPA/ Ramsar/ 
SSSI-level impacts) 
 

▪ Wet woodland 
compensation 
strategy for review 
(SSSI loss) 

 
▪ Updated eco-

hydrological 
modelling  for review 
(for SPA/ Ramsar/ 
SSSI-level impacts) 

 
▪ Updated protected 

species' mitigation 
strategies for review 

 

Natural England consider this proposed change to be a material change to that 
submitted in the DCO application. 
 
Terrestrial ecology 
 
General  
 
Changes to designated site and protected species impacts arising from the 
newly proposed works need to be considered through the relevant technical 
reports and assessments, including potential hydrological changes to 
Minsmere. This change will also likely result in changes to the BNG 
calculations. 
 
Marsh harrier 
 
We welcome the relocation of the water storage area which means that the 
wetland habitats created within the marsh harrier mitigation/compensation area 
can be maximised for wildlife benefit without the constraints as a dual-purpose 
water storage area. 
 
Sizewell Marshes SSSI wet woodland/invertebrate assemblage compensation 
 
Natural England very much welcomes the commitment to provide further 
compensatory wet woodland habitat in addition to that identified in the DCO 
application as submitted in May 2020. We advise that EDF Energy undertake a 
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Natural 
England 
comment 
reference 

Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

proposals (HRA and 
ES issues) 
 

▪ BNG calculations due 
to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue) 

▪ Updated BNG report 
for review 

 
▪ Updated OLEMP for 

review 
 

▪ Updated HRA for 
review 

 
▪ Updated ES ecology 

chapter for review 
(including designated 
sites and protected 
species impact 
assessment 
conclusions) 

full appraisal of this proposed option and other potential options for the location 
of  this habitat; this site appears to have pros and cons in that it is close to the 
SSSI loss (although limited hydrological/ecological connectivity) but would not 
(as proposed) come into play as wet woodland compensation until after the 
c.10 year construction period by which time it will have served its legal purpose 
as marsh harrier mitigation/compensation (Habitats Regulations requirement). 
In a wider biodiversity context, wet woodland in this area could potentially 
inhibit the effectiveness of the area (open water, reedbeds) for marsh harrier 
and other important species in the longer term. EDF Energy should also 
consider impacts on other habitats and species during creation – Sizewell 
Marshes has ‘Assemblages of breeding birds - Lowland damp grassland’ as a 
SSSI feature and any proposals would need to consider the impacts on 
these. There are also potential concerns about corvids watching from trees 
close to the marshes for nesting birds and then raiding  nests. This option 
would also need considering in terms of ‘time to condition’ i.e. if the 
compensation will not be in place and functioning for a long time (i.e. >10 
years), a greater quantum of habitat would likely be needed. Should this option 
be pursued, we advise that the creation of transient/ successional habitats 
(open water/ reedfen through to wet woodland) should be through natural 
succession rather than planting wherever possible. 
 
AONB 
 
It may be of little consequence to the AONB about where within the 
construction area this storage is located. It will simply form part of the overall 
change to the construction site and within the context of significant adverse 
construction phase effects. If this alternative site would provide greater 
ecological benefits over the long term (either as open wetland or wet 
woodland) then it is likely to perform well as a landscape feature. We advise 
that the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB Team should be consulted in terms of 
actual landscape character to confirm that this is appropriate and does not 
detract from other expressions of landscape character. They will be guided by 
their local expertise and the area's management plan and Landscape 
Character Assessment.  
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Natural 
England 
comment 
reference 

Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

6 Change to the 
SSSI crossing 
design to a 
single span 
bridge 
with 
embankments 
 
(pp. 82-86) 

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome:  
 
▪ Impacts on the AONB 

(LVIA issue) 
 

▪ Impacts on protected 
species (ES issue)  

 
The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ Impacts from potential 

hydrological changes 
to sensitive 
designated site 
features (HRA and 
ES issues) 
 

▪ Direct losses of 
Sizewell Marshes 
SSSI habitat to the 
crossing footprint (ES 
issue) 

 
▪ BNG calculations due 

to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue) 

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated LVIA for 

review 
 

▪ Protected species' 
mitigation strategies 
for review 

 
▪ Updated eco-

hydrological 
modelling  for review 
(for 
SPA/Ramsar/SSSI-
level impacts) 

 
▪ Updated wet 

woodland 
compensation 
strategy for review 
(SSSI loss),  

 
▪ Updated BNG report 

for review 
 

▪ Updated OLEMP for 
review 

 
▪ Updated HRA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated ES ecology 
and alternatives 
appraisal chapters for 
review (including 

Natural England consider this proposed change to be a material change to that 
submitted in the DCO application. 
 
Terrestrial ecology 
 
General  
 
Changes to designated site and protected species impacts arising from the 
new design will need to be fully considered through the relevant technical 
reports and assessments. This will need to consider any changes in Sizewell 
Marshes SSSI habitat loss (which according to paragraph 4.5.8 would be 
reduced), to hydrological connectivity (which will likely be improved) and to 
ecological connectivity (which will likely be improved for bats, otters and water 
voles as per paragraph 4.5.14). Whilst this design option therefore represents 
progress when considered against the ‘embankment with culvert’ design option 
presented within the DCO application, as per section 4.4. and paragraph 5.3.7 
of  National Policy Statement (NPS) EN-1, it should also be fully considered 
against any other possible alternatives including those which may be even less 
damaging in terms of SSSI land take, hydrological and ecological connectivity, 
AONB impacts etc. This should include the clear span bridge option which was 
presented by EDF Energy during the pre-application consultations. This 
change will also likely result in changes to the BNG calculations  
 
Invertebrates (Sizewell Marshes SSSI and more widely) 
 
The change in design is a welcome improvement in terms of increased light 
and greater connectivity within the watercourse for invertebrates. An increase 
in height of the bridge above that proposed (i.e. >4m) would improve this 
further in terms of reducing impacts to invertebrates by increasing light 
availability. We advise that the possibility of raising the crossing height from the 
outset should be considered, although there would need to be assessment of 
any subsequent additional impacts to Sizewell Marshes SSSI (e.g. if this would 
require a larger amount of loss) and the AONB (see below). 
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Natural 
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comment 
reference 

Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

designated sites and 
protected species 
impact assessment 
conclusions) 

AONB 
 
From a landscape/AONB perspective, we consider the best SSSI crossing 
design option to be that which provides the best chance of maintaining the 
internationally and nationally important wetlands of Minsmere and Sizewell 
Marshes in good condition. This in turn maintains an important landscape 
feature and component of local landscape character. Whilst bridge design and 
aesthetics remains an important consideration, incorporating a higher structure 
f rom the outset to further ensure the future of these wetlands as a visibly 
thriving should outweigh an adverse effect on the AONB resulting from the 
bridge. This also needs to be considered in the context that EDF Energy’s 
proposals are to raise the height of the crossing in the future anyway; this 
would cause ecological and landscape disruption at a time when wildlife will 
likely be starting to recover/adapt and the landscape mitigation starting to settle 
following the initial crossing construction. An amended LVIA will need to set out 
the details of this.  

7 Revisions to 
tree retention on 
the main 
development 
site 
 
(pp. 86-94) 

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome:  
 
▪ Impacts on the AONB 

(LVIA issue) 
 

▪ Impacts on protected 
species (ES issue)  

 
The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ Impacts on ancient 

and veteran trees 
 

▪ BNG calculations due 
to changes in 
losses/gains of non-

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated LVIA for 

review 
 
▪ Updated protected 

species' mitigation 
strategies for review 
 

▪ Ancient and veteran 
trees mitigation 
strategy for review 

 
▪ Updated ES ecology 

chapters for review  
 

▪ Updated BNG report 
for review 

 

Terrestrial ecology 
 
General  
 
Changes to protected species impacts, in particular bats, arising from the 
additional tree and hedgerow removal works need to be considered through 
the relevant assessments. This change will also likely result in changes to the 
BNG calculations. 
 
Ancient and veteran trees 
 
Two areas of  woodland appear to be affected by the proposals and 
subsequent changes in impacts will need to be detailed. Potential impacts on 
ancient woodland should be covered; this area has not had an ancient 
woodland inventory update and there may be woodlands, especially those 
under 2ha, which are ancient but not on the inventory. Some of the hedgerow 
changes are adjacent to wood pasture parkland priority habitat west of Leiston 
Abbey which may increase the probability of ancient and veteran trees in the 
vicinity. Changes are reported to have no net loss of hedgerow and hedgerow 
trees, however, opportunities should be explored for gain especially for 
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Natural 
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comment 
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Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue)  

▪ Updated OLEMP for 
review 
  

hedgerow trees, such as replacements for  those lost to ash dieback in the 
vicinity. 
 
AONB 
 
These are very minor changes in the context of wholescale changes to the 
MDS will make no difference to the scale or assessment of landscape and 
visual impacts.  

8 Surface water 
removed early 
in the 
construction 
process to be 
discharged to 
the foreshore 
via a temporary 
outfall 
 
(pp. 94-97) 

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome: 
  
▪ Impacts on the AONB 

(LVIA issue) 
 

▪ Impacts from potential 
hydrological changes 
to sensitive 
designated site 
features (HRA and 
ES issues) 

 
▪ Impacts on coastal 

processes and to 
sensitive designated 
site features (HRA 
and ES issue) 

 
The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ The ECP mitigation 

arrangements 
(amenity and 
recreation issue) 

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated LVIA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated ECP 
mitigation plan for 
review 

 
▪ Updated eco-

hydrological 
modelling for review 
(SSSI-level impacts); 

 
▪ Updated HRA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated ES ecology 
chapters for review 
(including designated 
sites impact 
assessment 
conclusions) 

Terrestrial ecology 
 
Changes to designated site impacts arising from the newly proposed works 
need to be considered through the relevant technical reports and assessments, 
including any potential hydrological changes.  
 
Coastal processes 
 
We advise that this change in unlikely to present a significant additional issue 
f rom a coastal process perspective, especially given the volumes of sediment 
nourishment likely to be needed to maintain sediment transport along the 
foreshore. This should be confirmed through the revised assessment work. 
 
AONB 
 
In landscape and visual terms this is an individually small structure and its 
temporary status is noted. There should, however, be some consideration of 
how the outflow combines with other beach construction phase structures 
(larger beach landing facility and materials conveyor) to cumulatively affect the 
coastal landscape. 
 
ECP 
 
Further information should be provided on how this change might affect the 
ECP mitigation including the temporary diversion plan. 
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comment 
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Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

9 Change to the 
sea defence to 
make the 
scheme more 
ef f icient and 
resilient to 
climate change 
 
(pp. 97-101) 

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome: 
 
▪ Impacts on the AONB 

(LVIA issue) 
 

▪ Impacts on coastal 
processes and to 
sensitive designated 
site features (HRA 
and ES issue) 

 
The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ The ECP mitigation 

arrangements 
(amenity and 
recreation issue) 
 

▪ Recreational 
disturbance 
assessment (HRA 
and ES issue) as a 
result of the change 
which may alter 
recreation habits 
 

▪ BNG calculations due 
to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue) 

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated LVIA for 

review 
 
▪ Updated ECP 

mitigation plan for 
review 

 
▪ Updated recreational 

disturbance 
management and 
monitoring strategy 
for review 

 
▪ Updated coastal 

processes modelling 
for review 

 
▪ Updated HRA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated ES ecology 
chapters for review 
(including designated 
sites impact 
assessment 
conclusions) 

 
▪ Updated BNG report 

for review 
 

▪ Updated OLEMP for 
review 
  

Natural England consider this proposed change to be a material change to that 
submitted in the DCO application. 
 
Terrestrial ecology 
 
This change could potentially alter the way people use the area for recreation 
with respect to knock-on displacement effects to nearby sensitive designated 
sites and this should be assessed. It will also likely result in changes to the 
BNG calculations with respect to grassland, scrub, dune grassland and 
vegetated shingle habitats in this area. 
 
Coastal Processes 
 
Considering the proposed bigger, higher structure and more advanced 
seaward toe end of the hard coastal defence feature (hCDF), coupled with a 
larger and additional BLF, we require further evidence and assurance that 
previous conclusions in the ES (regarding sediment transport and risk to 
coastal evolution and habitats to the north, including Minsmere-Walberswick) 
will not be altered in a way that puts designated wildlife sites to the north at 
risk.  
 
Ornithology 
 
The need for an enhanced sea defence that will incorporate substantive areas 
of  soft engineering offers significant potential for the enhancement of 
populations of species associated with pioneer sand dune and shingle 
communities, including plants, invertebrates and breeding birds (e.g. little tern, 
common tern, oystercatcher, ringed plover). While breeding bird interests 
would require some management of public access to the sea defence, which 
does not appear to be detailed in the consultation document, this has the 
potential to provide a considerable positive outcome for biodiversity.  
 
 
AONB 
 
It appears that for the construction phase the temporary sea defences would 
now be sheet piling instead of a vegetated bund. This is a significant change 
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the ‘Updated 
Environmental 
Assessment’ 

Advice on the ‘Next 
Steps and Further 
Assessment’ 

General advice 

 
  

and introduces more visible industrialisation of the beach frontage (added to 
the beach landing facility etc). A seven to ten metre high steel barrier will be an 
imposing unnatural feature. For the operational phase sea defences the 
increased height and bulk of the bunding is noted. It reinforces the point that 
this part of the AONB is being permanently altered with landform that will 
clearly present as manmade. 
 
ECP 
 
Further information should be provided on how this change might affect the 
ECP mitigation including the temporary diversion plan.  

10 Extension of the 
Order Limits 
to provide for 
fen meadow 
habitat at 
Pakenham as 
further 
mitigation for 
fen meadow 
loss 
 
(pp. 101-110) 

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome:  
 
▪ The Sizewell Marshes 

SSSI fen meadow 
compensation 
proposals (ES issues) 

 
▪ Potential impacts on 

Pakenham Meadows 
SSSI as a result of 
the works, in 
particular from any 
hydrological changes 
(ES issue) 

 
The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ Impacts to protected 

species (ES issue)  
 

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Baseline surveys and 

mitigation strategies 
for protected species 
for review 
 

▪ Fen meadow 
(Sizewell Marshes 
SSSI loss) 
compensation 
strategy for review  
 

▪ Updated ES ecology 
chapters for review 
(including designated 
sites impact 
assessment 
conclusions; this 
should include 
Pakenham Meadows 
SSSI) 

 

Natural England consider this proposed change to be a material change to that 
submitted in the DCO application. 
 
Terrestrial ecology 
 
Pakenham Meadows SSSI 
 
Potential impacts to Pakenham Meadows SSSI from the proposed works need 
to be considered through the relevant technical reports and assessments, in 
particular any potential hydrological changes.  
 
Sizewell Marshes SSSI – fen meadow compensation 
 
We very much welcome the provision of further compensatory fen meadow 
habitat in addition to that identified in the DCO application as submitted in May 
2020. We understand that, should the habitat creation be successful across all 
three proposed compensation sites, the total quantum provided would now 
meet the 9x multiplier (i.e. fen meadow habitat created nine times greater than 
that being lost from Sizewell Marshes SSSI) which we have consistently 
advised is required given the complexity and uncertainty involved in creating 
this habitat. 
 
The key point at which we will be able to advise further on the likely success of 
the compensation approach is once the Fen Meadow Strategy and Fen 
Meadow Plan are finalised and available for us to review for this site (and the 
other sites). These should include assessment of the site-specific details on 
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▪ The BNG calculations 
due to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue)  

▪ Updated BNG report 
for review 

 
▪ Updated OLEMP for 

review 
 

▪ Updated ES ecology 
chapters for review  

  

ecohydrology, hydrochemistry, topography, restoration approach, monitoring 
plans etc. and contingency plans should the compensatory habitat creation 
prove unsuccessful. 
 
General 
 
This change will likely result in changes to the BNG calculations with respect to 
wider loss/gains of habitats in this area (i.e. outside of the SSSI compensation 
proposals).  

11 A new bridleway 
link between 
Aldhurst Farm 
and Kenton Hills 
 
(pp. 111-114)  

The Environmental 
Assessment should scope 
in potential changes in: 
 
▪ The ECP mitigation 

arrangements 
(amenity and 
recreation issue)  

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated ECP 

mitigation plan for 
review 

  

ECP 
 
Further information should be provided on how this change might affect the 
ECP mitigation including the temporary diversion plan. 

12 Extension and 
reduction of the 
Order Limits for 
works on the 
main 
development 
site and related 
sites (fen 
meadow 
mitigation sites 
and marsh 
harrier 
improvement 
sites) 
 
(pp. 114-120) 

The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ The BNG calculations 

due to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue)  

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include: 
 
▪ Updated BNG report 

for review 
 

▪ Updated ES ecology 
chapters for review  
 

  

 Terrestrial ecology 
 
We advise that the BNG calculations should be updated to reflect these minor 
changes as necessary. 
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General advice 

13 Southern park 
and ride at 
Wickham 
Market - 
Extension of 
landscaped 
bund and other 
minor changes 
 
(pp. 121-127) 

The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 
▪ Impacts to protected 

species (ES issue)  
 

▪ The BNG calculations 
due to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue)  

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated protected 

species' mitigation 
strategies for review 
 

▪ Updated BNG report 
for review 

 
▪ Updated OLEMP for 

review 
 

Updated ES ecology 
chapters for review 
(including protected 
species impact 
assessment 
conclusions)  

Terrestrial ecology 
 
Although they appear to be minor, any changes to protected species impacts 
arising f rom the additional works need to be considered through the relevant 
technical reports and assessments. The BNG calculations should also be 
updated to reflect these minor changes as necessary. 

14 Sizewell link 
road - Extension 
to and reduction 
of  the Order 
Limits 
 
(pp. 127-136 
and 163-168) 

The following potential 
changes are scoped in 
which we welcome:  
 
▪ Impacts from potential 

hydrological changes 
to sensitive 
designated site 
features (HRA and 
ES issues) 

 
The Environmental 
Assessment should also 
scope in potential 
changes in: 
 

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated HRA for 

review 
 

▪ Updated ES ecology 
chapters for review 
(including designated 
sites impact 
assessment 
conclusions) 

 
▪ Updated protected 

species' mitigation 
strategies for review 

Terrestrial ecology 
 
Update to hydrological impacts may be needed to account for findings that 
inf iltration rates for road runoff are lower than expected. This should assess 
any increased effect on the two main rivers crossed by the link road that feed 
into Minsmere to Walberswick SSSI in terms of flow rates and pollution. Where 
the increased order limits are for additional attenuation basins there is the 
potential for reducing the level of pollution entering the Minsmere Old River 
and the wider SSSI. This would be through opportunities for increased 
sedimentation of road runoff water in basins. The BNG calculations should also 
be updated to ref lect these changes as necessary. 
 
AONB 
 
The link road is outside but in the setting of the AONB.  We do not have 
detailed knowledge of the route and are not in a position to comment on how 
these modifications would affect how the road relates to its immediate and 



Page 21 of 21 
 

Natural 
England 
comment 
reference 

Proposed 
Change 

Advice on the scope of 
the ‘Updated 
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▪ Impacts to protected 
species (ES issue)  
 

▪ The BNG calculations 
due to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue)  

 
▪ Updated BNG report 

for review 
 

▪ Updated OLEMP for 
review  

wider landscape setting, especially the AONB.  We will therefore need to defer 
to the local experts i.e. the AONB and LPAs to offer advice here. 
  

15 Two village 
bypass –
Extension 
of  the Order 
Limits and other 
changes 
 
(pp. 137-144)  

The Environmental 
Assessment should scope 
in potential changes in: 
 
▪ The BNG calculations 

due to changes in 
losses/gains of non-
statutorily designated 
habitats (e.g. priority 
habitats) (ES issue)  

Further assessment work 
required would appear to 
include:  
 
▪ Updated BNG report 

for review 
 

▪ Updated OLEMP for 
review 

 
▪ Updated ES ecology 

chapters for review  
  

Terrestrial ecology 
 
We welcome the identified opportunity to use land within the Order Limits of 
the proposed Two Village Bypass to provide habitat to mitigate for the loss of 
the f loodplain grazing marsh habitat to the bypass (also described in paragraph 
2.5.8 of  the consultation document). As we have previously advised, this is a 
priority habitat as defined within section 41 the NERC Act (2006) and is listed 
by the Secretary of State4 as being of principal importance for the conservation 
of  biodiversity. Every effort should therefore be made to avoid, mitigate or 
compensate for impacts to it. Where impacts to this habitat (and other section 
41 priority habitats within the scheme more widely) cannot be avoided, 
mitigated or compensated for, its loss/damage should feed in to EDF Energy’s 
BNG calculations as per the advice outlined within our Relevant 
Representations (Part II, Natural England key issue references 22 and 23, 
pages 69-74).  

16 Other 
Associated 
Development 
Sites – 
Reduction of the 
Order Limits 
 
(pp. 145-150)  

None  None  None 

 

 
4 Section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. 



From:  
Sent:18/12/2020 
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info   
Subject:RE: RE: EN010012 – The Sizewell C Project 
Good morning 
 
With reference to the notice on the A1156 specifying applicant 
SZC is just an ad hoc group of national companies which have a vested interest in the 
construction of Sizewell C to benefit themselves and sustain their 
income over the next ten years., they will have little or no interest in the local infrastructure 
other than where it obstucts their agenda. I would hope that the 
government inspectorate recognizes this sidestep to detract from local issues, and gives no 
credence to the validity of this revised application. 
In relation to the proposed compound on the A1156, Levington , I would hope that the 
inspectorate recognizes the envisaged disruption to those using 
the A1156 ie local motorists;cyclists(of which there are many} and pedestrians, warrants 
compensatory features eg 
1) dedicated footpaths along the A1156 
2) traffic control that gives priority to domestic road users 
3} dedicated cycleways in both directions 
4} yellow line road markings that would prevent roadside parking along the length of the 
A1156 at Levington 
5} closure of all laybys (both official and unofficial) along the A1156 
6) foot/cycle bridge across the A14 at Levington Lane ( to facilitate the journeys of the 
growing number of cyclists throughout the year that need 
to journey from one side of the peninsula to the other in safety throughout the year, and also 
need to circumvent the disruption ) 
7) the closure of Levington Lane ( on the A1156 side of the A14) to all vehicular traffic except 
for agricultural access. 
This is my perception ; I am sure others in the locality will also have additional input . 
Thankyou for your attention 

 
 



WESTLETON PARISH COUNCIL  

 

 

Westleton is a village roughly 7 miles by road north of Sizewell. It is a small village surrounded by 

Areas of Natural Beauty (AONB), the Minsmere RSPB reserve and the Dunwich Heath. The B1125 

runs north/south through the village connecting the B1122 in the South at Middleton and the A12 at 

Blythburgh in the north.  

The new proposals made by EDF do not change the WPC’s view expressed in our September PINs 

submission - WPC continues to strongly oppose the construction of a new nuclear power station at 

Sizewell because: 

- the proposed changes to reduce HGV transport will have no impact on the most immediate 

concern to the residents of Westleton which is that the construction will be the cause of a 

significant increase in traffic on the B1125 through the village; as HGV traffic is not 

anticipated through the village, the projected volume of traffic (up to 45% increase) through 

the village will still occur  

- the construction of Sizewell C will be the cause of significant environmental damage to an 

Area of Natural Beauty on a beautiful and changing coastline and consequently will 

significantly reduce the appeal of the area to tourists and so damage one of the largest 

providers of employment and business of the area; at the same time, the influx of thousands 

of workers will place undue pressures on local services, housing and quality of living for 

residents. 

Specifically: 

- Road transport: even with the suggested reductions in HGV traffic, the traffic volumes will 

remain very high on the region’s roads and so the congestion, pollution and road safety 

concerns remain. WPC reiterates that if the project goes ahead, the 2-villlage bypass, the 

proposed link road and associated transport infrastructure must be completed and ready for 

use at the start of the construction of the power station.   

- Rail transport: the proposals will result in increased night-time rail transport which will 

further impact upon residents of the towns along the route. EDF has recognised as much 

saying that the rail transport will present ‘a major adverse effect’ both in terms of noise and 

potentially damaging vibration for residents alone the rail line.   

- Sea transport: the proposals will require significantly more infrastructure on the vulnerable 

and changing coastline which will increase the possibility of detrimental effects on the eco-

structure of the whole Suffolk coastline.  

- Social and economic impacts: the proposals will not change the fact that an additional 6,000 

workers will be brought in from outside of the area. These workers will not only impact on 

the balance of the local economy as over 700 workers are likely to be displaced from existing 

businesses, but the influx of 3000 workers living in the accommodation campus and caravan 

site, alongside those renting locally, will create significant social pressures on the local area: 

notably pressures on policing, health services and local housing provision. 



In conclusion, the proposals are a zero-sum-game: to reduce the HGV traffic, the coastline will 

experience even greater damage because of the measures needed to bring material in by sea, and 

residents along the train line will suffer more. Meanwhile, Westleton will still suffer a significant 

increase of traffic through the village. And finally, this new consultation further damages EDF’s 

credibility: it is clear from the presentation of the proposals that EDF is unsure of the viability of 

these proposed changes, while they also beg the question as to why EDF could not have made these 

proposals in its PINs submission a few months ago.   

 

  

December 2020      

 



   

   
 

 

RSPB and SWT Response to Sizewell C Consultation on Proposed Changes  

November – December 2020  

 

The RSPB and Suffolk Wildlife Trust (SWT) have reviewed the consultation materials regarding the 

proposed changes to the Sizewell C Application and have prepared the following joint response to 

the proposals, using the headings and subheadings in the Consultation document and focusing on 

key areas of concern.   

 

1. Comments on the Introduction  

Paragraph 1.1.4 describes the pre-application consultation carried out by the Applicant and how this 

was used to finalise the Application. We believe the need for this additional consultation on 

proposed changes following the Application confirms our concerns regarding the adequacy of the 

DCO Application, as raised in our previous letter to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS)1.   

Paragraph 1.1.7 and Section 1.4 describe the process for proposing changes to the Application 

before the Examination starts. We understand the formal change application following this 

consultation along with its significant additional impact assessments will be submitted to the 

Planning Inspectorate in January 2021. We do not believe that there is sufficient time in the process 

for the Applicant to adequately consider the responses received to this consultation and incorporate 

these into the revised detailed information for that Application to be made in January.  We are also 

concerned about the timescales for further modelling and assessment work to be conducted by the 

Applicant (for example, with regard to potential impacts on coastal processes) and for statutory and 

non-statutory consultees to adequately review and respond to the significant additional impact 

assessments that will be provided at that time. We are therefore concerned there is insufficient time 

available to conduct this process adequately to ensure PINS and Interested Parties have adequate 

information to assess the Application at the start of the Examination.  

Paragraph 1.1.6 proposes the establishment of an independent environmental trust to oversee the 

re-wilding and biodiversity of the Sizewell estate. We would need to understand this proposal in 

more detail. Plans for governance, implementation and ongoing financing will be required and we 

note that in order to be of most benefit to Suffolk’s wildlife, plans for the estate should be targeted 

at declining locally-relevant habitats and species and should aim to increase connectivity with the 

wider landscape. We consider that this may sit better under EDF’s corporate environmental and 

community responsibilities and other instruments would be more appropriate to address the 

impacts of the Sizewell C project. There is a need to ensure that legal requirements regarding 

protected sites and species are not compromised and that this aspiration is providing benefits over 

 
1Concerns relating to likely adequacy of application documentation. Available at  
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-
Advice-00133-1-RSPB%20SWT%20letter%20to%20PINS%20re%20SzC.pdf  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-Advice-00133-1-RSPB%20SWT%20letter%20to%20PINS%20re%20SzC.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-Advice-00133-1-RSPB%20SWT%20letter%20to%20PINS%20re%20SzC.pdf
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and above statutory requirements. We also request clarification of how this links in with the 

approach to biodiversity net gain.  

 

2. Comments on the proposed changes to the Freight Management Strategy  

2.1 Increase in the frequency of freight train movements to facilitate bulk material imports by rail 

Paragraph 3.2.8 notes that additional trains overnight may travel either to the construction area via 

the green rail route or stop at Land East of Eastlands Industrial Estate (LEEIE). From an ecological 

viewpoint, the worst-case scenario (WCS) for noise modelling should be based on trains continuing 

to the temporary construction area due to its proximity to designated sites and sensitive species. 

Additional trains to the construction area overnight have the potential to significantly increase 

disturbance to bats and to sensitive bird species of the Minsmere-Walberswick protected sites2 and 

Sizewell Marshes SSSI. Based on the proposal to add two (or four) train movements overnight and 

the associated unloading and shunting required (it appears from Table 3.2, page 32, that this could 

be for up to two years) it appears that significant additional noise could be created at night when 

background noise is relatively low.  

Table 3.5 shows the preliminary environmental information for the additional rail movements. This 

table only shows impacts on residential and other human receptors and therefore does not cover 

the expected noise and vibration arising from train movements and unloading within the temporary 

construction area (Appendix 1, paragraph 1.1.3 acknowledges that this has not yet been reassessed). 

Appendix 1 expands somewhat on the information presented in Table 3.5 but again does not include 

any reference to ecological receptors.  

Paragraph 3.2.12 also notes that discussions are continuing with regard to the potential to increase 

the payload of each train. If changes are made, this should again be taken into account in the noise 

modelling due to the potential for increased noise levels (or a longer duration of elevated noise 

levels) during the unloading of each train. 

Any increase in noise levels or duration from additional trains and any associated activities resulting 

from this must be included in revised noise modelling to inform both the Habitat Regulations 

Assessment (HRA) and Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and for the consideration and design 

of necessary mitigation. These details are required to enable review of the relative ecological 

impacts of the proposed changes to the freight management strategy. 

2.2 Enhancement of the permanent Beach Landing Facility (BLF) and options for a new temporary 

BLF facility to facilitate material imports by sea 

2.2.1 Impacts on coastal processes 

We consider that there are four potential sources of impact on coastal geomorphology within the 

revised proposals: 

1. re-profiling of seabed between deliveries to the permanent BLF (paragraph 3.3.5);  

 
2 These are the Minsmere to Walberswick Special Protection Area (SPA), the Minsmere/Walberswick Heaths 
and Marshes Special Area of Conservation (SAC), the Minsmere/Walberswick Heaths and Marshes Ramsar site 
and the Minsmere-Walberswick Heaths and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). 
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2. permanent works to the seabed (the addition of ‘grillage’) at the permanent BLF (paragraph 

3.3.10 & 11);  

3. enhancement to the permanent BLF structure by increasing its length (paragraph 3.3.12); and  

4. provision of additional temporary BLF (options 1-4) 

Without a full assessment of the coastal geomorphological impact of the four options for the 

additional BLF we are unable to comment on the relative merits of each proposal. Table 3.7 explains 

that temporary BLF Options 1,2 and 3 have potential for moderate effects on the inner bars and the 

beach. Option 3 has a large number of barges docking per year, potentially with one barge present 

all of the time which is likely to lead to a moderate (significant) effect on the outer bar. Option 4 is 

claimed to have smaller impacts than options 1, 2 and 3, although would involve the installation of 

additional pier piles and self-elevating platforms. Therefore, as an additional structure would 

apparently increase the likelihood of impacts on coastal geomorphology, on the basis of the 

currently available information, we cannot support the proposed additional temporary BLF. 

We agree that there is a need for appropriate modelling and assessment of the potential impact of 

the proposed changes to the permanent BLF and the additional temporary options on coastal 

processes. We also assume there is a need to include different temporary BLF options along with the 

permanent structure in the modelling to understand differences between the options and 

synergistic effects with the permanent structure. However, we are seriously concerned that there is 

insufficient time available prior to commencement of the Examination to undertake appropriate 

modelling and expert stakeholder evaluation. 

2.2.2 Impacts on marine ecology 

Paragraph 3.3.3. notes that barges will be loaded at a transhipment port.  To enable an adequate 

assessment, the location of the transhipment port needs to be identified.  If it lies within or requires 

movements through the Outer Thames SPA, this requires assessment of the potential impact of 

increased vessel movements within the SPA and potential for displacement of non-breeding red-

throated divers. 

We note that the annual “campaign” period during which sea conditions make operation of the BLFs 

possible was originally defined as 1st April – 31st October. Paragraph 3.3.30 indicates that the 

campaign may be extended to include deliveries in the winter months (dependent on the BLF option 

chosen). If the campaign is extended, this has the potential to cause further lighting and noise 

related disturbance to non-breeding red-throated diver of the Outer Thames SPA and must be 

considered within the HRA. Should it be considered that it is in principle possible to avoid deliveries 

during the winter months, we are still concerned that it would not be possible to fully avoid this risk 

without a consent condition precluding this, given that the viability of daily movements will be 

affected by tides and weather. In either case, a realistic WCS must be assessed. 

Paragraph 3.3.31 states that all the temporary BLF options have the capacity to operate during the 

night as well as the day. Night-time use will require lighting of the temporary BLF and conveyor and 

we assume that this would be difficult to screen (although we welcome the intention to minimise 

light spill noted in paragraph 3.3.34). This along with the noise associated with operation of the 

enhanced BLF and the additional temporary BLF will require assessment for potential impacts on 

marine ecology and particularly species of the Outer Thames Estuary SPA and Minsmere-

Walberswick SPA. 
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Observations of red-throated diver from Thorpeness3 illustrate that this species can have large roost 

movements in the early morning and suggest that the birds move from roosting to feeding areas in 

relation to tide. These indicate a need to understand the diurnal movements of red-throated diver 

given the need to assess impacts at night as well as daytime.  Likewise, the indication that vessel 

movements will be influenced by tides and weather introduces a need to understand the impacts of 

tide and weather on the red-throated diver population to be able to adequately assess impacts. 

Paragraph 3.3.21 explains that the capacities presented for the BLF options are initial estimates and 

that actual capacities (and hence number of potential deliveries) may be greater. Whilst we 

understand the reasons for presenting these figures in this consultation, the WCS from an 

environmental standpoint (in terms of disturbance impacts on marine species and impacts on 

coastal processes) is the maximum capacity and greatest daily and seasonal duration of each option, 

and hence this should be used as the basis for the environmental assessments. 

Paragraph 1.2.5 in Appendix 2 suggests that the increase in vessel traffic arising from the changes to 

the permanent BLF and the addition of the temporary BLF will not give rise to any significant 

environmental effects. No evidence is presented to justify this conclusion. We consider that 

assessment of the effects of displacement arising from vessel movements on red-throated divers 

from the Outer Thames SPA should be carried out following the standard methodologies used for 

offshore windfarm and cable route assessments and more detailed consideration of potential 

mortality (through increased density-dependent mortality elsewhere in the SPA) is needed. 

Table 3.7 sets out the preliminary environmental information for the enhanced and temporary BLFs. 

The marine ecology section suggests that, for both the enhanced and temporary BLFs, impacts will 

be no worse than the original assessment. Given that this section also explains that there will be 

increases in suspended sediment, noise, lighting and physical disturbance, we cannot agree with the 

conclusions that impacts will be of no greater significance than those of the original assessment. 

These conclusions will require further evidence and justification. 

Paragraph 1.3.1 in Appendix 2 explains that dredging may use a backhoe method which could result 

in increased levels of suspended sediment affecting a larger area when compared with the original 

proposals. The potential for this to affect foraging birds and their prey species should be assessed. 

The Habitats Regulations Assessment section of Table 3.7 and section 1.3 of Appendix 2 provide 

slightly more information regarding the potential effects of the BLFs on features of the Outer 

Thames Estuary SPA and Minsmere-Walberswick SPA. However, in order to understand the full 

potential impacts of the proposed BLF options it will be necessary to understand the levels of noise 

and visual disturbance from all elements of each option’s construction, operation and maintenance, 

including the comparative frequency and duration of e.g. piling and dredging activities and the 

increased number of vessel movements (and their routes). The HRA should be updated to assess 

these potential effects on breeding little tern associated with the Minsmere-Walberswick SPA and 

Ramsar site and the populations of breeding little tern, breeding common tern and non-breeding 

red-throated diver associated with the Outer Thames Estuary SPA and on the marine bird qualifying 

features of the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA.  

Insufficient information has been presented at this stage to draw conclusions as to the relative 

impacts of the each of the BLF options and hence it is not possible to judge whether the potential 

changes to the proposals are acceptable in HRA terms or to express any preference for an option 

 
3 Thurlow, D. 2009. Wintering Red-throated Divers, Thorpeness, Suffolk 2000/01 – 2008/09. Suffolk Birds 2008. 
Accessible online here: https://issuu.com/suffolknaturalistssociety/docs/sb58a  

https://issuu.com/suffolknaturalistssociety/docs/sb58a
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from an ecological standpoint. Whilst the need for further assessment is acknowledged, we are very 

concerned that this information has not been made available and therefore consultation responses 

cannot consider it nor include comments on choices for the change proposals to be submitted to the 

Planning Inspectorate. We fear that there is the potential for an environmentally damaging option to 

be proposed as a result. 

2.2.3 Recreational impacts 

Paragraph 2.2.18 explains the aim to keep beach access open during the construction and operation 

of the BLFs. This could reduce recreational displacement, but visitor experience alongside and 

beneath construction infrastructure will be very different to the current experience, and so it is not 

possible to assume that use of this route will continue at current levels. 

Paragraph 3.3.14 proposes that the coast path will be redirected up and down the shoreline to 

facilitate construction.  This requires an assessment of the potential to introduce more visits to the 

shoreline of RSPB Minsmere and the Minsmere – Walberswick protected sites if those visitors 

continue on this route northwards.  The potential for additional use to increase impact on shingle 

flora, the dune frontage (and therefore the natural protection of the site) and ground-nesting birds 

such as ringed plover should be assessed.  The assumption that disruption to this access from 

construction would be slight compared to the original Application remains to be proven and requires 

assessment to determine whether users would continue to visit walking alongside and underneath 

infrastructure associated with the BLFs.   

We agree with the need for further assessment of the impact on recreational use as acknowledged 

in Table 3.7.  Alongside the construction infrastructure, the removal of the shingle feature described 

in the terrestrial ecology section of Table 3.7 influences the experience for users and this needs to be 

considered in the evaluation of the experience.    

Table 3.7 indicates that the temporary BLF may increase the significance of effects on visual 

receptors along the coast. Assessment of visual impacts on visitors to RSPB Minsmere will therefore 

also be required. 

2.2.4 Other impacts 

As noted in Table 3.7, any potential for additional noise and visual disturbance to terrestrial 

ecological receptors (in addition to marine/coastal impacts, as discussed above) will require 

assessment. As an example, consideration will need to be given to potential impacts on the roost 

flights of white-fronted geese between RSPB Minsmere and RSPB North Warren. 

We query the accuracy of the conclusion that the temporary BLF options have no additional impact 

on the County Wildlife Site (CWS) shingle. Although this would be removed as part of the 

construction of the sea defences, the consultation document indicates the temporary BLF options 

may be operational up to 2030. We assume therefore that the CWS shingle would be removed until 

2030. This does appear to be a significant impact on this vegetation community, which we 

understand to be of at least national importance. We query what evidence is available that seeds 

from shingle flora will remain fecund when stored in a large pile for up to 10 years? Also, given the 

apparent extended storage time, we query what measures are in place to prevent the piles from 

getting contaminated over this time with ruderal seeds such as dock and nettle? 

Repeated reference is made to the northern mound in the discussions of the construction of the 

permanent BLF and sea defences.  Despite reference to detailed designs being progressed, we have 

still yet to see any detailed designs of this element of the infrastructure which abuts the southern 
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boundary of RSPB Minsmere.  We remain to be assured that this part of the development (including 

associated public access provision) will not encroach on land in our ownership or impact on the 

Minsmere – Walberswick protected sites.   

 

3. Comments on the proposed changes to the Main Development Site  

3.1 Greater flexibility as to where certain Sizewell B facilities are relocated to potentially avoid the 

need for car parking on Pillbox Field 

With reference to paragraph 2.3.18, we are concerned that the Sizewell B relocated facilities under 

Option 2 would again revert to parking on Pill Box Field, resulting in concerns as raised during the 

previous consultation. In particular, we are concerned about potential noise and light impacts on 

bats and Sizewell Marshes SSSI and direct SSSI loss and fragmentation due to the pedestrian 

crossing. All the options considered need to reduce operational noise and light spill onto the SSSI. 

Whilst it is welcomed that the height of the buildings is reduced to two storeys, it is important that 

the number of windows in the new buildings facing the SSSI is kept to a minimum due to light spill 

from them. 

We query whether Option 2 would result in further SSSI loss due to the need for pedestrian access 

from the car park, which would appear to require routing straight across the SSSI? 

Table 4.1 acknowledges that construction work associated with the Sizewell B relocated facilities will 

take place in close proximity to Sizewell Marshes SSSI. As above, the potential impacts on this site 

from construction noise and lighting should therefore be assessed. 

Paragraph 4.2.4 explains that the proposed redesign of the landscaping scheme on Pillbox Field will 

include ecological enhancement and mitigation planting. We query whether there may be 

opportunities for enhancements to provide habitat for protected species of bats, birds, reptiles and 

invertebrates? 

3.2 Change to certain parameter heights and activities on the main development site to facilitate the 

construction process 

Table 4.2 discusses the effects of the increased parameter heights in the beach area associated with 

the marine tunnelling works and the temporary BLF on amenity and recreation. It acknowledges that 

some recreational users may be affected, and we agree that the significance of any resulting 

displacement of users will require further assessment, including for the purposes of HRA. 

Assessment of visual impacts on visitors to RSPB Minsmere will also be required. 

Paragraph 2.3.25 describes an additional stockpile area up to 15m in height. Fig 4.6 indicates that 

this will be adjacent to the proposed marsh harrier foraging habitat compensation site. Table 4.2 

makes no reference to ecology but should acknowledge that assessment of potential noise and 

visual disturbance on marsh harriers using this site will be required to ensure that the site would 

continue to function as compensatory habitat.  

With reference to paragraph 4.3.10, we remain concerned regarding the impact on barbastelle bats 

within Ash Wood due to the lack of buffer zones and the ingress of light and noise around 75% of the 

wood. The extension of the stockpile zone will increase this, and we strongly urge the inclusion of an 

appropriate buffer zone wide enough to fully mitigate these impacts within the wood and preserving 

connectivity to the main Upper Abbey Farm bridleway commuting route. 
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3.3 Change to the location of the water resource storage area and the addition of flood mitigation 

measures to lower flood risk 

Despite repeatedly raising our concerns regarding potential for increased water levels within RSPB 

Minsmere, the assessments have to date not provided a satisfactory response.  The apparent 

conclusion in the consultation document (paragraphs 2.3.26 and 4.4.3 – 5) that fluvial flood 

mitigation is required within the catchment adjacent to RSPB Minsmere suggests that there is a 

potential risk. Given these concerns, we welcome consideration of a potential fluvial flood mitigation 

area.  However, we need to understand the modelling that has concluded that this location can 

function to adequately mitigate impacts arising from the main construction site as proposed in the 

consultation document.  Therefore, we require further information to understand the justification 

for these proposals.  

We support in principle the creation of wetland habitats and the opportunity to further mitigate for 

impacts on marsh harrier and impacts on the Sizewell Marshes SSSI.  We note that the timing of the 

ground works for these wetland habitats should be compared to the timings of peak noise levels 

from the main construction area to assess whether the main marsh harrier compensation area could 

be detrimentally affected by increased noise levels from both sources. Paragraph 2.3.26 states that 

the proposed water storage area ‘provides high quality foraging habitat for marsh harrier during 

construction’. Noise contour modelling for this area is not presented here but it should be reviewed 

as this area will deliver little benefit to marsh harrier if noise levels exceed 70dB. We therefore 

remain concerned as to whether proposals for marsh harrier foraging habitat are appropriate and 

would need to see more detail to address these concerns.   

We also believe that the proposals to address impacts on the Sizewell Marshes SSSI at this location 

are rather vague and it is not clear what contribution this would make.  We are concerned that the 

suggestion to introduce wet woodland after the construction period will mean that functioning 

compensatory habitat would not be provided until several decades after the original loss. 

We also request that more evidence is provided regarding the habitat quality that can be achieved 

and the construction methods required to create wetland habitats in this area, particularly relating 

to the ground works required to ensure that the area will be sufficiently wet. We are concerned that 

significantly steep slopes will be required and that this could limit the achievable habitat quality in 

this area. 

Given the proximity of the proposed wetlands to the neighbouring Minsmere-Walberswick 

protected sites, potential impacts of the construction on the hydrology of these sites will require 

assessment. For example, with regard to the points in Table 4.3 regarding ecological impacts and IDB 

Drain no 7; it should be noted that these receptors are linked.  The assessment in Table 4.3 does 

conclude that there would be ‘minor adverse changes’ to IDB Drain no 7.  This drain potentially 

influences water levels on the Minsmere South Levels, as the ditch network in this area is gravity 

drained via IBD Drain no 7 to the Leiston Main Drain.  Therefore, adverse impacts on IDB Drain no 7 

could have impacts on water levels on the Minsmere South Levels and wider Minsmere-Walberswick 

protected sites and could have ecological impacts on species that rely on the current water level 

management regime. 

3.4 Change to the SSSI crossing design to a single span bridge with embankments 

Whilst the proposed bridge to cross Sizewell Marshes SSSI appears to be an improvement on the 

plans presented in the Application (from an ecological standpoint), we still consider that the bridge 

should be designed more sensitively as a three span bridge to further reduce SSSI loss from the 
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crossing and to provide greater connectivity for species/groups including invertebrates, water voles, 

otters and bats, thereby reducing the potential for fragmentation of populations. 

We note the commitment in paragraph 4.5.8 to the provision of a ledge to allow otters to pass and 

the incorporation of bat roosts into the structure, however, detailed designs and full assessment of 

the potential impacts from the proposed bridge over the Sizewell Marshes SSSI are required. We 

also note that whilst the revised design may improve connectivity for some species (e.g. otters) 

compared to the design in the Application, some species (in particular, certain species of 

invertebrates) will still be significantly negatively affected by the proposals. Again, our preference 

would be for a three-span bridge which would result in higher light levels reaching the watercourse 

below and hence greater connectivity for all affected species. 

Paragraph 4.5.7 notes that the revised design will reduce land-take from Sizewell Marshes SSSI by 

450m2. Whilst this intention is welcomed, the sections of SSSI remaining in the bridge section would 

be impacted during the construction period, potentially over a continuous period of a number of 

years and more evidence is required to demonstrate how well they could be restored in such close 

proximity to the causeway structure. We also still have concerns around the principle of the 

proposed loss of part of the Sizewell Marshes SSSI and its assessment against the tests set out in EN-

1 (Overarching NPS for Energy).  Our concerns include the justification for the proposed design to 

cross the Sizewell Marshes SSSI despite the higher land take from the SSSI than more sensitive 

designs. 

Table 4.4 concludes that there are moderate adverse significant impacts on barbastelle bats. Whilst 

this might be the case regarding the SSSI crossing in isolation, when combined with impacts across 

the landscape the effect is likely to be highly significant. As a result of these single-issue conclusions, 

there continues to be an underestimate of overall cumulative impacts and hence insufficient 

provision of enhanced connectivity and other mitigation for bats. 

Paragraph 4.5.10 states that the alignment of the SSSI crossing and the Sandlings Path will need to 

move eastwards.  The current alignment of the path is relatively close to the RSPB Minsmere 

boundary and the Minsmere – Walberswick protected sites boundaries.  We therefore require 

greater clarity on these proposals. 

We welcome the potential for the revised design to reduce flood risk impact to Minsmere (noted in 

paragraph 4.5.12) and request that revised flood modelling is provided to quantify this. However, 

Table 4.4 notes that, with the inclusion of flood measures, the flood risk to Sizewell Belts is slightly 

raised. We query the nature of the flood relief measures as these do not appear to be explained in 

the document and note that any potential effect needs to be quantified and assessed as a result of 

revised flood risk modelling. 

3.5 Revisions to tree retention on the main development site 

We disagree with the conclusion in Table 4.5 of ‘not significant’ for fragmentation for bats, especially 

barbastelle, which as a species is known for its sensitivity to changes in its environment. Whilst the 

removal of 45 metres of hedge line and trees to the north of Kenton Hills is unlikely to be significant 

in itself, it will only exacerbate the highly significant impacts overall and further consideration and 

assessment is required. 
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3.6 Surface water removed early in the construction process to be discharged to the foreshore via a 

temporary outfall 

We have some concerns regarding the impact of the temporary outfall on the beach and potential 

for impacts on coastal processes and recreational users. Based on the information in Table 4.6, it is 

unclear why it is proposed that a minor but adverse alteration of surface water flow does not require 

further assessment to confirm the conclusion and determine if mitigation is required. 

3.7 Change to the sea defence to make the scheme more efficient and resilient to climate change 

3.7.1 Temporary sea defence 

Figure 4.18 presents too little detail on this option to enable us to understand the potential 

environmental impacts of the proposed change. The reason for the change is led by engineering 

detail relating to marine shafts and tunnelling works.  It is not clear from the detail presented 

whether there could be environmental impacts that would suggest a different engineering solution 

should be considered. In particular, we query whether this change will result in additional loss to the 

Suffolk Shingle Beaches CWS and if so, how this loss will be offset? At this stage, we cannot reach a 

conclusion as to whether we support the reasons for the change based on the evidence provided. 

3.7.2 Permanent sea defence 

Raising the height of this feature and the subsequent need to move the toe of the defences seaward 

raises significant concerns with regard to coastal processes.  Despite assurances in paragraphs 4.8.9 

and 4.8.10 that design details have been progressed further, the consultation still only provides 

indicative details in Figure 4.19, so the concerns expressed in our Relevant Representations (RR-1059 

(RSPB) and RR-1180 (SWT)) regarding the absence of detailed designs remain.   

The justification given is that this change is required following updated UKCP18 sea level predictions 

and provides embedded mitigation, reducing reliance on secondary measures to alleviate coastal 

flood risk.  As the revised proposal potentially introduces significantly more impact on coastal 

processes, and potentially affects shingle vegetation on the shore to the north (a feature of the 

Minsmere-Walberswick SAC), to the south (part of the Leiston-Aldeburgh SSSI) and in front of the 

station (Suffolk Shingle Beaches CWS), we would need to see more detail regarding the secondary 

measures to alleviate coastal flood risk alluded in paragraph 4.8.14 to understand the justification 

for the change more clearly. 

We also do not agree with the Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF) being assessed as a terrestrial 

feature, as it will become part of the coastline within the operational phase of the power station.  

We therefore consider that further assessment of the future impact of coastal processes and the 

potential to accelerate coastal change needs to be undertaken.  We are also concerned about 

potential impacts on the Soft Coastal Defence Feature (SCDF) and the associated value of this 

feature for shingle flora. 

3.8 Extension of the Order Limits to provide for fen meadow habitat at Pakenham as further 

mitigation for fen meadow loss 

Paragraph 2.3.38 discusses the need for additional fen meadow compensation. Whilst the provision 

of more SSSI compensatory habitat is welcome, the distance from the area of loss at Sizewell 

Marshes SSSI is of concern. Compensation sites should be as close to the lost habitats as possible 

and given the distance of Pakenham from Sizewell, there is a clear limitation of Pakenham in terms 

of compensation for the loss of the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. Consideration should be given to 
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RSPB and SWT Response to Sizewell C Consultation on Proposed Changes November â€“ December 2020 The RSPB 
and Suffolk Wildlife Trust (SWT) have reviewed the consultation materials regarding the proposed changes to the 
Sizewell C Application and have prepared the following joint response to the proposals, using the headings and 
subheadings in the Consultation document and focusing on key areas of concern. 1. Comments on the Introduction 
Paragraph 1.1.4 describes the pre-application consultation carried out by the Applicant and how this was used to 
finalise the Application. We believe the need for this additional consultation on proposed changes following the 
Application confirms our concerns regarding the adequacy of the DCO Application, as raised in our previous letter to 
the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) . Paragraph 1.1.7 and Section 1.4 describe the process for proposing changes to the 
Application before the Examination starts. We understand the formal change application following this consultation 
along with its significant additional impact assessments will be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate in January 2021. 
We do not believe that there is sufficient time in the process for the Applicant to adequately consider the responses 
received to this consultation and incorporate these into the revised detailed information for that Application to be made 
in January. We are also concerned about the timescales for further modelling and assessment work to be conducted by 
the Applicant (for example, with regard to potential impacts on coastal processes) and for statutory and non-statutory 
consultees to adequately review and respond to the significant additional impact assessments that will be provided at 
that time. We are therefore concerned there is insufficient time available to conduct this process adequately to ensure 
PINS and Interested Parties have adequate information to assess the Application at the start of the Examination. 
Paragraph 1.1.6 proposes the establishment of an independent environmental trust to oversee the re-wilding and 
biodiversity of the Sizewell estate. We would need to understand this proposal in more detail. Plans for governance, 
implementation and ongoing financing will be required and we note that in order to be of most benefit to Suffolkâ€™s 
wildlife, plans for the estate should be targeted at declining locally-relevant habitats and species and should aim to 
increase connectivity with the wider landscape. We consider that this may sit better under EDFâ€™s corporate 
environmental and community responsibilities and other instruments would be more appropriate to address the impacts 
of the Sizewell C project. There is a need to ensure that legal requirements regarding protected sites and species are 
not compromised and that this aspiration is providing benefits over 1 Concerns relating to likely adequacy of 
application documentation. Available at https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012Advice-00133-1-
RSPB%20SWT%20letter%20to%20PINS%20re%20SzC.pdf 1 and above statutory requirements. We also request 
clarification of how this links in with the approach to biodiversity net gain. 2. Comments on the proposed changes to 
the Freight Management Strategy 2.1 Increase in the frequency of freight train movements to facilitate bulk material 
imports by rail Paragraph 3.2.8 notes that additional trains overnight may travel either to the construction area via the 
green rail route or stop at Land East of Eastlands Industrial Estate (LEEIE). From an ecological viewpoint, the worst-
case scenario (WCS) for noise modelling should be based on trains continuing to the temporary construction area due 
to its proximity to designated sites and sensitive species. Additional trains to the construction area overnight have the 
potential to significantly increase disturbance to bats and to sensitive bird species of the Minsmere-Walberswick 
protected sites and Sizewell Marshes SSSI. Based on the proposal to add two (or four) train movements overnight and 
the associated unloading and shunting required (it appears from Table 3.2, page 32, that this could be for up to two 
years) it appears that significant additional noise could be created at night when background noise is relatively low. 
Table 3.5 shows the preliminary environmental information for the additional rail movements. This table only shows 
impacts on residential and other human receptors and therefore does not cover the expected noise and vibration arising 
from train movements and unloading within the temporary construction area (Appendix 1, paragraph 1.1.3 
acknowledges that this has not yet been reassessed). Appendix 1 expands somewhat on the information presented in 
Table 3.5 but again does not include any reference to ecological receptors. Paragraph 3.2.12 also notes that discussions 
are continuing with regard to the potential to increase the payload of each train. If changes are made, this should again 
be taken into account in the noise modelling due to the potential for increased noise levels (or a longer duration of 
elevated noise levels) during the unloading of each train. Any increase in noise levels or duration from additional trains 
and any associated activities resulting from this must be included in revised noise modelling to inform both the Habitat 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and for the consideration and design of 
necessary mitigation. These details are required to enable review of the relative ecological impacts of the proposed 
changes to the freight management strategy. 2.2 Enhancement of the permanent Beach Landing Facility (BLF) and 
options for a new temporary BLF facility to facilitate material imports by sea 2.2.1 Impacts on coastal processes We 
consider that there are four potential sources of impact on coastal geomorphology within the revised proposals: 1. re-
profiling of seabed between deliveries to the permanent BLF (paragraph 3.3.5); 2 These are the Minsmere to 
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Walberswick Special Protection Area (SPA), the Minsmere/Walberswick Heaths and Marshes Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC), the Minsmere/Walberswick Heaths and Marshes Ramsar site and the Minsmere-Walberswick 
Heaths and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). 2 2. permanent works to the seabed (the addition of â
€˜grillageâ€™) at the permanent BLF (paragraph 3.3.10 & 11); 3. enhancement to the permanent BLF structure by 
increasing its length (paragraph 3.3.12); and 4. provision of additional temporary BLF (options 1-4) Without a full 
assessment of the coastal geomorphological impact of the four options for the additional BLF we are unable to 
comment on the relative merits of each proposal. Table 3.7 explains that temporary BLF Options 1,2 and 3 have 
potential for moderate effects on the inner bars and the beach. Option 3 has a large number of barges docking per year, 
potentially with one barge present all of the time which is likely to lead to a moderate (significant) effect on the outer 
bar. Option 4 is claimed to have smaller impacts than options 1, 2 and 3, although would involve the installation of 
additional pier piles and self-elevating platforms. Therefore, as an additional structure would apparently increase the 
likelihood of impacts on coastal geomorphology, on the basis of the currently available information, we cannot support 
the proposed additional temporary BLF. We agree that there is a need for appropriate modelling and assessment of the 
potential impact of the proposed changes to the permanent BLF and the additional temporary options on coastal 
processes. We also assume there is a need to include different temporary BLF options along with the permanent 
structure in the modelling to understand differences between the options and synergistic effects with the permanent 
structure. However, we are seriously concerned that there is insufficient time available prior to commencement of the 
Examination to undertake appropriate modelling and expert stakeholder evaluation. 2.2.2 Impacts on marine ecology 
Paragraph 3.3.3. notes that barges will be loaded at a transhipment port. To enable an adequate assessment, the location 
of the transhipment port needs to be identified. If it lies within or requires movements through the Outer Thames SPA, 
this requires assessment of the potential impact of increased vessel movements within the SPA and potential for 
displacement of non-breeding redthroated divers. We note that the annual â€œcampaignâ€ period during which sea 
conditions make operation of the BLFs possible was originally defined as 1 st April â€“ 31 st October. Paragraph 
3.3.30 indicates that the campaign may be extended to include deliveries in the winter months (dependent on the BLF 
option chosen). If the campaign is extended, this has the potential to cause further lighting and noise related 
disturbance to non-breeding red-throated diver of the Outer Thames SPA and must be considered within the HRA. 
Should it be considered that it is in principle possible to avoid deliveries during the winter months, we are still 
concerned that it would not be possible to fully avoid this risk without a consent condition precluding this, given that 
the viability of daily movements will be affected by tides and weather. In either case, a realistic WCS must be 
assessed. Paragraph 3.3.31 states that all the temporary BLF options have the capacity to operate during the night as 
well as the day. Night-time use will require lighting of the temporary BLF and conveyor and we assume that this 
would be difficult to screen (although we welcome the intention to minimise light spill noted in paragraph 3.3.34). This 
along with the noise associated with operation of the enhanced BLF and the additional temporary BLF will require 
assessment for potential impacts on marine ecology and particularly species of the Outer Thames Estuary SPA and 
MinsmereWalberswick SPA. Observations of red-throated diver from Thorpeness 3 illustrate that this species can have 
large roost movements in the early morning and suggest that the birds move from roosting to feeding areas in relation 
to tide. These indicate a need to understand the diurnal movements of red-throated diver given the need to assess 
impacts at night as well as daytime. Likewise, the indication that vessel movements will be influenced by tides and 
weather introduces a need to understand the impacts of tide and weather on the red-throated diver population to be 
able to adequately assess impacts. Paragraph 3.3.21 explains that the capacities presented for the BLF options are 
initial estimates and that actual capacities (and hence number of potential deliveries) may be greater. Whilst we 
understand the reasons for presenting these figures in this consultation, the WCS from an environmental standpoint (in 
terms of disturbance impacts on marine species and impacts on coastal processes) is the maximum capacity and 
greatest daily and seasonal duration of each option, and hence this should be used as the basis for the environmental 
assessments. Paragraph 1.2.5 in Appendix 2 suggests that the increase in vessel traffic arising from the changes to the 
permanent BLF and the addition of the temporary BLF will not give rise to any significant environmental effects. No 
evidence is presented to justify this conclusion. We consider that assessment of the effects of displacement arising 
from vessel movements on red-throated divers from the Outer Thames SPA should be carried out following the 
standard methodologies used for offshore windfarm and cable route assessments and more detailed consideration of 
potential mortality (through increased density-dependent mortality elsewhere in the SPA) is needed. Table 3.7 sets out 
the preliminary environmental information for the enhanced and temporary BLFs. The marine ecology section suggests 
that, for both the enhanced and temporary BLFs, impacts will be no worse than the original assessment. Given that this 
section also explains that there will be increases in suspended sediment, noise, lighting and physical disturbance, we 
cannot agree with the conclusions that impacts will be of no greater significance than those of the original assessment. 
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These conclusions will require further evidence and justification. Paragraph 1.3.1 in Appendix 2 explains that dredging 
may use a backhoe method which could result in increased levels of suspended sediment affecting a larger area when 
compared with the original proposals. The potential for this to affect foraging birds and their prey species should be 
assessed. The Habitats Regulations Assessment section of Table 3.7 and section 1.3 of Appendix 2 provide slightly 
more information regarding the potential effects of the BLFs on features of the Outer Thames Estuary SPA and 
Minsmere-Walberswick SPA. However, in order to understand the full potential impacts of the proposed BLF options 
it will be necessary to understand the levels of noise and visual disturbance from all elements of each optionâ€™s 
construction, operation and maintenance, including the comparative frequency and duration of e.g. piling and dredging 
activities and the increased number of vessel movements (and their routes). The HRA should be updated to assess 
these potential effects on breeding little tern associated with the Minsmere-Walberswick SPA and Ramsar site and the 
populations of breeding little tern, breeding common tern and non-breeding red-throated diver associated with the 
Outer Thames Estuary SPA and on the marine bird qualifying features of the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA. Insufficient 
information has been presented at this stage to draw conclusions as to the relative impacts of the each of the BLF 
options and hence it is not possible to judge whether the potential changes to the proposals are acceptable in HRA 
terms or to express any preference for an option 3 Thurlow, D. 2009. Wintering Red-throated Divers, Thorpeness, 
Suffolk 2000/01 â€“ 2008/09. Suffolk Birds 2008. Accessible online here: 
https://issuu.com/suffolknaturalistssociety/docs/sb58a from an ecological standpoint. Whilst the need for further 
assessment is acknowledged, we are very concerned that this information has not been made available and therefore 
consultation responses cannot consider it nor include comments on choices for the change proposals to be submitted to 
the Planning Inspectorate. We fear that there is the potential for an environmentally damaging option to be proposed as 
a result. 2.2.3 Recreational impacts Paragraph 2.2.18 explains the aim to keep beach access open during the 
construction and operation of the BLFs. This could reduce recreational displacement, but visitor experience alongside 
and beneath construction infrastructure will be very different to the current experience, and so it is not possible to 
assume that use of this route will continue at current levels. Paragraph 3.3.14 proposes that the coast path will be 
redirected up and down the shoreline to facilitate construction. This requires an assessment of the potential to introduce 
more visits to the shoreline of RSPB Minsmere and the Minsmere â€“ Walberswick protected sites if those visitors 
continue on this route northwards. The potential for additional use to increase impact on shingle flora, the dune 
frontage (and therefore the natural protection of the site) and ground-nesting birds such as ringed plover should be 
assessed. The assumption that disruption to this access from construction would be slight compared to the original 
Application remains to be proven and requires assessment to determine whether users would continue to visit walking 
alongside and underneath infrastructure associated with the BLFs. We agree with the need for further assessment of 
the impact on recreational use as acknowledged in Table 3.7. Alongside the construction infrastructure, the removal of 
the shingle feature described in the terrestrial ecology section of Table 3.7 influences the experience for users and this 
needs to be considered in the evaluation of the experience. Table 3.7 indicates that the temporary BLF may increase 
the significance of effects on visual receptors along the coast. Assessment of visual impacts on visitors to RSPB 
Minsmere will therefore also be required. 2.2.4 Other impacts As noted in Table 3.7, any potential for additional noise 
and visual disturbance to terrestrial ecological receptors (in addition to marine/coastal impacts, as discussed above) 
will require assessment. As an example, consideration will need to be given to potential impacts on the roost flights of 
white-fronted geese between RSPB Minsmere and RSPB North Warren. We query the accuracy of the conclusion that 
the temporary BLF options have no additional impact on the County Wildlife Site (CWS) shingle. Although this would 
be removed as part of the construction of the sea defences, the consultation document indicates the temporary BLF 
options may be operational up to 2030. We assume therefore that the CWS shingle would be removed until 2030. This 
does appear to be a significant impact on this vegetation community, which we understand to be of at least national 
importance. We query what evidence is available that seeds from shingle flora will remain fecund when stored in a 
large pile for up to 10 years? Also, given the apparent extended storage time, we query what measures are in place to 
prevent the piles from getting contaminated over this time with ruderal seeds such as dock and nettle? Repeated 
reference is made to the northern mound in the discussions of the construction of the permanent BLF and sea defences. 
Despite reference to detailed designs being progressed, we have still yet to see any detailed designs of this element of 
the infrastructure which abuts the southern boundary of RSPB Minsmere. We remain to be assured that this part of the 
development (including associated public access provision) will not encroach on land in our ownership or impact on 
the Minsmere â€“ Walberswick protected sites. 3. Comments on the proposed changes to the Main Development Site 
3.1 Greater flexibility as to where certain Sizewell B facilities are relocated to potentially avoid the need for car 
parking on Pillbox Field With reference to paragraph 2.3.18, we are concerned that the Sizewell B relocated facilities 
under Option 2 would again revert to parking on Pill Box Field, resulting in concerns as raised during the previous 
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consultation. In particular, we are concerned about potential noise and light impacts on bats and Sizewell Marshes 
SSSI and direct SSSI loss and fragmentation due to the pedestrian crossing. All the options considered need to reduce 
operational noise and light spill onto the SSSI. Whilst it is welcomed that the height of the buildings is reduced to two 
storeys, it is important that the number of windows in the new buildings facing the SSSI is kept to a minimum due to 
light spill from them. We query whether Option 2 would result in further SSSI loss due to the need for pedestrian 
access from the car park, which would appear to require routing straight across the SSSI? Table 4.1 acknowledges that 
construction work associated with the Sizewell B relocated facilities will take place in close proximity to Sizewell 
Marshes SSSI. As above, the potential impacts on this site from construction noise and lighting should therefore be 
assessed. Paragraph 4.2.4 explains that the proposed redesign of the landscaping scheme on Pillbox Field will include 
ecological enhancement and mitigation planting. We query whether there may be opportunities for enhancements to 
provide habitat for protected species of bats, birds, reptiles and invertebrates? 3.2 Change to certain parameter heights 
and activities on the main development site to facilitate the construction process Table 4.2 discusses the effects of the 
increased parameter heights in the beach area associated with the marine tunnelling works and the temporary BLF on 
amenity and recreation. It acknowledges that some recreational users may be affected, and we agree that the 
significance of any resulting displacement of users will require further assessment, including for the purposes of HRA. 
Assessment of visual impacts on visitors to RSPB Minsmere will also be required. Paragraph 2.3.25 describes an 
additional stockpile area up to 15m in height. Fig 4.6 indicates that this will be adjacent to the proposed marsh harrier 
foraging habitat compensation site. Table 4.2 makes no reference to ecology but should acknowledge that assessment 
of potential noise and visual disturbance on marsh harriers using this site will be required to ensure that the site would 
continue to function as compensatory habitat. With reference to paragraph 4.3.10, we remain concerned regarding the 
impact on barbastelle bats within Ash Wood due to the lack of buffer zones and the ingress of light and noise around 
75% of the wood. The extension of the stockpile zone will increase this, and we strongly urge the inclusion of an 
appropriate buffer zone wide enough to fully mitigate these impacts within the wood and preserving connectivity to 
the main Upper Abbey Farm bridleway commuting route. 3.3 Change to the location of the water resource storage area 
and the addition of flood mitigation measures to lower flood risk Despite repeatedly raising our concerns regarding 
potential for increased water levels within RSPB Minsmere, the assessments have to date not provided a satisfactory 
response. The apparent conclusion in the consultation document (paragraphs 2.3.26 and 4.4.3 â€“ 5) that fluvial flood 
mitigation is required within the catchment adjacent to RSPB Minsmere suggests that there is a potential risk. Given 
these concerns, we welcome consideration of a potential fluvial flood mitigation area. However, we need to understand 
the modelling that has concluded that this location can function to adequately mitigate impacts arising from the main 
construction site as proposed in the consultation document. Therefore, we require further information to understand the 
justification for these proposals. We support in principle the creation of wetland habitats and the opportunity to further 
mitigate for impacts on marsh harrier and impacts on the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. We note that the timing of the 
ground works for these wetland habitats should be compared to the timings of peak noise levels from the main 
construction area to assess whether the main marsh harrier compensation area could be detrimentally affected by 
increased noise levels from both sources. Paragraph 2.3.26 states that the proposed water storage area â€˜provides high 
quality foraging habitat for marsh harrier during constructionâ€™. Noise contour modelling for this area is not 
presented here but it should be reviewed as this area will deliver little benefit to marsh harrier if noise levels exceed 
70dB. We therefore remain concerned as to whether proposals for marsh harrier foraging habitat are appropriate and 
would need to see more detail to address these concerns. We also believe that the proposals to address impacts on the 
Sizewell Marshes SSSI at this location are rather vague and it is not clear what contribution this would make. We are 
concerned that the suggestion to introduce wet woodland after the construction period will mean that functioning 
compensatory habitat would not be provided until several decades after the original loss. We also request that more 
evidence is provided regarding the habitat quality that can be achieved and the construction methods required to create 
wetland habitats in this area, particularly relating to the ground works required to ensure that the area will be 
sufficiently wet. We are concerned that significantly steep slopes will be required and that this could limit the 
achievable habitat quality in this area. Given the proximity of the proposed wetlands to the neighbouring Minsmere-
Walberswick protected sites, potential impacts of the construction on the hydrology of these sites will require 
assessment. For example, with regard to the points in Table 4.3 regarding ecological impacts and IDB Drain no 7; it 
should be noted that these receptors are linked. The assessment in Table 4.3 does conclude that there would be â
€˜minor adverse changesâ€™ to IDB Drain no 7. This drain potentially influences water levels on the Minsmere South 
Levels, as the ditch network in this area is gravity drained via IBD Drain no 7 to the Leiston Main Drain. Therefore, 
adverse impacts on IDB Drain no 7 could have impacts on water levels on the Minsmere South Levels and wider 
Minsmere-Walberswick protected sites and could have ecological impacts on species that rely on the current water 
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level management regime. 3.4 Change to the SSSI crossing design to a single span bridge with embankments Whilst 
the proposed bridge to cross Sizewell Marshes SSSI appears to be an improvement on the plans presented in the 
Application (from an ecological standpoint), we still consider that the bridge should be designed more sensitively as a 
three span bridge to further reduce SSSI loss from the crossing and to provide greater connectivity for species/groups 
including invertebrates, water voles, otters and bats, thereby reducing the potential for fragmentation of populations. 
We note the commitment in paragraph 4.5.8 to the provision of a ledge to allow otters to pass and the incorporation of 
bat roosts into the structure, however, detailed designs and full assessment of the potential impacts from the proposed 
bridge over the Sizewell Marshes SSSI are required. We also note that whilst the revised design may improve 
connectivity for some species (e.g. otters) compared to the design in the Application, some species (in particular, 
certain species of invertebrates) will still be significantly negatively affected by the proposals. Again, our preference 
would be for a three-span bridge which would result in higher light levels reaching the watercourse below and hence 
greater connectivity for all affected species. Paragraph 4.5.7 notes that the revised design will reduce land-take from 
Sizewell Marshes SSSI by 450m 2 . Whilst this intention is welcomed, the sections of SSSI remaining in the bridge 
section would be impacted during the construction period, potentially over a continuous period of a number of years 
and more evidence is required to demonstrate how well they could be restored in such close proximity to the causeway 
structure. We also still have concerns around the principle of the proposed loss of part of the Sizewell Marshes SSSI 
and its assessment against the tests set out in EN1 (Overarching NPS for Energy). Our concerns include the 
justification for the proposed design to cross the Sizewell Marshes SSSI despite the higher land take from the SSSI 
than more sensitive designs. Table 4.4 concludes that there are moderate adverse significant impacts on barbastelle bats. 
Whilst this might be the case regarding the SSSI crossing in isolation, when combined with impacts across the 
landscape the effect is likely to be highly significant. As a result of these single-issue conclusions, there continues to 
be an underestimate of overall cumulative impacts and hence insufficient provision of enhanced connectivity and other 
mitigation for bats. Paragraph 4.5.10 states that the alignment of the SSSI crossing and the Sandlings Path will need to 
move eastwards. The current alignment of the path is relatively close to the RSPB Minsmere boundary and the 
Minsmere â€“ Walberswick protected sites boundaries. We therefore require greater clarity on these proposals. We 
welcome the potential for the revised design to reduce flood risk impact to Minsmere (noted in paragraph 4.5.12) and 
request that revised flood modelling is provided to quantify this. However, Table 4.4 notes that, with the inclusion of 
flood measures, the flood risk to Sizewell Belts is slightly raised. We query the nature of the flood relief measures as 
these do not appear to be explained in the document and note that any potential effect needs to be quantified and 
assessed as a result of revised flood risk modelling. 3.5 Revisions to tree retention on the main development site We 
disagree with the conclusion in Table 4.5 of â€˜not significantâ€™ for fragmentation for bats, especially barbastelle, 
which as a species is known for its sensitivity to changes in its environment. Whilst the removal of 45 metres of hedge 
line and trees to the north of Kenton Hills is unlikely to be significant in itself, it will only exacerbate the highly 
significant impacts overall and further consideration and assessment is required. 3.6 Surface water removed early in the 
construction process to be discharged to the foreshore via a temporary outfall We have some concerns regarding the 
impact of the temporary outfall on the beach and potential for impacts on coastal processes and recreational users. 
Based on the information in Table 4.6, it is unclear why it is proposed that a minor but adverse alteration of surface 
water flow does not require further assessment to confirm the conclusion and determine if mitigation is required. 3.7 
Change to the sea defence to make the scheme more efficient and resilient to climate change 3.7.1 Temporary sea 
defence Figure 4.18 presents too little detail on this option to enable us to understand the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed change. The reason for the change is led by engineering detail relating to marine shafts and 
tunnelling works. It is not clear from the detail presented whether there could be environmental impacts that would 
suggest a different engineering solution should be considered. In particular, we query whether this change will result in 
additional loss to the Suffolk Shingle Beaches CWS and if so, how this loss will be offset? At this stage, we cannot 
reach a conclusion as to whether we support the reasons for the change based on the evidence provided. 3.7.2 
Permanent sea defence Raising the height of this feature and the subsequent need to move the toe of the defences 
seaward raises significant concerns with regard to coastal processes. Despite assurances in paragraphs 4.8.9 and 4.8.10 
that design details have been progressed further, the consultation still only provides indicative details in Figure 4.19, so 
the concerns expressed in our Relevant Representations (RR-1059 (RSPB) and RR-1180 (SWT)) regarding the 
absence of detailed designs remain. The justification given is that this change is required following updated UKCP18 
sea level predictions and provides embedded mitigation, reducing reliance on secondary measures to alleviate coastal 
flood risk. As the revised proposal potentially introduces significantly more impact on coastal processes, and 
potentially affects shingle vegetation on the shore to the north (a feature of the Minsmere-Walberswick SAC), to the 
south (part of the Leiston-Aldeburgh SSSI) and in front of the station (Suffolk Shingle Beaches CWS), we would need 
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to see more detail regarding the secondary measures to alleviate coastal flood risk alluded in paragraph 4.8.14 to 
understand the justification for the change more clearly. We also do not agree with the Hard Coastal Defence Feature 
(HCDF) being assessed as a terrestrial feature, as it will become part of the coastline within the operational phase of 
the power station. We therefore consider that further assessment of the future impact of coastal processes and the 
potential to accelerate coastal change needs to be undertaken. We are also concerned about potential impacts on the 
Soft Coastal Defence Feature (SCDF) and the associated value of this feature for shingle flora. 3.8 Extension of the 
Order Limits to provide for fen meadow habitat at Pakenham as further mitigation for fen meadow loss Paragraph 
2.3.38 discusses the need for additional fen meadow compensation. Whilst the provision of more SSSI compensatory 
habitat is welcome, the distance from the area of loss at Sizewell Marshes SSSI is of concern. Compensation sites 
should be as close to the lost habitats as possible and given the distance of Pakenham from Sizewell, there is a clear 
limitation of Pakenham in terms of compensation for the loss of the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. Consideration should be 
given to increasing the compensation ratio to take account of the distance of the compensation site from Sizewell 
Marshes SSSI. Compensation habitat should be functional before habitat loss occurs. We request evidence from similar 
schemes is provided to demonstrate it is feasible to successfully create species-rich fen/fen meadow habitat. We also 
request clarification of the next steps mentioned in paragraph 4.9.16 if it is found that it is not feasible to create this 
habitat. With regard to the plans to transfer green hay to the Pakenham site discussed in paragraph 4.4.9, in terms of 
ecological best practice these transfers should be from the Pakenham Meadows SSSI. We recommend surveys of 
existing fen meadow local to the compensation site, including Pakenham Meadows SSSI, to identify species (e.g. 
invertebrates) present locally and then target measures to encourage their colonisation of the newly created fen 
meadow habitat. The potential impacts of the proposed Pakenham Fen site on the features of the adjacent Pakenham 
Meadows SSSI need to be assessed. Ecological, groundwater and surface water surveys of the Pakenham Meadows 
SSSI should be undertaken to establish its condition before construction of the Pakenham compensation area. The 
SSSI should be monitored during and after construction to detect any potential impacts from groundwater and surface 
water changes on its features, allowing rapid deployment of mitigation measures should any changes occur. 4. 
Comments on the proposed changes to the Two Village Bypass 4.1 Extension of the Order Limits for works on the two 
village bypass, change to the public right of way around Walk Barn Farm and additional habitat mitigation proposals 
The continued lack of an innovatively designed green bridge is disappointing, despite being raised in previous 
consultations. The cutting provides an ideal location linking Foxburrow Wood CWS with the woodland to the west. 
The proposal would result in a small loss of woodland at the eastern end of Nuttery Belt. We recommend additional 
tree planting to strengthen wildlife corridors. 5. Comments on the proposed changes to Sizewell Link Road 5.1 
Extension to and reduction of the Order Limits for works on the Sizewell link road Sizewell Link Road remains a 
concern with regard the impact on barbastelle bats. In our view, the importance of this area to the wider barbastelle 
population has been underestimated and some of the planting proposed is unlikely to mitigate the fragmentation caused 
to such a sensitive species. Additional short lengths of hedgerow and approximately 0.17ha of additional woodland 
would be permanently lost as a result of the proposed changes. This additional habitat loss further reduces habitat 
connectivity for bats and birds. We recommend additional hedgerow and tree planting to strengthen wildlife corridors.
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increasing the compensation ratio to take account of the distance of the compensation site from 

Sizewell Marshes SSSI.  

Compensation habitat should be functional before habitat loss occurs. We request evidence from 

similar schemes is provided to demonstrate it is feasible to successfully create species-rich fen/fen 

meadow habitat.  We also request clarification of the next steps mentioned in paragraph 4.9.16 if it 

is found that it is not feasible to create this habitat. 

With regard to the plans to transfer green hay to the Pakenham site discussed in paragraph 4.4.9, in 

terms of ecological best practice these transfers should be from the Pakenham Meadows SSSI. 

We recommend surveys of existing fen meadow local to the compensation site, including Pakenham 

Meadows SSSI, to identify species (e.g. invertebrates) present locally and then target measures to 

encourage their colonisation of the newly created fen meadow habitat. 

The potential impacts of the proposed Pakenham Fen site on the features of the adjacent Pakenham 

Meadows SSSI need to be assessed.  Ecological, groundwater and surface water surveys of the 

Pakenham Meadows SSSI should be undertaken to establish its condition before construction of the 

Pakenham compensation area. The SSSI should be monitored during and after construction to detect 

any potential impacts from groundwater and surface water changes on its features, allowing rapid 

deployment of mitigation measures should any changes occur. 

 

4. Comments on the proposed changes to the Two Village Bypass 

4.1 Extension of the Order Limits for works on the two village bypass, change to the public right of 

way around Walk Barn Farm and additional habitat mitigation proposals 

The continued lack of an innovatively designed green bridge is disappointing, despite being raised in 

previous consultations. The cutting provides an ideal location linking Foxburrow Wood CWS with the 

woodland to the west. 

The proposal would result in a small loss of woodland at the eastern end of Nuttery Belt. We 

recommend additional tree planting to strengthen wildlife corridors. 

 

5. Comments on the proposed changes to Sizewell Link Road 

5.1 Extension to and reduction of the Order Limits for works on the Sizewell link road 

Sizewell Link Road remains a concern with regard the impact on barbastelle bats. In our view, the 

importance of this area to the wider barbastelle population has been underestimated and some of 

the planting proposed is unlikely to mitigate the fragmentation caused to such a sensitive species. 

Additional short lengths of hedgerow and approximately 0.17ha of additional woodland would be 

permanently lost as a result of the proposed changes. This additional habitat loss further reduces 

habitat connectivity for bats and birds. We recommend additional hedgerow and tree planting to 

strengthen wildlife corridors. 

 

 



 

 

Aldeburgh Town Council’s response to EDF Stage 5 consultation on Proposed Changes 

Our response is on behalf of the residents, and those who work in and visit Aldeburgh. We have 
considered the information provided by EDF, and our concerns expressed in Stage 4 together with 
our relevant representation to the Planning Inspectorate ‐ remain, and in fact have been increased 
significantly by the proposed changes. 

Aldeburgh Town Council (ATC) objects to the application and to the proposed changes, as follows; 

A. Freight (and traffic) Management Strategy 

If the DCO were to be approved Sizewell C would be the biggest construction site in Europe, adding 
12,000 vehicles each day to the A12 with these then travelling across our local rural network and the 
AONB to access the site. ATC acknowledges and agrees that measures to reduce the number of 
vehicles (HGV, LGV and cars) would be welcomed, however this must not be at the expense of, or to 
the detriment of, other considerations. 

The numbers of vehicles reduced is only quoted as HGV volume and does not seem to be consistent 
with the proposed new strategy consultation document, with regard to the matters of flexibility or 
variation. There is only an account of the number of vehicles, but no consideration as to their 
capacity/weight and therefore of the noise and vibration caused. Any benefit may not be before the 
start of the construction phase and so will be minimal. The changes do not reduce our concerns or 
lessen our objection. Specifically: 

1] Increased use of rail: 

It is obvious from the consultation documentation that these proposals may not be practically 
achievable and many elements of them are speculative and not within the power of EDF to progress. 

Years of lack of investment has resulted in a rural East Coast line where parts are single track only 
and therefore an increase in journeys would have to be overnight and before 7am (not during the 
day time). We believe that EDF have underestimated the total number of residents/properties which 
would be impacted by noise, vibration, dust and air pollution through the proposed increase in the 
number of journeys. It is planning a higher level of decibel threshold and a less robust mitigation 
which is totally inappropriate. 

The details of the capacity of the freight trains is not available, so it is impossible to claim this will 
have a positive impact on the volume of vehicles, or to what extent. It would not seem economical 
to construct new holding areas and pay salaries of rail staff to travel to the area and then ‘hold’ 
trains overnight outside of Leiston. (And how is it acceptable to disrupt the sleep of people further 
down the line, but not those nearby?) 

There is no guarantee that freight trains would not cause damage, or would not cause delays to the 
following day’s passenger schedule. It is also not clear if/how the site would be able to unload an 
additional volume of materials on arrival at the temporary construction area. This change would not 
only interfere with the daily health and well‐being of those living adjacent to the line, but also affect 



a wider number of residents/workers/visitors who travel along roads adjacent to the train lines and 
existing road/pedestrian crossing points, and the overall tourism industry. 

2] Increased use of sea: 

Aldeburgh Town Council is opposed to any changes which would have a negative impact on coastal 
processes, amenity and recreational access to the beach (which is a vital natural resource and part of 
the tranquillity and attraction of the area), the fishing industry or marine ecology. Visual impact of 
the proposed structures on the beach would also affect tourism and remove the therapeutic nature 
of the beach as a vital feature of this area: part of the AONB and adjacent to RSPB Minsmere. 

In Stage 3 we were told that a similar structure to the temporary Beach Landing Facility would not be 
possible due to the huge negative impact of piling. How can this now be possible, even if it is only 
during the winter to ensure stability? There is insufficient information or detail of how damage will 
be mitigated. Figures 3.3, 4, 5, and 6 are not helpful as they are not to scale with the power station, 
and we know about the way in which the beach changes, often unpredictably in this area. 

We understand the temporary Beach Landing Facility would operate at night causing noise, vibration 
and light pollution, and at the worst option would average 460‐590 deliveries over 7 months which is 
between 2‐3 deliveries per day (on every high tide). It is not transparent what effect this will have on 
marine ecology, the fishing industry or access to the beach, as well as the risk to coastal processes 
both when it is under construction and while it is in operation. The permanent BLF is proposed to be 
longer and again without clear evidence of how this can be delivered safely and without negative 
impact. Figure 3.2 is not representative as it does not include the power station: necessary in order 
to understand the relationship with the main development site, Sizewell B and Sizewell A. We 
disagree with EDF’s stated position that these changes will not impact visually. 

We continue to have concerns regarding traffic ‐ both the volume at peak of construction, and how 
vehicles will be monitored (especially LGVs and private cars going to the site and to/from workers 
accommodation and returning to the A12, park and ride sites etc.) The timing of travel appears to be 
to the front gate only, *so we are concerned that vehicles may be parked up locally awaiting entry. 
The proposed link road is not in the location requested by stakeholders and would affect residents 
as well as those working in or visiting Aldeburgh who travel along the surrounding roads. It will not 
be constructed prior to other work starting. The proposed changes do not reduce our concerns. 

B. Main Development Site 

ATC objects to the relocation of SZB infrastructure to facilitate potential new build and believe that 
EDF have not provided robust justification for siting the outage car parking, Visitors Centre and 
Training Facility within the nuclear site licensed area as opposed to adjacent or local brown field 
sites, especially as the refurbished canteen will now remain within the Sizewell B site. We are 
concerned that to reduce the height of the Training facility more land is needed as the building will 
be wider. We believe Coronation Wood should remain as a visual landscaping and noise barrier and 
not used to locate industrial buildings. 

We understand that there is an area of Sizewell A land, belonging to the Nuclear Decommissioning 
Authority (NDA), which is not needed by Magnox for decommissioning. This has been subject to 
discussion between the NDA and EDF however, no formal offer has been made to EDF, neither has it 
been formally agreed that this land can be used to relocate Sizewell B infrastructure, and 
stakeholders have not been consulted on potential ‘end state’ for this land. 



ATC is disappointed that the changes proposed only include reducing the height of one pylon, and 
that the additional pylon added at Stage 4 remains. We note that changes are also proposed to the 
working heights on the main development site. Some of these are linked to the new proposals for 
the BLF (permanent and temporary structures) including position of marine tunnelling shafts, taller 
working cranes, and that there will be additional stock piles for materials to be delivered sooner and 
stored on site for longer than previously planned. We object to these changes and do not believe 
they deliver benefits for stakeholders. 

We do not have detailed comments regarding changes to the location of the water resource storage 
area and the addition of flood mitigation measures aimed to lower flood risk. Our level of confidence 
is reduced with this knowledge that EDF need to reassess their plans at this late stage of the process, 
following four rounds of formal consultation and over eight years in preparation. We would support 
the RSPB’s response regarding Marsh Harriers, wet reedbed and wet woodland habitats. Likewise. 
regarding changes to the SSSI crossing design and the environmental impact this may have, we defer 
to and support the response from RSPB Minsmere, NWT and Natural England. 

We understand and object to further trees and hedges being removed to facilitate potential use of 
the temporary rail infrastructure, along with the destruction already planned (removal of the 
majority of the field boundary hedgerows and large section of the plantation woodland at Goose 
Hill, and change from agricultural land to construction site ‐ with stockpiles, haul/access roads, 
contractor compounds, borrow pits, water management zones and plant). The impact this will have 
on wildlife and habitats cannot be ignored. Plans to mitigate may not be effective as wildlife may 
never return, or not to the same extent, after construction. 

We have concerns related to the creation of a temporary outfall over the proposed new sea 
defences which then emerges onto the beach. Although we understand this may not be used to 
drain off excess surface water on a regular basis it is adding a structure to the beach which is both 
visible and a hazard. It is not clear how this will be managed safely when used, and what the volume 
or speed of flow will be, or how access will be controlled at short notice or by whom? 

Changes to the sea defence with a new Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF) are surprising, and we 
are concerned that EDF are only now considering seriously the risk of flooding and have proposed 
increasing the height of the Hard Beach Defence by over 14m. We would need more information 
regarding the ‘sheet pile’ methodology. Diagrams and photographs, as well as the text in the 
consultation do not confirm the position of the toe of the facility or how far this is proposed to be 
from the site walls and how this will impact coastal processes and marine ecology. We do not agree 
with EDF that the changes do not alter the assessments of impacts or mitigation. 

C. Creation of Fen Meadow and changes to Aldhurst Farm and Public Rights of Way/ footpaths: 

ATC does not believe that the creation of fen meadow habitat at Pakenham, West Suffolk can be 
considered as further mitigation of loss of fen meadow habitat locally (in addition to that proposed 
at Halesworth or Benhall). This will not support or assist in terms of the local offer for residents, 
visitors or those who work in the area to access for recreation, health (physical, mental and 
emotional) and general well‐being which has always been valued and especially this year with the 
additional stress of Covid‐19. It is also too far away to sensibly attract wildlife to relocate and then to 
return. The consultation states that a PEI (Preliminary Environmental Impact) assessment will be 

undertaken; ATC believes this should be completed so this can be included into the early stages of 
the DCO application examination. 



We have no detailed observations regarding the new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and 
Kenton Hills except that the timing for delivery of the crossing over Lover’s Lane after the main 
construction of Sizewell C, is too late ‐ and should be in place prior to construction. Our concerns 
regarding PROW and footpath closures remain. 

D. Additional land required: 

Although we could not find specific reference to this, except to facilitate the construction of the link 
road ‐ we understand that local residents have received letters requesting additional land via 
compulsory purchase due to the proposed changes. 

E. Economic impact and proposed benefit: 

EDF have stated that to reduce the build cost and reduce the significant risks of a complicated build 
you will be using the Hinkley Point supply chain and workforce. This would mean that 6,000 
relocated workers will need accommodation, pushing up rents and house prices for local people, 
(especially those in lower cost housing) and displacing other visitors. The typical ‘spend’ of a worker 
is not the same as that of our traditional visitor which will impact disproportionately on Aldeburgh’s 
many independent businesses. Many of the remaining workers are expected to travel from up to 90 
minutes away so the promise of ‘local’ jobs is not a reality and Employment Law prevents selection 
based on postcode. Independent studies found that up to £40 million would be lost to our valuable 
tourism industry each year of construction and we do not believe that the Housing and the Tourism 
Funds proposed in the original application will be able to mitigate these impacts. 

In conclusion: 

There is insufficient information or level of detail, and no certainty that the proposed changes are 
deliverable, or what benefits they will achieve compared with the existing application DCO. This 
consultation has generated more stress and uncertainty and drains the valuable and finite resources 
of this Council and individuals at a time when we are still involved in Covid‐19 related activities, 
communications are more challenging, and our lives overall are more strained. 

We fail to see why EDF have proposed these changes so close to the start of the DCO process, rather 
than delaying their application to PINS, unless this was a response to the huge volume of relevant 
representations expressing concerns, and to influence statutory objections from East Suffolk and 
Suffolk County Council. We are also dismayed by the inclusion of options which were previously 
ruled out by EDF as not possible. And the exclusion of matters which would really make a positive 
change to the application such as; relocation of the workers accommodation, relocation of Sizewell B 
infrastructure to other brown‐field site options, and/or consideration of route D2 for the link road. 

The changes outlined above do nothing to address the potential threats to our economy and the 
health and well‐being of those we represent. We disagree that this project will contribute to the 
achievement of Carbon targets due to the timeline and length of construction – by then the need for 
nuclear power will almost certainly have declined, and it is certain that the technology and design 
will have been superseded. Nor do we believe that this project will contribute to ‘build back better’ 
post Covid‐19. With a Government review of the Energy Policy due imminently and the cumulative 
impact of other proposed Energy projects, our position is of rejection for the application and 
therefore of the proposed changes due to the overwhelming harm that would be caused. 
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Aldeburgh Town Councilâ€™s response to EDF Stage 5 consultation on Proposed Changes Our response is on behalf 
of the residents, and those who work in and visit Aldeburgh. We have considered the information provided by EDF, 
and our concerns expressed in Stage 4 together with our relevant representation to the Planning Inspectorate - remain, 
and in fact have been increased significantly by the proposed changes. Aldeburgh Town Council (ATC) objects to the 
application and to the proposed changes, as follows; A. Freight (and traffic) Management Strategy If the DCO were to 
be approved Sizewell C would be the biggest construction site in Europe, adding 12,000 vehicles each day to the A12 
with these then travelling across our local rural network and the AONB to access the site. ATC acknowledges and 
agrees that measures to reduce the number of vehicles (HGV, LGV and cars) would be welcomed, however this must 
not be at the expense of, or to the detriment of, other considerations. The numbers of vehicles reduced is only quoted 
as HGV volume and does not seem to be consistent with the proposed new strategy consultation document, with regard 
to the matters of flexibility or variation. There is only an account of the number of vehicles, but no consideration as to 
their capacity/weight and therefore of the noise and vibration caused. Any benefit may not be before the start of the 
construction phase and so will be minimal. The changes do not reduce our concerns or lessen our objection. 
Specifically: 1] Increased use of rail: It is obvious from the consultation documentation that these proposals may not 
be practically achievable and many elements of them are speculative and not within the power of EDF to progress. 
Years of lack of investment has resulted in a rural East Coast line where parts are single track only and therefore an 
increase in journeys would have to be overnight and before 7am (not during the day time). We believe that EDF have 
underestimated the total number of residents/properties which would be impacted by noise, vibration, dust and air 
pollution through the proposed increase in the number of journeys. It is planning a higher level of decibel threshold 
and a less robust mitigation which is totally inappropriate. The details of the capacity of the freight trains is not 
available, so it is impossible to claim this will have a positive impact on the volume of vehicles, or to what extent. It 
would not seem economical to construct new holding areas and pay salaries of rail staff to travel to the area and then â
€˜holdâ€™ trains overnight outside of Leiston. (And how is it acceptable to disrupt the sleep of people further down 
the line, but not those nearby?) There is no guarantee that freight trains would not cause damage, or would not cause 
delays to the following dayâ€™s passenger schedule. It is also not clear if/how the site would be able to unload an 
additional volume of materials on arrival at the temporary construction area. This change would not only interfere with 
the daily health and well-being of those living adjacent to the line, but also affect a wider number of 
residents/workers/visitors who travel along roads adjacent to the train lines and existing road/pedestrian crossing 
points, and the overall tourism industry. 2] Increased use of sea: Aldeburgh Town Council is opposed to any changes 
which would have a negative impact on coastal processes, amenity and recreational access to the beach (which is a 
vital natural resource and part of the tranquillity and attraction of the area), the fishing industry or marine ecology. 
Visual impact of the proposed structures on the beach would also affect tourism and remove the therapeutic nature of 
the beach as a vital feature of this area: part of the AONB and adjacent to RSPB Minsmere. In Stage 3 we were told 
that a similar structure to the temporary Beach Landing Facility would not be possible due to the huge negative impact 
of piling. How can this now be possible, even if it is only during the winter to ensure stability? There is insufficient 
information or detail of how damage will be mitigated. Figures 3.3, 4, 5, and 6 are not helpful as they are not to scale 
with the power station, and we know about the way in which the beach changes, often unpredictably in this area. We 
understand the temporary Beach Landing Facility would operate at night causing noise, vibration and light pollution, 
and at the worst option would average 460-590 deliveries over 7 months which is between 2-3 deliveries per day (on 
every high tide). It is not transparent what effect this will have on marine ecology, the fishing industry or access to the 
beach, as well as the risk to coastal processes both when it is under construction and while it is in operation. The 
permanent BLF is proposed to be longer and again without clear evidence of how this can be delivered safely and 
without negative impact. Figure 3.2 is not representative as it does not include the power station: necessary in order to 
understand the relationship with the main development site, Sizewell B and Sizewell A. We disagree with EDFâ€™s 
stated position that these changes will not impact visually. We continue to have concerns regarding traffic - both the 
volume at peak of construction, and how vehicles will be monitored (especially LGVs and private cars going to the 
site and to/from workers accommodation and returning to the A12, park and ride sites etc.) The timing of travel 
appears to be to the front gate only, *so we are concerned that vehicles may be parked up locally awaiting entry. The 
proposed link road is not in the location requested by stakeholders and would affect residents as well as those working 
in or visiting Aldeburgh who travel along the surrounding roads. It will not be constructed prior to other work starting. 
The proposed changes do not reduce our concerns. B. Main Development Site ATC objects to the relocation of SZB 
infrastructure to facilitate potential new build and believe that EDF have not provided robust justification for siting the 
outage car parking, Visitors Centre and Training Facility within the nuclear site licensed area as opposed to adjacent or 
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local brown field sites, especially as the refurbished canteen will now remain within the Sizewell B site. We are 
concerned that to reduce the height of the Training facility more land is needed as the building will be wider. We 
believe Coronation Wood should remain as a visual landscaping and noise barrier and not used to locate industrial 
buildings. We understand that there is an area of Sizewell A land, belonging to the Nuclear Decommissioning 
Authority (NDA), which is not needed by Magnox for decommissioning. This has been subject to discussion between 
the NDA and EDF however, no formal offer has been made to EDF, neither has it been formally agreed that this land 
can be used to relocate Sizewell B infrastructure, and stakeholders have not been consulted on potential â€˜end stateâ
€™ for this land. ATC is disappointed that the changes proposed only include reducing the height of one pylon, and 
that the additional pylon added at Stage 4 remains. We note that changes are also proposed to the working heights on 
the main development site. Some of these are linked to the new proposals for the BLF (permanent and temporary 
structures) including position of marine tunnelling shafts, taller working cranes, and that there will be additional stock 
piles for materials to be delivered sooner and stored on site for longer than previously planned. We object to these 
changes and do not believe they deliver benefits for stakeholders. We do not have detailed comments regarding 
changes to the location of the water resource storage area and the addition of flood mitigation measures aimed to lower 
flood risk. Our level of confidence is reduced with this knowledge that EDF need to reassess their plans at this late 
stage of the process, following four rounds of formal consultation and over eight years in preparation. We would 
support the RSPBâ€™s response regarding Marsh Harriers, wet reedbed and wet woodland habitats. Likewise. 
regarding changes to the SSSI crossing design and the environmental impact this may have, we defer to and support 
the response from RSPB Minsmere, NWT and Natural England. We understand and object to further trees and hedges 
being removed to facilitate potential use of the temporary rail infrastructure, along with the destruction already planned 
(removal of the majority of the field boundary hedgerows and large section of the plantation woodland at Goose Hill, 
and change from agricultural land to construction site - with stockpiles, haul/access roads, contractor compounds, 
borrow pits, water management zones and plant). The impact this will have on wildlife and habitats cannot be ignored. 
Plans to mitigate may not be effective as wildlife may never return, or not to the same extent, after construction. We 
have concerns related to the creation of a temporary outfall over the proposed new sea defences which then emerges 
onto the beach. Although we understand this may not be used to drain off excess surface water on a regular basis it is 
adding a structure to the beach which is both visible and a hazard. It is not clear how this will be managed safely when 
used, and what the volume or speed of flow will be, or how access will be controlled at short notice or by whom? 
Changes to the sea defence with a new Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF) are surprising, and we are concerned 
that EDF are only now considering seriously the risk of flooding and have proposed increasing the height of the Hard 
Beach Defence by over 14m. We would need more information regarding the â€˜sheet pileâ€™ methodology. 
Diagrams and photographs, as well as the text in the consultation do not confirm the position of the toe of the facility 
or how far this is proposed to be from the site walls and how this will impact coastal processes and marine ecology. 
We do not agree with EDF that the changes do not alter the assessments of impacts or mitigation. C. Creation of Fen 
Meadow and changes to Aldhurst Farm and Public Rights of Way/ footpaths: ATC does not believe that the creation of 
fen meadow habitat at Pakenham, West Suffolk can be considered as further mitigation of loss of fen meadow habitat 
locally (in addition to that proposed at Halesworth or Benhall). This will not support or assist in terms of the local 
offer for residents, visitors or those who work in the area to access for recreation, health (physical, mental and 
emotional) and general well-being which has always been valued and especially this year with the additional stress of 
Covid-19. It is also too far away to sensibly attract wildlife to relocate and then to return. The consultation states that a 
PEI (Preliminary Environmental Impact) assessment will be undertaken; ATC believes this should be completed so 
this can be included into the early stages of the DCO application examination. We have no detailed observations 
regarding the new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills except that the timing for delivery of the 
crossing over Loverâ€™s Lane after the main construction of Sizewell C, is too late - and should be in place prior to 
construction. Our concerns regarding PROW and footpath closures remain. D. Additional land required: Although we 
could not find specific reference to this, except to facilitate the construction of the link road - we understand that local 
residents have received letters requesting additional land via compulsory purchase due to the proposed changes. E. 
Economic impact and proposed benefit: EDF have stated that to reduce the build cost and reduce the significant risks 
of a complicated build you will be using the Hinkley Point supply chain and workforce. This would mean that 6,000 
relocated workers will need accommodation, pushing up rents and house prices for local people, (especially those in 
lower cost housing) and displacing other visitors. The typical â€˜spendâ€™ of a worker is not the same as that of our 
traditional visitor which will impact disproportionately on Aldeburghâ€™s many independent businesses. Many of the 
remaining workers are expected to travel from up to 90 minutes away so the promise of â€˜localâ€™ jobs is not a 
reality and Employment Law prevents selection based on postcode. Independent studies found that up to Â£40 million 
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would be lost to our valuable tourism industry each year of construction and we do not believe that the Housing and 
the Tourism Funds proposed in the original application will be able to mitigate these impacts. In conclusion: There is 
insufficient information or level of detail, and no certainty that the proposed changes are deliverable, or what benefits 
they will achieve compared with the existing application DCO. This consultation has generated more stress and 
uncertainty and drains the valuable and finite resources of this Council and individuals at a time when we are still 
involved in Covid-19 related activities, communications are more challenging, and our lives overall are more strained. 
We fail to see why EDF have proposed these changes so close to the start of the DCO process, rather than delaying 
their application to PINS, unless this was a response to the huge volume of relevant representations expressing 
concerns, and to influence statutory objections from East Suffolk and Suffolk County Council. We are also dismayed 
by the inclusion of options which were previously ruled out by EDF as not possible. And the exclusion of matters 
which would really make a positive change to the application such as; relocation of the workers accommodation, 
relocation of Sizewell B infrastructure to other brown-field site options, and/or consideration of route D2 for the link 
road. The changes outlined above do nothing to address the potential threats to our economy and the health and well-
being of those we represent. We disagree that this project will contribute to the achievement of Carbon targets due to 
the timeline and length of construction â€“ by then the need for nuclear power will almost certainly have declined, and 
it is certain that the technology and design will have been superseded. Nor do we believe that this project will 
contribute to â€˜build back betterâ€™ post Covid-19. With a Government review of the Energy Policy due imminently 
and the cumulative impact of other proposed Energy projects, our position is of rejection for the application and 
therefore of the proposed changes due to the overwhelming harm that would be caused.



From
Sent: 18/12/2020 15:54:03 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info,SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
CC: d  
Subject: Submission for the 5th EDF SZC Consultation 
Body: 
  Dear Sirs   Specific Comments using the Questions in the Questionnaire   1 Freight Management. It is not possible to answer this – see subsequent comments on 2. 3 4 and 5.   2 Increased Frequency of Train Movements. The proposal is Inappropriate because any increase in train journeys should be during the day not at night, and this is something EDF need to sort out with the rail companies. Night journeys will disrupt the sleep of all those living near the railway line and if EDF is given the go ahead for this then it will mean that these people will be unable to sell their properties for many years. I find it also unclear about how many actual HGVs and other traffic, such as vans, will be taken off the roads, and which roads if the number of trains are increased. There doesn’t seem to be any precise numbers. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be commented on until all the details about traffic movements have been clearly set out.   3 Enhancing the Permanent Beach Landing Facility. I am not a marine engineer so I cannot comment on the construction of the BLFs (Beach Landing Facilities) but this section is also Inappropriate. In the DCO (Development Consent Order) it was stated that more materials could not be brought in by sea without damaging the marine environment. Now there is a proposal to enhance the permanent beach landing facility and to build a new temporary beach landing facility. So, has all this predicted damage to the marine environment just gone away? If so. how?  It is not clearly explained. As a birdwatcher I am concerned about tern nesting colonies. The document seems to convey that piling will take place during the nesting season. Surely this cannot be true as it would be disastrous for them. And very importantly in Table 3.7, under Next Steps and Further Assessments, the need for further assessments, or a review of existing assessments, occurs twenty two times. Why has all this work not been done before issuing the proposals? I find it also unclear about how many actual HGVs and other traffic, such as vans, will be taken off the roads, and which roads. There doesn’t seem to be any precise numbers. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be commented on until all these assessments have been done and all the detail about traffic movements have been clearly set out.   4 A New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility. This is Inappropriate for all the reasons above.   5 New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility Options.  This is Inappropriate for all the reasons above.   6 SSSI Crossing. This is Inappropriate not because of the design of the crossing but because it will reduce the water levels at RSPB Minsmere and at Eastbridge.  Although I am not an expert of these water levels in particular, I know that Suffolk is one of the driest counties in England and that we get very little rain. This must be of great concern to the RSPB, and I do not believe that we should be putting in place anything that changes the water levels, whether for wading birds or when linked to local use. 



  7 Fen Meadow Replacement. This is Inappropriate and a very bewildering proposal.  Fem Meadows do not just happen miraculously by flooding a few fields somewhere. They develop over many years.  EDF just seem to have picked odd fields and groups of fields from various parishes and decided that they will become Fen Meadows. These are either beside roads or have roads all around them. The problem with Aldehurst Farm in Leiston was that although it was inevitably going to be colonised by some birds, it has busy roads all around it. The beauty of the AONB, SSSI and the whole Suffolk Coastal Area is that is that it is a large continuous piece of land crossed by very few roads. For instance there are no roads to the beach between Sizewell Gap and the village of Dunwich. Even the road at Dunwich cliffs, only goes to the cliffs. This allows mammals, amphibians and reptiles, such as deer, otters, hares, badgers, adders, lizards, etc., to wander around freely. There are also great crested newts at the west of the main site and a colony of natterjacks breeding in a pond which will be right beside the inner station perimeter walls. To get to the Aldehurst Farm site wildlife has to negotiate crossing roads, in particular the busy Lovers Lane road which leads to the Sizewell A and B power stations. These proposed Fen Meadows may attract birds but they in no way compensate for the loss of the Sizewell Marshes. You would need a site as big as the existing Sizewell Marshes to make any kind of significant contribution to the extensive damage that will happen to this area which is rich in precious habitats.   8 Water Resource Storage Area.   I think that this question is Inappropriate because it cannot be answered. The maps in the document are so poor that it is impossible to understand  what is going on. There is mention of this part of the site being a ‘foraging habitat for marsh harriers during construction’. This is hardly likely. With a planned road across the marshes, traffic and trains going in and out of the site, and noise and light pollution from the construction site and contractor lay down areas, I think that it is unlikely that there will be many birds about, or anything else, especially when you look at all the trees and hedges that are being removed.   9 Surface Water.  This is Inappropriate. The photo (Figure 4.17) shows a very ugly pipe sticking out of a beach. This should not even be put forward in an area which is part of an AONB.  Also, the water gushing out of this outfall is going to be unsightly and will damage the beach where it falls. Some other proposal needs to be made for getting rid of this water.  EDF are building a power station on a flood plain, so they must have thought about this problem over many years. The whole site is likely to flooded within about 30 years. The north sea has been washing away this coast for many years. The port of Sizewell and its streets and market and chapel are all under the sea, and the sea will encroach around the power station.   10 Other Main Site Changes.  a)            Sea Defence. This is clearly Inappropriate because raising the height of the sea defence means that the site will be more of an eyesore on this coastline. b)            Construction Activities and Height Limits. This is also Inappropriate. Height limits are there for a reason and to increase height levels just because you are bringing in more materials by sea and stockpiling doesn’t seem to be the right answer. Better to make sure that materials do not arrive until you need them obviating the need to stockpile. c)            Tree Retention. Removing even more trees is definitely Inappropriate. Looking at the maps there is already a massive removal of trees and hedges. Even three or four trees are precious. 



d)            Boundary Changes. Since this mainly involves changes to the Fen Meadow sites, which are Inappropriate and of little value, then I have no further comment on the Boundary Changes. e)            Bridleway. This new bridleway appears to cross Lovers Lane and the map shows no bridge or tunnel so is Inappropriate in its existing form. Bridleways are not footpaths as they allow horses to be ridden on them. Lovers Lane is the very busy road into the Sizewell A and B Power Stations site.  It is not suitable as a bridleway crossing.   11 Sizewell B Relocated Facilities. Options 1 and 2 are Inappropriate. Coronation Wood should be left as it is and alternatives found on the SZC site which would mean that changes to the B site are not required, although sadly I fear that by the time you get these comments you will have already felled Coronation Wood. I just hope that all the mitigation work for the bats and badgers has been safely carried out.   12           Associated Development Changes.   a.            Reduction in Land Required. It is your statement here which is Inappropriate. You only mention one very small site, the A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham, and a small area of land at the Darsham Northern Park and Ride which is difficult to spot on the map as it is so small  – so see below. b.            Boundary Changes. All Inappropriate. You appear to be doing some kind of a land grab and expanding into previously unused land. The Sizewell Link road, Figures 5.4 to 5.9 (6 areas) show additional land being taken in a total of 36 different places. How could the maps be so wrong in the first place? The Yoxford boundary change is so small it can hardly be seen (this is actual a reduction, a sliver of land). The Two Villages Bypass. To destroy a huge swathe of the Alde Valley with a new road is not required, especially as EDF now propose to bring in a lot more materials by train and sea. EDF needs to make its mind up and set out a real Freight Management Strategy with real statistics of exactly how much traffic will be using the A12 both from the north and south, and other roads like the A1120, for example. I note that this new proposal another area of woodland will need to be felled.  Not only are all these new roads harmful to the environment but they are disruptive for those that enjoy walking in this area, and wildlife and the stunning countryside is what attracts people to the area. I note that EDF are going to be diverting a lot of footpaths. This must definitely not be allowed to happen. c.             Southern Park and Ride. Inappropriate. EDF need to review if these huge Park and Ride facilities are needed if more trains are planned. Why can’t staff use the trains as well, and then ride right into the site.  There are plenty of stations on the East Suffolk line. Keeping traffic off the roads is of great importance.      
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Specific Comments using the Questions in the Questionnaire 1 Freight Management. Itis not possible to answer this – see subsequent comments on 2. 3 4 and 5. 2 Increased Frequency of Train Movements. The proposal is Inappropriate because any increase in train journeys should be during the day not at night, and this is something EDF need to sort out with the rail companies. Night journeys will disruptthe sleep of all those living near the railway line and if EDF is given the go ahead for this then it will mean that these people will be unable to sell their properties for many years. I find it also unclear about how many actual HGVs and other traffic, such as vans, will be taken off the roads, and which roads if the number of trains are increased. There doesn’t seem to be any precise numbers. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be commented on until all the details about traffic movements have been clearly set out. 3 Enhancing the Permanent Beach Landing Facility. I am not a marine engineer so I cannot comment on the construction of the BLFs (Beach Landing Facilities) but this section is also Inappropriate. In the DCO (Development Consent Order) it was stated that more materials could not be brought in by sea without damaging the marine environment. Now there is a proposal to enhance the permanent beach landing facility and to build a new temporary beach landing facility. So, has all this predicted damage to the marine environment just gone away? If so. how? It is not clearly explained. As a birdwatcher I am concerned about tern nesting colonies. The document seems to convey that piling will take place during the nesting season. Surely this cannot betrue as it would be disastrous for them. And very importantly in Table 3.7, under Next Steps and Further Assessments, the need for further assessments, or a review of existing assessments, occurs twenty two times. Why has all this work not been done before issuing the proposals? I find it also unclear about how many actual HGVs and other traffic, such as vans, will be taken off the roads, and which roads.There doesn’t seem to be any precise numbers. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be commented on until all these assessments have been done and all the detail about traffic movements have been clearly set out. 4 A New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility. This is Inappropriate for all the reasons above. 5 New, TemporaryBeach Landing Facility Options. This is Inappropriate for all the reasons above. 6 SSSI Crossing. This is Inappropriate not because of the design of the crossing but because it will reduce the water levels at RSPB Minsmere and at Eastbridge. Although I am not an expert of these water levels in particular, I know that Suffolk is one of the driest counties in England and that we get very little rain. This must be of great concern to the RSPB, and I do not believe that we should be putting in place anything that changes the water levels, whether for wading birds or when linked to local use. 7 Fen Meadow Replacement. This is Inappropriate and a very bewildering proposal. Fem Meadows do not just happen miraculously by flooding a few fields somewhere. They develop over many years. EDF just seem to have picked odd fields and groups of fields from various parishes and decided that they will become Fen Meadows. These are either beside roads or have roads all around them. The problem with Aldehurst Farm in Leiston was that although it was inevitably going to be colonised by some birds, it has busy roads all around it. The beauty ofthe AONB, SSSI and the whole Suffolk Coastal Area is that is that it is a large continuous piece of land crossed by very few roads. For instance there are no roadsto the beach between Sizewell Gap and the village of Dunwich. Even the road at Dunwich cliffs, only goes to the cliffs. This allows mammals, amphibians and reptiles, such as deer, otters, hares, badgers, adders, lizards, etc., to wander around freely. There are also great crested newts at the west of the main site and 



a colony of natterjacks breeding in a pond which will be right beside the inner station perimeter walls. To get to the Aldehurst Farm site wildlife has to negotiate crossing roads, in particular the busy Lovers Lane road which leads to the Sizewell A and B power stations. These proposed Fen Meadows may attract birds but they in no way compensate for the loss of the Sizewell Marshes. You would need a site as big as the existing Sizewell Marshes to make any kind of significant contribution to the extensive damage that will happen to this area which is rich inprecious habitats. 8 Water Resource Storage Area. I think that this question is Inappropriate because it cannot be answered. The maps in the document are so poor that it is impossible to understand what is going on. There is mention of this partof the site being a ‘foraging habitat for marsh harriers during construction’. Thisis hardly likely. With a planned road across the marshes, traffic and trains going in and out of the site, and noise and light pollution from the construction site and contractor lay down areas, I think that it is unlikely that there will be many birds about, or anything else, especially when you look at all the trees and hedgesthat are being removed. 9 Surface Water. This is Inappropriate. The photo (Figure 4.17) shows a very ugly pipe sticking out of a beach. This should not even be put forward in an area which is part of an AONB. Also, the water gushing out of this outfall is going to be unsightly and will damage the beach where it falls. Some other proposal needs to be made for getting rid of this water. EDF are building a power station on a flood plain, so they must have thought about this problem over many years. The whole site is likely to flooded within about 30 years. The north sea has been washing away this coast for many years. The port of Sizewell and its streets and market and chapel are all under the sea, and the sea will encroach around the power station. 10 Other Main Site Changes. a) Sea Defence. This is clearly Inappropriate because raising the height of the sea defence means that the site will be more of an eyesore on this coastline. b) Construction Activities and Height Limits. This is also Inappropriate. Height limits are there for a reason andto increase height levels just because you are bringing in more materials by sea and stockpiling doesn’t seem to be the right answer. Better to make sure that materials do not arrive until you need them obviating the need to stockpile. c) Tree Retention. Removing even more trees is definitely Inappropriate. Looking at the maps there is already a massive removal of trees and hedges. Even three or fourtrees are precious. d) Boundary Changes. Since this mainly involves changes to the Fen Meadow sites, which are Inappropriate and of little value, then I have no further comment on the Boundary Changes. e) Bridleway. This new bridleway appears to cross Lovers Lane and the map shows no bridge or tunnel so is Inappropriate in its existing form. Bridleways are not footpaths as they allow horses to be ridden on them. Lovers Lane is the very busy road into the Sizewell A and B Power Stationssite. It is not suitable as a bridleway crossing. 11 Sizewell B Relocated Facilities. Options 1 and 2 are Inappropriate. Coronation Wood should be left as itis and alternatives found on the SZC site which would mean that changes to the B site are not required, although sadly I fear that by the time you get these comments you will have already felled Coronation Wood. I just hope that all the mitigation work for the bats and badgers has been safely carried out. 12 AssociatedDevelopment Changes. a. Reduction in Land Required. It is your statement here whichis Inappropriate. You only mention one very small site, the A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham, and a small area of land at the Darsham Northern Park and Ride which isdifficult to spot on the map as it is so small – so see below. b. Boundary Changes.All Inappropriate. You appear to be doing some kind of a land grab and expanding 



into previously unused land. The Sizewell Link road, Figures 5.4 to 5.9 (6 areas) show additional land being taken in a total of 36 different places. How could the maps be so wrong in the first place? The Yoxford boundary change is so small it canhardly be seen (this is actual a reduction, a sliver of land). The Two Villages Bypass. To destroy a huge swathe of the Alde Valley with a new road is not required, especially as EDF now propose to bring in a lot more materials by train and sea. EDF needs to make its mind up and set out a real Freight Management Strategy with real statistics of exactly how much traffic will be using the A12 both from the north and south, and other roads like the A1120, for example. I note that this new proposal another area of woodland will need to be felled. Not only are all these new roads harmful to the environment but they are disruptive for those that enjoy walking in this area, and wildlife and the stunning countryside iswhat attracts people to the area. I note that EDF are going to be diverting a lot of footpaths. This must definitely not be allowed to happen. c. Southern Park and Ride. Inappropriate. EDF need to review if these huge Park and Ride facilities are needed if more trains are planned. Why can’t staff use the trains as well, and thenride right into the site. There are plenty of stations on the East Suffolk line. Keeping traffic off the roads is of great importance.



From:  
Sent: 18/12/2020 16:04:00 
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info 
Subject: Response to the planning for Rights of Way proposed for horse riders. 
Body: 
 
 
 

My name is  

  
My main concern is for the double Pegasus crossing. This proposed new 
bridleway links the car park at Kenton Hills, via a double Pegasus crossing 
at the roundabout where the Sizewell Link Road connects to the B1122. 
This will be carrying the usual heavy traffic of the B1122 and including 
the heavy plant and lorries accessing the proposed development site of 
Sizewell C. As a B road the speed limit would be 60miles max per 
hour.  The proposed diversion of BR19LcS is intended to be permanent. 
The Newmarket crossing for racehorse’s from the gallops was considered 
to be a very dangerous crossing. The crossing put in was in a 30mile per 
hour road. An approved surface was also put down for horses to have a 
safe surface. The proposed Pegasus  crossings as I understand it will 
allow people on foot (general public) to cross with horses. All of this to 
me is considerable dangerous. Horses are made up of all sorts of 
temperaments and can be unpredictable. As a past rider and now a 
carriage driver, traffic and people who do not appreciate this are not 
aware they should drive slowly. I have ridden these bridle paths in the 
past on organized long distance rides with up to twenty people riding. If 
this activity took place how would this crossing be safe to allow this.  
BR19LcS is approximately 2 ½ miles of mostly off road riding with wide 
tracks and hedging either side with a short section of 1/3 of a mile on 
Lovers Lane. The proposed permanent diversion will be entirely adjacent 
to or on a busy road encompassing existing footpaths and cycle ways. This 
includes a bridleway section on EDF land adjacent to the highway. There 
is also a section across an area of standing water developed at Aldhurst 
Farm as mitigation for wetland loss in the SZC development site. This 
includes 3 uncontrolled bridleway crossings and 4 controlled Pegasus 
crossings where the route crosses a vehicular highway. 
The other concern involves the beach at Sizewell. The public use the 
entire width of the beach and the dunes and not just a linear path. Until 
the England Coast Path is established at Sizewell under the provisions of 
the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, there is no protection for this 
wider use of the dunes and beach. Dogs are allowed to be walked on the 
beach and horse riders have regularly used the beach where bridleways in 
Dunwich, Westleton and Leiston cum Sizewell return riders and walkers 



back to their starting point. This popular route is mostly off road with 
quiet sections on quiet roads, and includes BR19LcS the route that SZC 
proposed the permanent divert. 
There is also the fact of the proposed diverted route used as the 
alternative route for Footpath 21 Leiston cum Sizewell, which is 
promoted as the Suffolk Coast  Path and also the Sandlings Walk, when it 
is closed during the construction phase of SZC It has been noted by 
English Nature the importance of this linear route, and have 
recommended that the route stay open for pedestrians with a banksman 
provided at all times for safe passage by the public. However SZC hae 
indicated the route will need to be closed for ‘short periods’. 
  
Personally I believe the cost of this development and the disruption it will 
cause does not give good benefit for Britain. Boris Johnson has stated 
that he wants this country to be following green objectives. Greener 
alternatives should have been considered in my opinion. 
I submit my comments for consideration 18.12.20 
 



Dear Sir/Madam I am writing as the resident of
Having
responded to all previous consultations and attended meetings, I once more have to
reiterate my
objections to the routing of the 2 Village Bypass at Farnham. As a member of

, you will have received a pretty exhaustive
document from us outlining our objections to the alignment of the bypass. I simply want to
reiterate that the current proposed bypass route west of would quite simply
ruin our home and garden, and those of many other residents. In support of our Parish
Council
and in the interest of preserving the natural environment whilst still creating a bypass, it
seems
completely irresponsible of EDF not to have investigated with any rigour an eastern
alignment of
the bypass. We feel that, were the new road to pass on the eastern side of ,
then the tranquility of our home could be basically preserved whilst creating improvements to
the
existing road networks. Win Win. We urge EDF to reinvestigate this option and provide much
more robust evidence as to the reasoning behind any proposed route, as well as providing
clear
plans for the mitigations needed to surround that route. Yours faithfully



Subject:Fwd: Sizewell objections
Please lodge my compliant as earlier communicated to you.

I now understand this could be 7 train movements per night now and last
for 10 years of construction.

Unacceptable.

Dip in your pockets, invest in a passing loop, move the trains during the
day and leave the line with a capacity legacy for a growing population in
the region that hopefully will be encouraged to use our trains rather than
cars.

Thanks



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject:Response to latest consultation
Dear Sir / Madam,

I have attended an online presentation about proposed changes to the plans for the construction of
Sizewell C and am writing to express my continued objection to the project for the following
reasons:

There still seem to be major issues which have not been resolved despite 8 years of consultation:
1. The disruption to local communities during the early stages of the project, whilst new

road, rail and sea access to the site are being constructed. The existing road and rail
systems are insufficient for the volume of traffic they will experience in these first years.
The damage done by the huge increase in traffic to local communities will be far-
reaching, affecting people’s lives by noise and light pollution, their travel to and from
work, school and college, and threatening many jobs which are based in the tourist
industry. This area’s economy is heavily reliant on tourism and following the disruption
during 2020 we can ill afford the detrimental impact of heavy traffic in places where
peace and natural beauty are its major attractions.

2. The continued threat from rising sea levels is making it very difficult to guarantee the
safety of the new power plant. Whilst this issue has been addressed in part, it is very
difficult to predict with any certainty what is going to happen over the next fifteen years.

3. My major concern remains the power station’s close proximity to Minsmere and other
areas of international importance for wildlife and the natural environment. The plan to
build Sizewell C in its proposed location seems completely at odds with the
Government’s own plans for protecting biodiversity and natural habitats:

“Much of England’s wildlife-rich habitat has been lost over the last century, and whilst
progress has been made in recent decades many habitats are in poor condition and
getting worse, and there has been widespread species loss. The main drivers of
biodiversity decline are habitat loss and land use change, pollution, invasive species,
unsustainable use of our resources, and climate change. Climate change and biodiversity
loss are interlinked problems, and nature-based solutions to tackle climate change will be
important for reducing pressures on biodiversity and increasing investment in habitats.”
19 August 2020: Environment Bill - environmental targets - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)

Major environmental organisations, such as the RSPB, Suffolk Wildlife Trust, the National Trust
and Natural England, which own land locally, have spent years protecting and restoring the
important habitats in the area around and to the north of the current Sizewell site. They agree
that the construction of Sizewell C risks causing irreparable damage to fragile and important
ecosystems. In particular, there remain significant risks that potential changes to water levels and
the risk of dirty, polluted water seeping into these carefully managed protected sites could take
decades to restore. It is a gamble to assume that providing new areas to replace existing habitats
destroyed or damaged by the construction of Sizewell C, will recreate the wildlife and flora-rich
habitats that flourish on their sites.

Not only are these sites vitally important habitats, they are also one of the major attractions for
tourists and are greatly valued by local residents.

Overall, I continue to believe that the proposed location for Sizewell C is the wrong site. Eight years of
consultation have failed to produce clear workable adaptions to the plans to address significant issues.



Yours faithfully,

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:Response to the 5th planning consultation on Sizewell C
Response to the 5th planning consultation on Sizewell C

I was very dismayed to hear of EDF’s announcement of a further (5th) consultation just one week after
the deadline for submission of relevant representations as part of the PINS process. EDF cannot have
had time to analyse the responses in that period and it is now obvious that the application for the DCO
was submitted prematurely without resolving concerns that were made very clear to EDF earlier in the
planning prcess.

Furthermore, EDF was urged by many people and organisations to delay its submission to the DCO
due to the tremendous difficulties that the Covid-19 pandemic was causing for local people,
organisations and councils. EDF nevertheless insisted on going ahead regardless of these concerns,
with only a gratuitous delay of a few weeks. Despite this, it now appears that the application was
neither properly considered, nor complete, and it did not do everything it possibly could to deal with
the concerns that were very clearly expressed to EDF in responses to the four previous consultations on
Sizewell C.

As a result, EDF has wasted the time of people who have responded in good faith to the DCO
submission, whilst EDF already knew that it intended to make substantial alterations to what it had
submitted. I consider that this severely undermines the tremendous commitment and time that local
people, businesses and councils are putting into participation in the DCO process in very difficult
times.

It is impossible to respond in detail to the specific issues in this consultation because, even now at this
late stage, the information provided remains incomplete and highly speculative. For example, the
proposed relocation of Sizewell B facilities is subject to agreement with Sizewell A - why has this not
yet been secured in principle prior to submission given 8 years of planning? Your failure to present
fully worked-up proposals for the DCO submission, and now again for this consultation, further
undermines my trust in EDF’s ability to deliver a project of this scale and complexity - and reinforces
my huge concern that you will not to do everything that you can to minimise disruption to local people
and businesses.

My comments on specific proposals are as follows:

Loss of biodiversity. The compensatory habitats in west Suffolk do not offer anything
approaching adequate mitigation for the loss of the rare and precious habitat at Sizewell. We
are in the midst of a biodiversity crisis and EDF's proposals will threaten one of the UK’s most
important, rich and biodiverse habitats.

Road network. The proposed ‘improvements’ in the road network will be achieved only after the
‘early years’ peak vehicle movements. Local people will have years of major disruption on the
road network in East Suffolk with very high vehicle volumes and road works at the same time.
This is just not acceptable and if this development goes ahead, the improvements in the road
network must be completed before construction traffic commences. It is also noted that there
is an unjustifiable proposed increase the amount of land required for roads.

Trains. Inadequate consideration is given to those directly and indirectly affected by increased
rail freight traffic. EDF must recognise and sufficiently mitigate against disturbance and
congestion impacts caused by their proposals.

SSSI Crossing. The revised proposal is inadequate and unlikely to make much difference to the
hydrology or environmental impact of the widened culvert. The benefits claimed are at best
over optimistic and the proposal is woefully inadequate.

Beach Landing Facilities. EDF appear to be revisiting similar proposals previously rejected due
to coastal process concerns. The array of options consulted upon for the second ‘temporary’
BLF do not have sufficient information for to enable an appropriate response to be made.

Hard Defence. The vague proposals for the hard defence demonstrate the inadequacy of the
EDF information and should be dismissed as worthless. It appears that EDF either do not



know how to defend this site or are unwilling to divulge it for fear of generating a hugely
negative public and statutory consultee response that EDF are unwilling to resolve. This is
totally unacceptable. I am particularly concerned about this, given that waste will be stored on
this site until 2140. CEFAS, who have been advising EDF on this matter, admitted this
summer it is only possible to predict detailed changes to the coastline 10 years ahead, stating
that “almost every prediction in the very long-term has no certainty” (East Anglian Daily Times
6/8/20). As a local resident and business-owner I am very alarmed at the potential
consequences for this region and for our children.

In summary, the proposals outlined in this 5th consultation do not change my overall objection to and
enormous concerns about Sizewell C. Rather, they serve to reinforce my lack of confidence in EDF’s
competence to deliver a project of this size and complexity in such a sensitive and vulnerable situation,
and to protect the security and well-being of future generations. The proposal to build two new nuclear
reactors at Sizewell remains fundamentally flawed due the compromised size of the site, its remoteness
and hopelessly inadequate supporting infrastructure, its site on an unstable and fast-eroding coastline,
and its highly sensitive location adjacent to protected habitats of national and international importance,
not least Minsmere nature reserve, home to more than 6,000 species. This is self-evidently absolutely
the wrong site for such an enormous infrastructure project.

The proposals also underline that it was reckless and inappropriate for EDF to have gone ahead with
the submission for the DCO in the middle of a pandemic when EDF had not done all it could to
respond to concerns that had been clearly highlighted in the previous consultations.

I believe that EDF’s incompetence and seemingly deliberate obfuscation, which has been evident
during all stages of the planning process, threatens the integrity of the planning process and is putting
an unacceptable strain on local people and organisations.

Regards,



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC

Subject:Response to 5th consultation
Dear Sir/Madam There comes a point when realisation of the reality
becomes all powerful. Call it a lightbulb moment perhaps....! To say that
this outrageous approach shown by EDF to the planning process is farcical
is an understatement indeed. The seemingly cynical evolution of their
planning application is reaching new heights with this latest list of
amendments . The requirement should surely be for the applicant to put
forward deliverable and suitable solutions - not to titillate with some
possible tweaks to a flawed plan. And all this after 8 years or more of
strategising. Surely there comes a time when sanity must prevail..? These
most recent amendments in no way alter the inescapable fact that this is
the wrong place, time, and cost of taking power generation forward into a
truly green future. We can all already see the optimum way forward in a
different direction . Lets switch on that bulb and get on the right
track..please..!! Yours



Subject:building of Sizewell C
Dear Sirs,

I object to the whole of the new raft of proposals for taking materials to the 'C' site: the calving up of
good farmland, getting rid of precious sites for wildlife, ruining lives and livelihoods by carving up
farms into useless pieces of land so that new railways can forge their way across this beautiful county
so that this monster called Sizewell C can ruin this part of the Suffolk coast. And how do EDF plan to
keep the sea from one day swamping the power station? However high they plan to build a wall they
must know that one day the all-powerful sea will win. And when that day comes its not just the
operating power station that will be covered, but also the store of spent fuel. Neither I nor the people
building this beast will be affected, but our children and grandchildren's lives will be taken from them.

Please reconsider.

Yours,
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Friday, 18 December 2020 Email:  

Response to the Fifth Consultation of the Proposed 
Development of Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station 

This response is submitted on behalf of the Minsmere Levels Stakeholders Group 
(MLSG). Our primary objective is 
‘To identify and then represent matters that are of common interest to those living and 
working in close proximity to the Minsmere Levels as well to others who have a 
concern for the future of the marshes’ 
Background 
Following submission and acceptance of EDF’s Development Consent Order Application 
(DCO) by the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) and submission of a s56 Relevant 
Representation by MLSG and others, EDF has submitted a number of potential changes 
to the DCO for public consultation. This consultation has effectively paused the DCO 
examination process and EDF will submit substantive changes to PINS week 
commencing 11th January 2021 based on consideration of responses to this consultation 
and the needs, as EDF see them, of the project. 
Summary 

1. MLSG are disappointed, once again, that following 4 previous consultations over 
a 8-year period, after submission and acceptance of an inadequate DCO and 
submission of s56 Relevant Representations, that EDF have changed their minds 
and added yet another public consultation outside of the formal National Strategic 
Infrastructure Planning process. The nature of the issues within this consultation, 
should they go forward as substantive changes to the DCO and be accepted by the 
Examining Authority (ExA), will require further submissions to amend or replace 
existing Relevant Representations already submitted to PINS. Such behaviour, so 
soon after the s56 consultation period ended, shows that these changes were well 
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formed even before the DCO was submitted for examination acceptance and 
would have been more properly dealt with by delaying the DCO submission to 
ensure that the DCO represented the expected scope and definition of the project 
from the beginning. 

2. We are, once again, disappointed that clarification of the design of the hard 
coastal defence (HCD) is still lacking, although it is now clearly a greater threat to 
coastal stability and erosion than sketched out in the DCO itself. As coastal 
erosion continues apace along this part of the coast along with increased 
frequency and ferocity of storms, the advanced hard point created by the HCD 
and beach landing facility (BLF) at the northern extreme of the site will interrupt 
sediment transport across the front of all the Sizewell sites and potentially damage 
areas south of the site at Thorpeness and Aldeburgh because of accretion local to 
the Sizewell C site. 

3. Constraints on the site that have required pylons to carry high voltage connections 
from the generators to the substation, instead of via underground cable runs and a 
HCD that previously advanced to within a few meters of the front of the existing 
sacrificial dune is too constrained at 32 hectares to host two nuclear reactors. This 
is supported by the fact that EN-6 envisages single nuclear reactors to have a site 
size of around 30 hectares and Hinkley Point C operational site is approximately 
45 hectares. Furthermore, in raising the HCD to 14m from 10.2m, the toe of the 
HCD will now move ~8m towards the beach and will likely go beyond the 
existing sacrificial dune and into the beach. Proposed adaptation in 2046 will take 
the toe of the HCD even further towards the sea, earlier than discussed in the 
DCO. 

4. We remain concerned that EDF place excessive reliance on sediment accretion 
north of the site to protect both Minsmere South Levels and the new SSSI 
crossing as there is no guarantee that the accretion will occur either early enough 
or extend far enough north to prevent breach at both the tank traps and several 
hundred meters north of the proposed HCD and permanent Beach Landing 
Facility (BLF). A breach at either point would enter the Minsmere Levels close to 
the SSSI crossing and threaten the stability of this design of crossing. A bridge 
design, as originally proposed in early consultations, would be environmentally 
more neutral and less threatened should a breach occur. 

5. The temporary BLF options are proposed in conjunction with a variety of rail 
options to reduce the reliance on HGV transport for aggregate and other suitable 
materials. However, all the options show a similar design and are situated in a 
single position. Effectively any comment on the appropriateness of these options 
will constrain the ability of EDF to make good on their goal to reduce the use of 
HGV transportation. EDF’s proposed design should be that which minimises the 
coastal impact whilst maximising the goal of reducing HGV transport in 
conjunction with expanded rail. It has been indicated that an alternative might be 
for a conveyor belt jetty that would have much less impact than the previous jetty, 
as proposed in prior consultations but rejected at consultation 3 due to adverse 
coastal and environmental impacts. It would be quite unacceptable if such a jetty 
was eventually proposed for the DCO amendment in January or even later in the 
examination process. 
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6. We remain concerned that the new SSSI crossing design as a 30m wide culvert 
with embankments at both ends will still have significant impact on hydrology 
between Sizewell Marsh and Minsmere South Levels and ultimately Minsmere 
Sluice. This structure has no final design, runs across deep peat and any 
compression beneath the structure will alter groundwater response. The 55m long 
tunnel beneath the structure will not provide an appropriate habitat connection 
between the two designated areas. A bridge supported by pillars would not result 
in peat compression with attendant groundwater response or the level of habitat 
loss and habitat connectivity that this design will potentially result in. 

Coast and Shoreline 
7. The consequences of raising the crest of the HCD to 14m from 10m will be the 

advancement of the toe of the defence by some 8m towards the sea unless the 
crest of the HCD can be moved back towards the platform itself, which is unlikely 
given the existing space constraints on the platform. This is likely to mean the toe 
of the defence ends up below the beach in front of the existing sacrificial dune. It 
also means that the existing sacrificial dune will be destroyed and the beach itself 
will be disturbed. 

8. The toe of the initial HCD will finish at AOD which is inadequate for a competent 
HCD. 

9. In the DCO the expected exposure of the HCD was given as around 2050. For a 
HCD 8m closer to the sea, this date will be significantly advanced. 

10. No information, maps or drawings are given to show where the new HCD toe is 
relative to the existing sacrificial dune making any assessment of this new 
proposal impossible. 

11. In 2046 it is proposed that the HCD is adapted and the crest raised a further 1m to 
15m, a new layer of rock armour laid on top of the original HCD and the toe of 
the adaptation will go beyond the original toe and finish below AOD. However, 
no dimensions or final depth of the toe are given. For any HCD defence to be 
competent it needs to finish below Mean Low Water Springs. Whether this new 
toe achieves that is not indicated and yet again it is not clear where in relation to 
the current sacrificial dune and beach any of these sketch plans for the HCD refer. 

12. It is questionable, given the initial HCD will be exposed early and the toe being 
only at AOD, that adaptation will be possible as it is likely that the initial HCD 
will be being undermined by normal tidal action in around 2046. Any severe 
storm could accelerate exposure significantly based on experience both north and 
south of the Sizewell frontage. 

13. In the DCO excessive reliance is placed upon sediment accretion north of the 
HCD and BLF to stabilise and prevent breach into South Minsmere Levels and 
close to the SSSI crossing. Such reliance is unfounded and represents a real risk to 
the site and all structures to the north of the site. 

14. We note that in the Sizewell B Facilities Relocation planning application, a 
reference to a breach at the tank traps as being the worst-case planning scenario 
and proceed to look at the flood risk assessment (FRA) based on this breach point. 
Given the eroding nature of the coast at this point, it is highly likely that breach 
would occur both at the tank traps and at the point examined in Stage 3 
consultation. The flood zones that run behind the sacrificial dune to the Leiston 
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Drain combined with HCD at the BLF and new northern edge of the platform 
would divert the breach inland to meet the Leiston Drain and the proposed new 
“bridge” and embankments which are not protected. Excessive reliance on 
exposure of the new HCD creating sufficient accretion to prevent breach at the 
tank traps and further north fails to apply a cautious approach to the overall safety 
of the site and its access. 

15. In the DCO document a Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCD) is discussed along 
with some strategies for maintaining it as it is eroded naturally by wave action as 
per the current sacrificial dune. However, this consultation seems to question the 
effectiveness of any SCD, and no discussion is entered into about how it might be 
maintained. 

16. As the HCD is significantly forward of the DCO proposal, it is likely that the 
SCD will be unsustainable and that natural embayment once the northern end of 
the HCD and BLF are exposed will result in any SCD being removed. The 
embayment south of the new HCD may result in damage to the soft and hard 
defences at SZC, SCB and SZA. Additional modelling and evidence for 
examining the effect of the new HCD, both un-adapted and adapted, and any 
associated SCD is totally lacking in this consultation. This is wholly unacceptable. 

Surface, and Ground Water Management 
17. We remain concerned that insufficient information has been given or modelled to 

conclude that there will not be significant changes to both surface and 
groundwater behaviour and that as a result water quality, particularly in Sizewell 
Marsh SSSI, will not be affected. 

Spoil, Sand & Gravel Heaps 
18. The addition of another stockpile is unacceptable and the comments in our Stage 3 

Consultation Response remain unchanged. 
Temporary Beach Landing Facility 

19. The four options for this additional facility on the coast need to be optimised 
based on the reduction of HGV usage through a combination of increased rail and 
the capacity of this temporary BLF. 

20. MLSG contends that the addition of a temporary BLF can only be justified if we 
can be assured that any impact on coastal longshore drift is minimised. Otherwise 
Thorpeness and Aldeburgh will be exposed to erosion of the kind that happened 
during the construction of Sizewell B. 

21. It would appear from the information provided by EDF that the structure that 
minimises negative impact is option 4, as it goes beyond the in-shore bar and 
requires less intervention in terms of dredging or installation of grillage. However, 
we note that EDF have said in meetings with Theberton and Eastbridge Parish 
Council that additional piling maybe required to stabilise the structure overwinter 
when the BLF is inoperative. Further evidence of the impact on longshore drift is 
required to ensure that any final design and piling plan does not impede sediment 
flow across the frontage. 
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22. It was suggested at the same meeting, referred to in 21 above, the possibility that a 
simple jetty structure may in the end be used, sufficient to support the operation of 
the conveyor system. If this is truly a possibility, it is unacceptable that this does 
not appear in this consultation and simply confirms an impression that insufficient 
preparation has been done prior to submission of the DCO or even this 
consultation. 

Conclusion 
23. MLSG remains unconvinced that the current proposal makes an adequate case for 

a two-reactor development on the 32-hectare platform as there are significant 
issues surrounding the HCD and the ability of EDF to manage all the elements 
into such a confined space. 

24. MLSG supports the Environment Agency in their calls in their Stage 3 response 
for more complete Environmental Impact information in order that they can make 
an adequate assessment of the proposal 

25. MLSG supports the SCDC and SCC in their response regretting that insufficient 
information has been provided to adequately respond to the consultation and 
assess whether the proposal provides a sustainable benefit for the community and 
county as a whole. Unfortunately, this request and lack of response from EDF has 
been characteristic of all stages of consultation over the past 8 years and it is 
regrettable that we will have to wait until the Development Consent Order 
application to get a real view of the impact of this development, even though we 
can see that the impact to the surrounding designated landscapes and coast will be 
significant and long lasting. 

 
 
 
 



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Response to the Consultation on Proposed changes to DCO
by EDF
Dear Sir,

I wish to object to EDF’s latest proposed amendments to the DCO. A vast organisation has
had 8 years to identify the highly problematic nature of the Sizewell site and their proposed
design and delivering proposals, piecemeal, is unreasonable. Many individuals and
organisations including charities, hard-pressed because of the pandemic, are having to
divert valuable resources away from their normal vital, activities to respond to each new
round of proposals. I would ask you to pause the process and only proceed if and when you
are able to submit a final document which overcomes the many reasonable objections
raised by organisations with far greater knowledge and concern about the local impacts. In
particular I believe that you should not be consulting on proposals to increase the use of sea
and rail access during construction. You have provided no evidence that this will be possible
and, in previous consultations you have made out that these options are in fact impossible.
That you are only now putting forward this speculative plan, after 8 years, provides further
evidence that your commitment to find satisfactory solutions is questionable.

Nothing in the amended proposals and further consultation document changes my overall
view that your plans to build twin reactors on a vanishing coast at Sizewell are wrong-
headed. A recent study of relevant factors identified Sizewell as the least suitable site for a
new reactor of all UK locations listed. Much has changed since the 1950s when the place
was identified for a new power station and yet the same criteria are being applied now to
identify possible locations. Climate change science and much greater understanding of
maritime geophysics confirm the highly unreliable nature of the assumptions you have made
in claiming that the reactors and the neighbouring nuclear waste dumping ground will
survive future sea level rises. Nearly all studies, including your own, confirm that the local
economy will be inflicted with long-term local harm if the building were to go ahead. This
evidence can also be drawn from our experience when the much smaller Sizewell B was
built. Businesses were unable to continue because of the shock of short-term demand for
labour and a major local slump followed the completion of the project. The East Suffolk
economy is now strong and, against many indices, outperforming the rest of the UK. There is
therefore much greater risk to its long term health by allowing the economic shock of an
inappropriate infrastructure project which provides very minimal lasting benefits to the area
and huge disadvantages. your proposals go no way to attempting to mitigate the social costs
of the proposed project. Experts are clear that the immediate area is still suffering from
the impact of the much smaller Sizewell B construction. It has left a cancer of drug-abuse
and social dislocation. A long term, substantial cost which the developers have no
requirement to cover. The coastal strip in the immediate vicinity of Sizewell is now
considered to be one of the areas in the UK most renowned for Nature and biodiversity.
This wilderness, which Sizewell C would bisect and disturb for a decade as well as destroy its
rare and pristine habitats, is the engine of much of the local economy’s relative success. The
Suffolk Wildlife Trust, a major partner with EDF at Sizewell B, has bravely stated that the
new proposals do not even come close to mitigating the damage that the construction of
Sizewell C would cause.



As the months go by, it becomes clear to those of us, who previously supported nuclear
expansion on the Suffolk coast, that your plans are not feasible. Your half-hearted attempts
to counter the objections must surely be evidence of the fact that it is simply impossible to
build something of the size you intend, on a site too small, dangerous and inaccessible and
where the damage to the local area would be profound and lasting. If the UK does still need
another large nuclear reactor to be built then every effort to encourage you to move to a
more suitable location should be explored as speed is apparently of the essence. Continuing
to attempt to counter the fast-growing local opposition with flawed proposals and dubious
PR stunts is simply wasting everybody’s time.

Yours faithfully



Relevant Representation of concerning EDF’s
proposals for the Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station

In my response to the preliminary stage of the planning application process that I submitted
in September, I made clear that I was backing Sizewell C but encouraged EDF to make some
significant changes to their planning application in order to get consent.

Having read the additional detail set out in the latest consultation (18th November – 18th

December 2020), I’m pleased that EDF seem to have listened to the previous consultation
responses, not just from me but from local councils and local residents and have come up
with further changes to make their application more palatable. I am, therefore, restricting
my remarks in this document purely to the changes that have been made since my last
submission. The other comments I made in my September submission still stand.

I wish to bring the following matters to the Examining Authorities attention:

Transport

I’m pleased to see that EDF are now proposing to bring in a majority of freight (circa 60%) by
both rail and seaborne methods and just 40% by HGV. As I set out in my previous
submission, bringing in the majority of freight in by road would have had a significant impact
on our highway network, especially during the construction phase. In order to achieve this, I
back the construction of a second beach landing facility to transport additional bulky
construction materials into the site.

I also back EDF’s proposal to increase the frequency of freight train movements to facilitate
additional material imports by rail, as it will take further pressure off our highway network.
Unfortunately, as EDF are still not proposing a passing loop a majority of these additional
freight journeys will take place using overnight trains. In fact, the number of overnight trains
increases from 5 to 7 movements. I previously raised my concerns about the impact this
would have on the residents that live close to the East Suffolk line. Having held a meeting
with Network Rail, I suggested that there was a range of mitigation measures EDF should
put in place to reduce the impact of noisy trains and train screech. I’m pleased that EDF
have taken on board those suggestions and are now proposing an investment in continuous
long-welded track to reduce vibrations as well as looking at quieter rolling stock which
operate at slower speeds.

Sizewell Link Road

Whilst I welcome the minor amendments to ensure better visibility splays for the new
Sizewell Link Road, I would still strongly suggest that this should be removed on completion
of the project. A permanent road in this location would have a detrimental impact on the
landscape and have no legacy benefit.



Other Highways Matters

I strongly oppose reducing the speed limit on the A1094/B1069 junction to 40mph as I don’t
think it’s necessary.

There may also be unintended consequences of introducing quite so many roundabouts on
the A12 and B1122 on traffic flows. I recognise that modelling will have been done but if
that turns out to be incorrect then EDF should be expected to introduce traffic lights to keep
traffic flows moving. Although I usually oppose traffic lights on roundabouts, there are ways
to introduce them appropriately, either so they are speed sensitive or only work for certain
times of the day, reflecting peak hours.

Environmental Impacts

As I said in my submission, I’m keen to see EDF contributing to nature recovery as well
as just mitigation which is why I welcome their commitment to establish an
independent Environmental Trust to manage rewilding and the biodiversity of the
growing Sizewell estate. They’re also now proposing to use less of the AONB by
utilising existing brownfield land for current buildings that have to be moved and
creating more fen meadow.

As I said in my previous submission, it is now a question for the regulators – the
Environment Agency, Natural England and the Marine Management Organisation –
whether EDF have done enough on this matter.



 

CONSULTATION RESPONSE  

 

This is the Response to the Consultation on proposed changes to the DCO application 

submission made by EDF, as submitted on Wednesday 18 November relating to the Sizewell 

C proposal.   

 

This Response is made on behalf of the Middleton and Theberton Landowners (MTL) (details 

of persons represented are contained in Appendix A) which is a consortium of farmers and 

landowners . The members of 

the MTL own and occupy dwellings and work on farmland along the route and will be 

significantly and adversely affected by the proposals.  

 

Previous Consultation Responses have been made by MTL at Stages 3 and 4; this Response is 

offered without prejudice as there remain far too few firm commitments from EDF. 

 

As outlined in the Stage 3/4 Responses MTL wish to reaffirm their profound disappointment, 

which is shared with the members of the public in the area, that after four rounds of pre-

application consultation there are no settled proposals for the delivery of materials and plant 

during the 9-12 year construction phase of the project which is enormously disruptive to local 

communities. This is an area where it is so important to strive to minimise community impacts 

and where the choice of transportation mode is central to achieving that objective.  

 
This Consultation Response is made on a similar basis to that to the MTL Stage 3/4 Responses; 

namely, that it is limited to access issues and is made without prejudice to the construction of 

the SZC project as a matter of principle and the Consultation Responses to that issue by 

individual members of the MTL.    

 
We note from Figures 5.4 – 5.9 that although there have been changes to the order limits the 

proposed route of the SLR remains effectively unchanged. For the avoidance of doubt MTL is 

resolutely opposed to the entire route of the proposed new access road, from A12 and 

Yoxford roundabout in the west to the site entrance in the east and continues to favour 

alternative proposals.  

 
MTL’s first preference remains access from the sea as this would have the least impact on the 

lives, livelihoods and wellbeing of those living and working along the proposed SLR route. 

Therefore, MTL welcomes the ‘potential’ enhancements to the permanent Beach Landing 

Facility (BLF) and proposed options for a second temporary BLF to facilitate materials imports 

by sea. However, MTL recognises these are still just potential proposals; it is felt more 

guarantees are required from EDF. 

 
The second preference is for the increased use of rail wherever possible to avoid the need for 

the old fashioned, unsustainable, additional hard infrastructure solution (SLR) as presently 

proposed. MTL therefore welcomes the ‘potential’ changes to rail movements from those 

assumed in the Application which would result in ‘potential’ increase in train capacity and 

reduction in Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV) movements.  

 



MTL recognises these are only potential proposals and substantial guarantees are essential 

from EDF to confirm the increase freight movement by sea and rail. 

 
It is acknowledged at 3.2.27. the increased rail and marine options can reduce HGV numbers 

significantly along the B1122 which is supported by MTL.  

 
The submitted Application anticipated approximately 60% of construction materials would be 

delivered by HGVs and the remaining 40% by rail and sea. This latest Consultation document, 

with proposed increases to rail and sea transportation, suggest there is the opportunity to 

reduce the amount of material transported by HGVs to around 40%.  

 
This would equate to approximately 250 (500 two-way movements) HGVs on a typical day of 

construction and approximately 350 (700 two-way movements) on the busiest day of 

construction. A reduction of approximately 150 (300 two-way movements) HGVs on the 

busiest day compared to the DCO submission.  

 
MTL believe that this sizable reduction requires a further investigation into the need for SLR. 

 
MTL note that at 3.2.28.  of the Consultation document confirms: 

 
“To put the numbers into perspective, at Stage 3 consultation we set out a potential 

rail-led option which was widely supported by consultees, but which has proven not to 

be deliverable due to the extent of works necessary to the East Suffolk rail line. Of the 

potential freight management strategies consulted on at Stage 3, the rail-led option 

showed the lowest HGV generation during the peak years at 225 HGVs on a typical 

day and a peak of 350 HGVs per day. Table 3.4 shows that the combined rail and BLF 

options consulted on here could produce a similarly reduced level of HGV 

movements…..” 

 

It should be noted that at the Stage 3 Consultation the traffic movements generated by the 

‘rail-led option’ were only deemed significant enough to justify the Theberton bypass and a 

small-scale improvement at the B1122/Mill Street junction.  

 

Therefore, if the reductions in HGV movements set out in 3.2.28 will be achieved by an 

increase in sea and rail freight, MTL strongly believe the proposed SLR would no longer be 

justifiable in any form.  

 
MTL request significantly more information from EDF to consider the traffic and 

environmental impact along the B1122, along with a firm commitment to sea and rail 

movements. MTL believe EDF would then be able to actively manage, monitor and ultimately 

impose a cap on HGV traffic along the existing B1122 and B1125 without the SLR.  MTL request 

a cap on construction traffic movements; this is feasible and needs to be imposed. 

 

In both the MTL Stage 3 and 4 Consultation Responses (linked with the submitted Heritage 

Report) we set out reasons for giving further consideration to Route W North.  

 



Yet again, we look in vain for any demonstration of engagement by EDF with our case in this 

latest Consultation. This is another flaw in EDF’s approach since, if a predominantly road led 

scheme is adopted, there remains an environmentally and economically preferable route, 

with truly tangible legacy benefits and reflecting the findings of the Heritage Report; this has 

been discounted without an adequate explanation by EDF. Likewise, Suffolk County Council 

(SCC) has requested similar information throughout all stages of Consultation.  MTL request 

such an explanation is provided by EDF and Route W North revaluated should a new access 

road be deemed necessary.   

 

The 2023 Early Years Freight (EYF) traffic flows (Figure 8D.2 & 8D.6 TA) clearly show a 

substantial proportion of Sizewell C traffic routing along the A1094/B1069 and B1121/B1119 

from the A12. This is for predominantly northbound freight which originally made up 85% of 

overall movements. With only southbound freight assigned to the existing B1122.  

 

The EDF projections of freight routing along the A1094/B1069 (which closely mirrors the 

proposed W north link road route) demonstrates that this is the desired route. Thus providing 

yet another reason as to why EDF’s selection of SLR should be revisited in comparison with W 

North. 

 

MTL request a summary of EYF activity with the enhanced rail and marine activities with a 

reassessment of the environmental effects of the Sizewell C construction traffic adequately 

setting out EDF’s final positon along with a full reassessment of the Environmental Impact of 

the changes which are planned. 

 

The proposed level of traffic generated by Sizewell C during the operational phase, (Figure 

8D.24 and Figure 8D.26, Transport Assessment 2.0) show EDFs forecasted traffic volume does 

not come close to justifying the retention of the SLR post construction. SLR would not provide 

any tangible legacy benefit to existing road users and in fact is considered to represent a 

negative and adverse impact to all landowners, dwellings and communities south of the 

B1122, whilst placing an unnecessary financial burden on the Suffolk County Council (in the 

event it is adopted) and the ‘carving up’ of valuable farming land.    

 
In the unfortunate event the SLR is constructed, in any configuration, MTL require the SLR to 

be fully removed upon completion of the construction of Sizewell C. 

 
MTL would support further discussions with EDF on a temporary highway/haul road solution 

at any specified ‘pinch point’ on the basis that the land will revert back to its present use, post 

construction. 

 
MTL reserve the right to provide further comment once EDF has confirmed a finalised, realistic 

construction access strategy with a firm commitment reduction in road freight to 40% by 

increasing sea and rail freight to 60% as set out in this latest Consultation. 

 
MTL suggest a further, hopefully final, Consultation will therefore be necessary once EDF’s 

freight management and monitoring commitments are confirmed. 

 

 



CONCLUSIONS  

 

MTL are encouraged by the proposals in this latest Consultation to increase levels of freight 

by rail and sea. However, EDF should be encouraged to present guarantees on the % levels 

projected.  A maximum cap on HGV traffic activity along the B1122 and B1125 throughout the 

construction period, aligned with a ‘manage and monitor’ enforcement strategy also being 

mandatory.  

 

MTL are profoundly disappointed to see no explanation or justification for an alternative 

alignment to the SLR such as Route W North. 

 
Given the resultant reduction of HGV movements stated during the construction phase, MTL 

cannot see any justification for the provision of the SLR, as currently proposed, in its entirety.  

 
In the unfortunate event the SLR is constructed, in any configuration, it should be fully 

removed upon completion of the construction of Sizewell C and the land reinstated. 

 
MTL would support further discussions with EDF on any temporary highway/haul road 

solution. 

 
MTL suggest a further Consultation will therefore be necessary once EDF’s freight 

management commitments are confirmed. 
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14th December 2020

FREEPOST
SZC Consultation Sent by e-mail to info@sizewellc.co.uk on 18th December 2020

Dear Sir,

Response to Sizewell C Stage 5 Consultation

I have responded to your previous stages of consultation proposals and I am now responding
to further changes submitted for the Stage 5 consultation.

I have been very disappointed in EDF’s approach to every stage of this consultation. From
the first stage many of us raised concerns about fundamental issues like transport and these
have never been adequately addressed.

With each stage of consultation, it becomes clearer that this project is unsuited to the site at
Sizewell. The construction will have a devastating impact on the surrounding area, whichever
options of these proposed changes are incorporated.

Even at this eleventh hour the proposals on which you are consulting lack definitive detail and
cannot be assessed with confidence. For example, it is staggering that the fundamentals of a
freight transport strategy for a gargantuan project like this remain in question at this stage.
This is because the responses to earlier stages of consultation were not adequately addressed.
These are not the minor adjustments one might expect at such a late stage but fundamental
basics.

In my view, the fact that the proposed significant changes on which you are now consulting
have been submitted at such a late stage is a reflection that the project is totally unsuited to the
site. A project that was suited to the site would not have encountered such sustained
opposition from such a range of reasonable people and organisations who all see its many
shortcomings and the range of serious harms it would cause to this area if it were to go ahead.

I reject your proposals. They are unsuited to this site.

Yours faithfully,



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject:5th EDF Sizewell C Consultation response

My 5th EDF Sizewell C Consultation response:

I. EDF should only be consulting on proposals that are deliverable and
quantified. Most of EDF's proposals are too vague to be able to respond to
properly.

Also the relocation of Sizewell B facilities are subject to agreement with Sizewell A.

Why has it taken 8 years to put forward these train and sea transport
proposals?

Freight Management - It is unclear about how many actual HGVs and other traffic, such as vans, will
be taken off the roads, and which roads if the number of trains are increased. There don't seem to
be any precise numbers. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be commented on until all the
details about traffic movements have been clearly set out.

Frequency of Train Movements. Again too vague. Without knowing the noise levels of loading and
unloading and noise levels of trains running daytime and night time and the frequency it would be
hard to respond. Night journeys will disrupt the sleep of all those living near the railway line and if
EDF is given the go ahead for this then it will mean that these people will be unable to sell their
properties for many years. Any noise disruption at night should definitely not be allowed at all.

In the DCO (Development Consent Order) it was stated that more materials
could not be brought in by sea without damaging the marine environment.
Now there is a proposal to enhance the permanent beach landing facility
and to build a new temporary beach landing facility. So, has all this
predicted damage to the marine environment just gone away? If so.
how? It is not clearly explained. What about tern nesting colonies. The
document seems to convey that piling will take place during the nesting
season. Surely this cannot be true as it would be disastrous for them.To do
anything that might cause disruption to coastal tides and increase sea
ingress to the North or South is foolhardy. Especially considering how close
and how fragile the balance at Minsmere bird reserve is.

I have heard concerns that the proposed SSSI crossing will reduce water
levels at RSPB Minesmere and Eastbridge. These habitats are too
nationally important to put at risk.



The Fen meadow and other land replacement is piecemeal and does not
take into account that these parcels of land are surrounded by roads so
inappropriate for populations of creatures who are used to using the
continuous AONB ,SSSI, and SPA coastal strip that blended in with
Minsmere.

Water outlet proposals - this will damage the beach. Crazy to build a
nuclear power station on a floodplain. Given the seas history in this area
the whole site could flooded in 30-40 years. Raising the height of sea
defenses and construction will make it more of an eyesore.

Boundary and other changes. The effect on tourism, tourism jobs and
amenity for local people of moving and closing footpaths in the area with be
terrible. There is not enough detail of the bridleway crossing of Lovers
Lane. How are residents and visitors going to get out onto or cross over
Lover's Lane from Leiston Common and residents and visitors get out of
properties along Sizewell Gap Road. This needs properly addressing.

There must be no putting a car park on pill box field or taking this land for
other use.

2. None of the proposal changes make any difference to the fact that
Sizewell C should not be built because:

It does not make economic sense.

Like Hinkley Point it will be a very bad deal for the taxpayer.

It will be out of date technology by the time it is built.

The effect on East Suffolk with its Heritage Coast, AONB Coastal strip,
Minsmere and unique Landscape will be desecration of a very special area.
Tourism, tourism jobs, resident's right to peaceable enjoy their homes,
freedom and ease of travel and all kinds of noise and other pollution will
greatly outweigh any benefits.

It's massive construction will greatly add carbon to the atmosphere which
will only be compensated for by 2040. So it is not carbon-free at all.

It would be a time bomb on an eroding coastline surrounded by a flood
plain and no plan for dealing with the waste nuclear material being added
to all the time.

Sizewell C should not be built.





SZC CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED CHANGES
November-December 2020

It appears that that the 1,200 plus Relative Representations to your DCO
application have made you introduce these possible changes after your
continuing disdain to the local endless requests on the same matters over the
previous 4 consultations have been ignored.

2. The original train freight movements have been reduced by your refusal to
build a passing loop at Wickham Market Station as was originally promised.
This decision presumably on cost grounds.

Any increase in Rail Freight capacity to reduce your current appalling proposals
for Road Freight is welcome.

4 & 5 Originally told at least 60% of freight, both incoming and exported,
would be by sea, this appears to have been rejected for cost and delays reasons
although you referred to “Marine Ecology”.

Adoption of these measures now to reduce your heavy reliance on Road Freight
is to be encouraged.

6. This crossing should have been proposed originally but was not chosen,
presumably for cost reasons

7. Pakenham is approximately 30 miles direct from the site and is therefore
irrelevant to the local environment and ecology.

8, 9 and 10. These problems you have encountered were told to you during
earlier Consultations but were ignored: presumably for cost reasons. Any
improvements you now make to your layout and design will beg the question
why they were ignored after Consultations 1-4.

11. These reiterate the fact that the site is too small for the development
proposed.

12. SLR is not necessary and continues to be a bizarre addition for road access.
Cheaper and better would be the D 2 route which you continue to ignore for
reasons never explained.

We note many of the matters in this Consultation are not “proposed” as you
suggest in the title but are those you are “considering”, “seeking views on” or
“consulting on”; thus not definite.



From:
Sent: 18/12/2020 16:56:31
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:
Subject: Sizewell C Project - Consultation Response - Network Rail Infrastructure Limited [ADDGDD-
LIVE.FID3214222]
Body:

Dear Sirs

I write on behalf of my client Network Rail Infrastructure Limited in relation to the
Consultation on Proposed Changes to the Sizewell C Project.

Please see below Network Rail's response to the consultation:

"Network Rail does not object to the Order or the changes proposed in this consultation in principle.
However, the impacts of the proposals and how these impacts may be mitigated is the subject of
further engagement and assessment with EDF. For this purpose, Network Rail and EDF have an
agreement in place for joint working and have recently formed a joint Project Board to work through
the detail of the issues raised.

Notwithstanding this, introducing an increased number of Freight Trains on the East Suffolk line will
(due to their slower running speeds) have potential implications for capacity and operations on the
line and addressing these needs further collaboration and consideration.

Therefore, Network Rail cannot fully endorse the project and must object to the inclusion of the
proposed amendments in the Order and to Compulsory Powers being granted in respect of them."

I would be grateful if you could please confirm that this submission has been received.

Kind regards

Addleshaw Goddard LLP



EDF SZC Stage 5 Consultation Response

from: S.A.G.E. Community Monitoring Group
.

18.12.2020

1 Consultation Methodology

The approach of offering choices/options on proposals at this late
stage under draft DCO process is not appropriate. There ought to be
definitive proposals supported by appropriate assessments. Comment
could then be relevant and valuable to all concerned.

Some changes are evidently new material, but the underlying issues
are hardly new, or previously unknowable or have credibly only been
possible to formulate at a very late stage of project development. This
is unsatisfactory. Should the proposals presented as choice/options not
be fully developed and quickly available for presentation to PINS, the
DCO inspection process sshould be suspended to allow time for an
overall sufficient standard of draft DCO.

Early announcement of the timetable involved in either case will be
appropriate so that interested parties can register
supplementary/adjusted Relevant Repesentations.

2 We also note in passing misleading/inadequate aspects of the 11
Pledges accompanying the Consultation Report. Nevertheless we trust
that the pledges will be presented as supplements to the various
overarching Statements in the DCO and be available for examination
by PINS.

3 Freight Transport Strategy

The basic objective of substantially reducing HGV traffic on fixed
routes either from the south or north on the A12 is absolutely
necessary for any credibility to attach to the specified number of years



likely for the construction work because the road system if used
extensively will delay completion. Also for minimising damage to the
road infrastructure, itself very poor, for road user safety, for
minimising air pollution and loss of residents’ transport amenity,
blockage to the established economic and social users transport needs
including to tourist access, and effects on the natural and physical
environment (EIA issues within the designated impact zones). And for
achieving total construction costs forecast and public promises of 30%
cut in overrall costs. The observation in the Consultation Report
about cost considerations for maximum rail use need to be factored in.

Sea transport should also be maximised, but basic questions are
unaswered. Why two quite different BLFs ? What will happen to the
long dune-top causeway for the new BLF to link with the original
BLF?

4 Lack of full road traffic assessments

Arguably, the traffic impact of HGVs is only half of the story of
traffic management, in circumstances on Suffolk roads which are light
years away from those at the relevant and much vaunted comparator
of Hinkley Point C.

Combined with a persistent refusal to disclose HGV origins and
destinations beyond EDF’s designated impact zones, we suggest that
alongside maximising the rail freight and sea transport options, a full
road traffic volume assessment is presented in the menu of proposed
changes. An appropriate assessment will need to incorporate the
Suffolk County forecasts and local development plans in traffic
scenarios spanning an 8 year, a 12 year and a 15 year likely build
period.

It is not satisfactory that EDF can provide publicity about the national
geographical spread of major engineering contracts in press
advertisements while not disclosing credible information about HGVs
for transporting millions of tonnes of cement, aggregate and steel from

2
sources and via routes outside the designated impact zones.



There has been a reasonable expectation from the start of
Consultation Reports some years ago that a full traffic assessment
would be provided, rather than just limited options restricted to
HGVs. Without full assessment now for the whole construction period
incorporating a 10 to 15 year Suffolk traffic forecasting baseline, HGV
assessment (including options and adjustments) lacks credibility. A
risk analysis would most likely show either substantially more HGVs
on the road or substantially slower construction. Further, the
persistent promotion of the Sizewell C Project as the same as Hinkley
Point C does not work in this key respect. The M5 motorway at
Bridgwater and relatively low usage minor rural lanes to an
underpopulated area beyond the town have already caused problems.
East Suffolk’s road challenge is of an entirely different order, and
likely to get worse as road improvement finance has been lacking for
decades and is likely to continue on that path.

We note here in passing that productivity miracles at HPC and SZC
massive promised budget cuts from the learning curve of HPC lack
credibility. However, these widely publicised claims are welcome as
issues likely to figure in the PINS inspection process.

Metrics for associated traffic can be established from parking space
numbers for the main site- accomodation block and office complex, for
the Park and Rides and Freight Management Facility. Additionally,
there are the vehicles used by the off-campus workforce, lodged at
caravan parks, plus vehicles fom local workforces closer than the
P&Rs.

Then there is the generated (secondary) traffic level, effectively
doubling the population of the Leiston area. A traffic multiplier from
modelling needs to be disclosed. It would consist of a mix of non-site
HGVs, LGVs and private vehicles.

We note here that a prominent local business with long run experience
of road distribution for its brewery products has estimated that

3
12,000 extra vehicles a day would be involved on roads in the impact



zones. Traffic generation of this order, should the project go ahead,
would be a very major challenge to construction completion dates. The
secular growth of ordinary traffic in East Suffolk over the total
construction period would increase the challenge considerably.
Commuting from new housing estates with multi-vehicle households –
double garages are evident in higher value homes - is already
producing long periods of congestion. This huge project’s needs for
steady, time-managed material flows present a further major
challenge. Shiftworking for the workforce may resolve a part of the
workforce travel issues, but it is unlikely to overcome bunching of
HGVs.

We also note here that the A12 spine road does not have many laybys,
and that the Freight Management Facility and small HGV spaces at
P&Rs are not sufficient to allow HGVs to be stacked off road or close
enough for an on-call management system as originally proposed.
While road improvements offered by EDF, for example on the Link
Road, seem to recognise this layby/stacking challenge, safety will then
be a key issue on the single lane Link Road, exacerbated by access for
other users. We look further at HGV access concerns below for the
P&Rs and the FMF.

5 DCO protocols

Freight Management Strategy, road, rail and sea viewed as a project
sustainability imperative needs to be

(a) presented as definitive proposals, with no “likelys” in
funding or timelines

(b) be submiitted with appropriate assessments

(c) be in a form which can become binding in a DCO i.e. be
“orders” for decision

(d) works proposed be reasonably in place before major works
start in line with the Grampian principle

4



(e) be explained in their likely additional cost and works
completion time considerations in the Reasons for the
Project Statement and the Construction Programme
Statement in the supplementary Draft DCO.

6 Structural context

(1) A major additional factor for an 8 to 12 to maybe 15 year
construction phase is that Suffolk has a disproprtionately large new
housing quota, and many major developments of both housing and
commerce, notably logistics parks, are on stream to the point that
traffic levels are already a major cause of public and local authority
and national government concern. Repeated submissions to central
government – Highways England - for funds have not been successful.

(2) Cumulative Impacts

Suffok County Council’s Relevant Representation has provided a
digest of this strategic component of any satisfactory road transport
impact assessment. The future development aspect of the Suffolk
Energy Coast needs to incorporate a time perspective relevant to the
long construction period for SZC. Here we wish to note that recent
Government policy aspirations (Energy White Paper and Climate
Change Committee proposals for Sixth Carbon Budget) together
suggest that even more new development might occur in the next 15
years or so to achieve an overall goal of the doubling of electricity
supply by Net Zero’s 2050 date through a 90% supply of renewables.
Incidentally, nuclear is modelled as needing to be routinely offline in
seasonal low demand periods as capacities build up to 2050.

(3) Freight Management Facility location.

If construction materials are being sourced by road beyond the
outer impact zones, as is likley to be the case, many challenges are
presented by the A12 and A14, the Copdock interchange and, for
example, the expansion of Harwich Port, and Felixstowe port
expansion. They all need to be fully assessed. Logistics parks are
spreading in the key arterial routes outside the designated zone,

5



providing break bulk services to the sea container industry. Each
container may attract several LGVs through direct selling, detailed
distribution, and some direct services to the final retail customer. A
reasonable multipier metric might be 1 container : 4 – 6 LGVs. The
axial Orwell Bridge is already at design capacity, quite apart from
much publicised strong wind issues. The gigantic Felixstowe container
port has increasingly turned to strategic rail freight in consequence.
The proposed Freight Management Facility is on an old road close to
the Felixstowe spine road, using the same already overloaded Seven
Hills roundabout/overpass complex. The proposed FMF is sited
directly on the Old Felixstowe Road used regularily for stacking
Felixstowe HGVs. The newish crematorium opposite the Old
Felixstowe Road access deserves consideration.

6 Traffic management specifics

(1) The FMF location, as explained above, is unlikely to be able to
function properly. It requires appropriate assessment.

(2) The A12 is not well provided with laybys for HGVs, cars and
tourist traffic (caravans). It may be the case – the road maps in the
Report are unclear, and map keys not specific to map purposes – that
the new Link Road has laybys, but these can be dangerous on single
track roads with high permitted speeds. The Link Road is single track
and would have a 60 mph limit. Layby provision on the A12 from
Copdock to north of Darsham needs appropriate assessment.

(3) While the south located and distant FMF is proposed as a
technical necessity for HGV paperwork, we note that there is no
facility for HGV and other goods intended for the site from the North,
where some 20% of traffic has been mooted, a volume reflected in the
extraordinarily complex Yoxford roundabout proposal, which includes
a special cross-roundabout route for abnormal loads (AILs).

(4) We have not been able to find any proposal that the return routes
for HGVs will be designated. The B Roads which might serve return
journey’s are quite inadequate in size, poorly managed, and will be
heavily used by the workforce and project servicing traffic. A
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longstanding recognition of the problem of the B roads is the loop
route fom the A12 to the Debach Logistics Park. Presentations of HGV
journey statistics imply HGV would use the same route back. Haulage
contractors will not unreasonably seek to avoid this. We suggest that
the A12 is a designated HGV return route in the Development
Consent Order.

(5) The Darsham P&R on the northern carriageway has no
provision for traffic coming from the north to cross into the facility. It
is a single lane road at this point. Equally, there is no speecial
provision – a roundabout – for exiting the P&R south to the SZC site.

(6) Yoxford Roundabout. The proposal here seems to have the same
basic configuration as before the Link Road proposal was made. It is
not clear where the AIL special crossing is headed: use of the B1122 is
not appropriate. If the link Road was built rapidly as a priority,
reasonably in advance in advance – recent Government statements
have reduced the overall “urgency” imperative for the project –
arguably no such complex roundabout would be needed.

Further, the new proposal for two BLFs would surely facilitate AILs,
likely in any case to come by sea from the North on the A12. If AILs
are also sourced from the South, and need in principle need a special
cross- roundabout facility, th Yoxford design would not allow them to
use it. There is also a materil consideration that if the FMF HGV’s
return route is back South, the B cross roads would be lesss of a
challenge. A massive roundabout complex at Yoxford might, with
careful timing and planning, be quite unecessary.

(7) Wickham Market P&R On the assumption that a bypass around
Wickham Market is no longer proposed, the case for HGV designated
return routes is strengthened. The traffic volumes through Wickham
Market likely from non HGV traffic mean that the smooth functioning
of this key P& R is seriously questionable. The design has access and
egress flaws, let alone EIA impact issues.

Most important and a persistent ommission from early consultation
reports is the lack of provision for vehicles wishing to go South from

7



the unidirectional (north) single lane slipway. U-turns on the
Marlesford to Little Glenham single lane A12 are unthinkable. The
roundabout on the South entry to the two village bypass is the only
facility. A consequence is to excerbate this already congested and speed
limited part of the A12.

Additionally, all access is from a small roundabout on to a single lane
slipway. Any back-up, most likely for a workforce of the order of
1,000 vehicles coming to join buses for fixed time shiftworking will
flow on to the roundabout which also feeds the slip road off the dual
carriage way and normally fast A12. Secondary back up would be
likely at certain times. Vehicles returning fom the north would
exacerbate any back up, stretching back across the A12 bridge. Then,
on exit, the siungle lane slip way fed by a T junction in the P&R has
only ashort roadway before joining the A12 North just where the dual
carriage reduces to a single lane and a new 40 mph speed limit. This
narrowing off the dual carriageway on the A12 North is a widely
recognised hazard caused by outside lane drivers at high speeds
cutting into slower traffic. This requires appropriate assessment. We
add that backups might well feed back into the P&R itself. No active
traffic management service inside the P&R site is specified.

(8) We note the consistent avoidance of vehicle indentification
proposals. Given the FMF paperwork function, adding a simple “GB”
type sticker obligation on HGVs required to report to the FMF cannot
be diffficult. Liveried HGVs and LGVs carry “good driver’’ prompts
as standard today. There is further a strong case for all users of the
P&Rs to carry identification stickers. The same goes for non-HGVs -
the managers and booked visitors and workforce – entering the main
development site. Security checking will already be in place for all
vehicles, so identification cannot be burdensome. Further,
identification of SZC vehicles is the logic of the Link Road. We suggest
a simple “EDF-SZC” sticker.

(9) HGV and LGV vehicle exhaust standards need to be given due
regard because of the Government’s Net Zero commitment. EU6
standard or a post Brexit equivalent is likely to be in place in any case,
but EDF would do well to uphold corporately promulgated ESG
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standards (see EDF France website) for such a big, long timespan
project. Such standards should be a contractual term for transport
providers.

(10) Since transport is such an important producer of GHGs in the
UK, commitment as in (9) above would provide an ingredient for a
comprehensive GHG/CO2 footprint for the project. We note that the
draft DCO seems more concerned about the impact of climate change
on their project than their own production of GHGs/CO2 alongside
low carbon operation. Publicity about the SZC project “saving” 9 m
tonnes of CO2 a year and their carbon debt taking only a few years to
be compensated for is not of suitable standard for assessment. Proper
information to best practice for carbon benchmarking is necessary for
assessment of the view that under the 2050 Net Zero imperative,
SZC’s low carbon claim is too late and therefore too little. Because the
5 th Consultation Report on Changes restates the claim that SZC is
needed for climate mitigation, this is a suitable opportunity for an
appropriate assessment (comprehensive carbon footprint) statement
to be provided for examination.

8 Sea Transport and Beach (Marine) Landing Facilities

It is not clear why two sea-based facilities are now deemed to be
needed. We note that the new proposal is a marine landing facility not
simply a beach based facility, but also that they are linked by their
dune top roadway feature.

Why the addition of the new floating pontoon pier can be reckoned to
make any decisive difference to on road HGV levels is not clear. The
same poor/winter weather considerations are likely to apply to the
potoon pier as the beach based BLF. Off times for the two facilities
need to be assessed. Poor weather at any time or season at sea will
presumably need very sophisticated reserve/alternative HGV capacity
on call to meet production needs in infrastructure works. A risk
analysis would assist evaluation of the new sea transport facility and
the need for onroad reserve freight capacity.

We note that coastal sandbanks and tidal conditions were reported as
9



obstacles to a long freight pier at earlier reporting stages. What has
changed in the seabed formations to remove/overcome these
challenges ? Presenting pier length options for public comment
suggests that there is no engineering optimum, or that adequate
assessment work has not been done. No cost conditionaity is cited.

9 Rail freight

Clearly the number of freight trains should be maximised, but the
essential matter here is the relevance of consulting on whether this
should be 3, 4 or 5 when the Relevant Representation to PINS from
Network Rail is clear that years of talks have not produced a
deliverable proposal. In part this may be because EDF have not been
able to supply information about the source of construction materials
regardless of transport mode. Attention to the details of the Leiston
line extension, and designation of rail extension towards the site as a
“green” project only serves to divert attention.

A long passing loop north of Westerfield looks necessary to preserve
passenger services vital to commuters.

The maximum rail option should be accepted as a condition in the
draft DCO, not least because the Consultation Report alludes to cost
constraints for rail options. Projects of this scale cannot commence
with promises subject to later cost cuts.

10 Potable and other water resources

We observe here that there is no sufficient explanation of potable
water supplies or assessment of ikely impacts should mains supplies or
bore holes be needed, not least to fill the reservoir for high
specification concrete mixing. That new non-potable ponds are
proposed for cleaning equipment makes sense but raises questions of
the standard of eventual disposal to the beach (es).

11 Consequential Site changes – SZC and B
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For the record, we have submiitted views about the rather unclear
proposals which already figure in the Suffolk East District Council
planning application which followed the Coronation Wood SZA
planning permission.

We welcome the opportunity presented now for whatever proposals
are finally advanced from this changes application to be fully
examined in respect of adequacy of site size for SZC, and other
considerations of public interest in the light of expected contributions
from statutary consultees and particularly the ONR. The adequacy in
size, access and security of dry fuel storage at the three associated and
separately registered facilities may prove to be of concern.

12 ‘Connectivity” enhancement for otters, water voles, bats etc

In parallel with the legitimate question of whether the bats on the
Hinkley Point C site are still present to enjoy their required
connectivity facilities, we ask for an HRA assessment of the proposed
change from a culvert to a wide bridge under the embanked arterial
site access road. This is presented as a nature mitigation for creatures
whom we believe perfectly capable of navigating a safe, quiet water
culvert and not in neeed of a wide underpass bridge facility to avoid
disturbance. They are unlikely to be present to enjoy either
“connectivity” in the neighbourhood of already commenced and very
major construction works in any case. We think it is more likely that
the dramatically expanded culvert is for flood water dispersion, a
matter of separate and major concern.

13 The proposed new Nature Trust and marsh harrier
“improvements”.

A new trust is not necessary. The Suffok Wildlife Trust has shown in
the past a capacity for appropriate management, conservation
delivery and regulated nature asset monitoring, partly through
contracts with EDF. Moreover, the proposed marsh harrier
“improvement sites” - a regrettable neologism – solely for foraging
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mitigation would need an established organisation to seek registration
and the formulation of conservation objectives should purposes other
than the extra foraging be in mind. We note that a Biodiversity Net
Gain claim is declared for the marsh harrier “improvement” sites, and
further that some of the provision is only for a “likely” need. That may
not be adequate for the registration of a dependable, approved nature
trust.

The BNG duty, now enshrined in Government environment policy, is
also subject to a guarranteed period of years and a per centage net
gain (10%) which may be difficult to establish for foraging over such a
large distance from home base for a small number of very rare birds.
We note also a claim that the Minsmere Marsh Harriers are foraging
at Aldhurst Farm and await a full assessment of this potentially
important development. Further, we understand that as a RAMSAR
site, the marsh harriers at Minsmere may already be enjoying
regulatory protection standards extendable to any furter foraging
provision. The RSPB’s views on the proposed trust and foraging sites
will no doubt be taken fully into account in final DOC proposals.

Finally, we note the Relevant Representation of Natural England in
this marsh harrier foraging matter and other respects.

ends
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Campsea Ashe Parish Council’s response to

Sizewell C – Consultation on Proposed changes

18th December 2020

Introduction

Campsea Ashe PC would like to express their disappointment in another ‘consultation’,

which is bringing up proposals that parish and town councils have commented on in prior

consultations, yet were not acted upon by EDF. We also agree with the widely expressed

notion, that consultation should only be done upon proposals that have a certainty of

being actually deliverable.

Campsea Ashe preferred a marine & rail led strategy in Stage 3&4 consultations as the

East Suffolk Line would have gained improved infrastructure allowing the running of day

time freight trains in addition to passenger transport and importantly also leaving a

beneficial environmentally sound legacy. The integrated approach with with up to five

night time freight trains presented in the DCO increased the concerns of Campsea Ashe

residents, as it is located close along the East Suffolk Line. The present consultation

exacerbates those concerns, as more night time freight movement is proposed.

Campsea Ashe PC however strongly supports the maximum feasible beach landing

(enhanced & temporary) facilities proposed.

Freight Management Issues

Although welcoming the attempt to reduce HGV movements by increasing rail and

marine freight movements, Campsea Ashe PC does not envisage any beneficial impacts

of the proposed changes on living standards of our residents. In particular the

increased night time rail movements would be detrimental and the estimated

reduction in HGV movements is unlikely to significantly reduce vehicular

movement on the eastern stretch of the B1078 (partly due to movements

from/towards the Southern P&R).



Campsea Ashe PC also remains gravely concerned, that traffic issues arising from the

anticipated volume of cars, LGV’s & HGV’s will overwhelm the A12 in the

Woodbridge/Melton and Hacheston/Marlesford areas, resulting in increased rat-running

on an inadequate and at times already dangerously stretched rural network of roads and

lanes.

The B1078 through Campsea Ashe and eastwards to Tunstall/Snape has several pinch

points in and around Campsea Ashe, creating hazardous conditions even for cars

passing. The anticipated increase of traffic, not just at times of A12 congestion, will

make this road even more hazardous and subject Campsea Ashe residents not just to

intolerable high levels of pollution. This route is used as a diversion if there are closures

on the A12 between the junction with the B1078 and the junction with the A1094, but

the route will be incapable of coping with such level of diverted HGV traffic.

The positioning of the southern P&R in Hacheston/Wickham Market will only exacerbate

the situation.

These new proposals would not have any impact on reducing traffic during the first two

years, before new roads and Park & Rides would be completed. During these “early

years” 600 trucks per day, plus those for other Energy Projects, and all other Sizewell C

traffic would use the current A12 and B1122. Sizewell C would still generate up to

12,000 extra vehicle journeys/day, massively increasing traffic on the A12, surrounding

roads and making rat runs more likely. The A12 & A14 are already problematic; the

Orwell Bridge, EDF’s Freight management facility and new roundabouts will all increase

the risk of delays.

Rail Issues

The Consultation proposes further train movements with the view that the negative

impacts were previously overestimated and the incidences of noise pollution and

vibration would not be increased beyond previous estimates. With ca 70 homes

within 150m of the railway line, any night freight movement will affect over

half of the population of the village through noise and vibration, resulting most

certainly in sleep disturbance. The parameters provided for any mitigation are open

to question. As such with limited mitigation proposals offered, Campsea Ashe PC cannot

agree to such a proposal.

The information provided in the consultation does not provide sufficient detail and is

difficult to understand for e.g., the choice of relevant values for significant observed

adverse effect level (SOAEL) for noise disturbance and Vibration Dose Values (VDVs) for

vibration required for mitigation.

There is also uncertainty of what can be achieved via mitigation. Proposals for

engineering mitigation (continuous rail lines, quieter engines, speed) requires third party

delivery. Noise bafflement mitigation (double/triple glazing and improved ventilation,

fencing) may have a limited impact on the very few properties qualifying under the

present measurements.

Mitigation measures must include continued monitoring, measuring and subsequent

mitigation during the build period.

It is vital that assessments of real time noise and vibration impacts are used not just

predictions before the process. Such measurements, although still open to differing



interpretations over impact, would be more accurate in identifying those properties

affected adversely (and how badly).

Another mitigation to reduce sleep disturbance that could be used is to concentrate the

rail movements at particular times at night by banning movements between certain

hours.

Beach Landing Facility

Campsea Ashe supports in principle the maximum possible use (Option 4 & the

improved BLF) of sea-based deliveries via the Beach Landing Facilities.

We are in full support of maximising marine deliveries, as we are fully aware of the

inadequacies of the local road & rail network, which currently is incapable of sufficiently

cope with the associated increased level of demand.

However, CA PC lacks the expertise to evaluate whether the proposal in itself is an

environmentally (marine ecology & shore erosion impact) sound proposition and

therefore would leave comment to independent stakeholders with the knowledge and

expertise to comment.

Southern Park & Ride

Campsea Ashe is pleased yet perplexed that proposals from earlier consultations, such

as the Northern Bund have been reinstated. However, serious concerns raised in

previous consultations have not been addressed.

Campsea Ashe PC remains deeply concerned about the location of the site, both

in terms of traffic impacts and actual topography.

The site is the most elevated in the area and the impact this will have on homes (area

up to Campsea Ashe), is not conclusively addressed. Especially the issue of the still

unspecified lighting design on the site and the destruction of dark skies, which has

equally not been quantified.

Traffic impact on the area (as further outlined under Freight Management Issues),

especially from ‘rat-running’ as well as unspecified amounts of sub-contractors in the

area, will be considerate yet remain unquantified.

Geo fencing as a high-tech alternative for controlling traffic in the area should be

applied, as should specific signage - a low-tech simple solution - around the A12 to

discourage ‘rat-running’ on the B1078 (eastwards), which equally has not been

addressed.

Summary

Whilst the increased BLF facilities would create an improvement on overall HGV

movements, Campsea Ashe PC does not regard the improvement to be sufficient enough

to erase our grave concerns about the project’s impact on our region. CAPC are

concerned in particular of the adverse impact of increased night time rail freight

movements.

There is still no detail about traffic impact of the local supply chains, especially the

significant threat of Base/Bentwaters Industrial Parks becoming an active part in the

works for the Energy Projects (Sizewell & Scottish Renewables). This again will put



pressure on an already inadequate local road infrastructure, affecting not only Campsea

Ashe, but Tunstall and Snape, as vehicles leave/access the A12 using the B1078 and

other minor roads.

The cumulative impact of other major projects proposed and in progress in the

region are not sufficiently taken into account, with major traffic issues going to

affect the Martlesham/Woodbridge/Melton and Wickham Market/Marlesford area and

hence increasing pressures on already strained infrastructure.

The impact of Martlesham Adastral Park, Friston Substation as well as all the off-site

construction works of the SizewellC project are still not addressed and hence CA PC feels

that SizewellC is too big a project for this rural area. The lasting and mainly irreversible

negative impact on a rural/coastal environment and its AONB’s with its important

recreational and tourism related industry, outweigh the temporary positive effects it

might produce.

Campsea Ashe PC

December 18th 2020



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject:SZC
Submission for the 5th EDC SZC Consultation

I write as a frequent and longstanding visitor to the area that encompasses
Sizewell and wish to make the following comments.

The increased traffic on the roads will undoubtedly cause noise, pollution and
inconvenience to those who live there and those who visit. The increase in
train movements will be distressing for people living near the railway,
especially at night, and would make any selling of property impossible for the
duration. The BLF plan will surely harm the marine environment.

I understand that the SSSI Crossing will reduce water levels at RSPB Minsmere
and at Eastbridge, which must be a concern for the RSPB given that Suffolk is
normally a dry county. There is the probability of severe coastal flooding in the
next 30 years, or earlier, and Sizewell is on a flood plain.

I find totally inappropriate the height of the sea defence, stockpiling materials
and removing trees. Lovers Lane is too busy to be a bridleway. Coronation
Wood should be saved at all costs: nature cannot easily be relocated and it
takes decades for established woods to be fully re-established.

What is the point of designating any land as an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, with its right to be respected and conserved when those rights can be
so easily swept aside?



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:
Subject:Response to Proposed Changes
I am afraid these proposed changes in no way alter or mitigate against my previous objections
and concerns.

It is astonishing that EDF should suddenly propose, after 8 years of consulting and feasibility
studies, that the rail and sea options are possible and cost effective. Where is the
evidence? The early years proposal to use existing infrastructure to transport materials while
these other options are perhaps put into operation gives me no confidence at all that this will
happen. Time drift and mounting costs will remain impediments, and the fact that these
options were presumably ruled out in the early days suggests they will never materialise.

EDF is in a parlous state. This design is yet to be operational anywhere and is dogged by
chronic delays and excessive costs. By the time it is operational it will probably already be a
white elephant. It seems a very strange choice in the face of a climate change crisis when
there are so many other cheaper, greener and more speedily constructed alternatives. We as a
population are being asked to fund this project - RAB seems the only possible finance option
left - and yet we have not been granted sight of either a detailed environmental impact
analysis nor a coastal and marine analysis to demonstrate that the damage it will cause is
manageable. Alternative protected sites dotted over Suffolk in no way mitigate the
catastrophic impact the construction site will have on Minsmere.

The ongoing and increasing coastal erosion must be of huge concern. However much the sea
defences proposed stand up to this escalating process, there is no evidence that this won't
have disastrous and unknown consequences both north and south of the site.

Despite EDF's insistence that many jobs will be created by this project in the area, its very
existence will damage many more, and also create total havoc on roads and rail and our quiet
lives for years to come.



From
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:
Subject:SZC Stage 5 Consultation
As for the area affected, we wish to state our endorsement of
Theberton and Eastbridge Parish Council’s submission in particular but not
exclusively at this Stage 5 of the consultation. The views of the Parish Council in
general capture those of most of the residents and other interested parties who have
made contact.
In particular their suggestion that should the area be decided to be compatible with the
siting of SZC in principal, a reduction to one reactor would seemingly resolve many
of the currently apparently insurmountable problems identified with the current plans
including seaward coastal defence impact and design, insufficient acreage to construct
two reactors on such a constrained site and considerably reduce the impact on the
AONB and on residents. It would also lessen the negative effect on area wide tourism
and farming, both mainstays of employment in the area.
The current aspirational aims to attempt to reduce HGV movements even at this late
stage are to be applauded, however appear to lack credibility in deliverability. This is
predominantly due to the unavoidable involvement and dependence on external
influences for rail movements, and the weather for sea.
That all supporting infrastructure must be conditioned to be built at the start of the
process including the SLR is vital. Should this application proceed without it would
be extremely hard for the B1122 to carry both the volume it currently does and SZC
construction traffic together with the traffic for the construction of the SLR, which its
self should be a confirmed offering and not related to achieving a sea/rail reduction in
HGV movements, or not. Leiston requires upfront construction in this area, without
which its residents would be subject to an impossible volume of traffic.
It is noted that further information is still required at many points of the
application. The area to the south of the site, extending past Slaughden towards
Orford should be included in future surveys to assess the affects of this development
on coastal processes. Alteration to these coastal processes could well cause damage
and thus affect the viability of Aldeburgh’s tourism and amenity offering, and this
remains under assessed. The choice of Pakenham as the site for mitigation habitat
may will bring benefit to that area, however it actively removes benefit from the area
affected.
Should this application proceed, no reduction in the Tourism and Housing funds
should be permitted. A property price support scheme on par with that at Hinkley
Point should be introduced.
The general timing of this the most recent round of consultation has proved very
challenging, following as it does on the heels of the last round and concluding
immediately prior to Christmas. Another area highlighted time and time again is the
one that though communities and individuals have been asked for, and given feedback
many times over the 8 years of this NSIP, acknowledgement of this, or any
meaningful alterations to EDF’s plans are constantly omitted.
That EDF has offered engagement with the public over the last few years is
recognised. It has recently however, become hard (when combined with the
information sent by SPR and NGV among other parties), to distinguish between what
is an update, and what is for example an offer of further engagement or important
deadline. I would ask that EDF as a matter of urgency consider their recent



communications policy as this has become unclear and has caused confusion, and that
consideration is given to a more professional means of highlighting important offers
to engage, deadlines etc, and ensure what are purely updates perhaps have a different
appearance.
Joint response from:



Relevant Representation, Sizewell C, shorter final version.

The proposed construction and operation of Sizewell C will harm large areas of marine environment.

Greater Sizewell Bay extends northwards from Blyth Piers, southwards to near Thorpeness, and out

to sea to the eastern flank of the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank.

Each of the two planned EPRTM reactors need large volumes of cooling water to condense steam.

This cooling water would be drawn from the sea, passed through condensers and then returned at a

typical rate of 132m3 per second, approximately 3km out to sea from the site.

Major impacts on the environment from discharge of the cooling water will be heat, and chlorination

for biofouling control. When the reactors are operating at full power the cooling water will be

returned to sea at a temperature around 11.6°C higher than ambient.

A fish recovery and return system would be installed, but moribund biota would be discharged. The

calculated decaying biomass between is seasonal at 1065.5 kg per day (December to April) 405 kg

per day (April to September). This would mostly comprise fish such as herrings and sprats, possibly

affecting local fishermen’s livelihoods.

Trade and sanitary effluents, including radioactive material, will be released with the sea water.

According to SZC’s calculations, many of the toxic chemicals in the effluents will be likely to be

discharged at concentrations exceeding their environmental quality standard (EQS) or reference

value, and will rely on dilution.

Suffolk prides itself on its coastal towns and Areas of Outstanding natural beauty but there are no

blue flag beaches between Norfolk and Felixstowe. SZC state that the nearest designated bathing

waters are at Southwold and Felixstowe, approximately 10km and 35km distant, respectively. SZC

predict that the sewage output and treatment will reduce the concentrations of faecal indicator

organisms to be compatible with bathing at Southwold and Felixstowe, i.e. not for other beaches

such as Dunwich, Sizewell, Thorpeness and Aldeburgh, where people regularly swim. Human

sewage contains pharmaceuticals, some of which are especially toxic to certain marine organisms.

SZC asserts that the radioactive discharge into the sea will not exceed the limits proposed and will

represent a trivial risk to wildlife, quoting the nearest designated areas for shell fish as Butley Creek,

about 44m south from Sizewell. The proposed annual liquid limits for Cobalt60 and Caesium137,

however, exceed the annual expected best performance by about 17 fold.

Crabs, lobsters, shell-fish and fish are caught and sold locally. Contamination of fish, shellfish and

crustaceans from human sewage, toxic chemicals and radionuclides could be exacerbated by bio-

accumulation and bio-magnification.

New hard coastal defence and a beach landing facility will involve driving piles and dredging to

maintain access. This could affect the patterns of erosion and accretion and will affect benthic

species. Now that SZC propose to reduce road transport, the beach landing facility will cause more

adverse impacts on the marine environment than hitherto and may disrupt tidal flow and increase

coastal erosion. The pollution from shipping to and from the site must be mitigated against.

The current amended proposals do not sufficiently address, avoid, minimise or mitigate the total,

cumulative adverse impacts on the marine environment. No compensatory measures are proposed.

If a similar area of land was treated in the same way, there would be public outrage.



Dear Planning Inspectorate and Sizewell C, 

Amended DCO application Sizewell C EN010012 – closing 18 Dec 2020 

1.1 The amended DCO outlines the intention to reduce the impact of HGV traffic by 40% by 

increasing use of rail and sea transport of bulky materials. As a strategic intention Snape PC 

would welcome detailed exploration of both options. We do not see that reflected in the 

amended DCO. Our response at this point therefore would have to be qualified by the lack of 

detail in the amended DCO relating to the rail option and more particularly the marine landing 

facilities. Even at this late stage there are four potential marine options identified, all of which 

will have some degree of shoreline impact. It is of concern that once again there is very little 

research to support the assertion that what could be extensive maritime intrusions will have 

limited impact on surrounding shorelines both north and south. Our particular concern would be 

the impact on Slaughden, Orford Ness and the River Alde.  

 

1.2 Snape PC was concerned that having allegedly explored the rail and marine options over a 

number of years and concluded that they were not feasible that the DCO now reflects them as 

options again without any rationale for the change other than asserting it is a response to 

consultation submissions. From the perspective of the PC and many other stakeholders the 

project has consistently been encouraged to fully explore rail and marine options. It was EDF/ 

Sizewell that dismissed them.  

 

 

1.3  The original concerns were outlined in a response in January 2017, March 2019 and September 

2019. Those concerns remain. The PC favoured a four village bypass rather than the two village 

bypass on the basis that it would reduce the impact of traffic congestion on the A12. The two 

village bypass means the road through Snape from Woodbridge (B1069) becomes effectively a 

four village bypass and the only alternative route if there is a blockage or heavy traffic on the 

A12 north of Marlsford.  

 

1.4 The PC has previously reported the view that the various consultation exercises have been 

inadequate. The PC previously reflected that in the Update Statement of Community 

Consultation (P5) November 2016, “that EDF will attempt to coordinate its pre application 

consultation to avoid confusion and consultation fatigue” and the latest amended DCO only adds 

to the already complicated and demanding work to respond. The PC took part in discussions and 

briefing with stakeholder including the AONB, RSPB, Suffolk County Council and East Suffolk 

District Council and they appeared to share our concerns.  

 

 

1.5 Additionally given the time that has passed from the first phase of consultation, submission of 

the DCO and this additional phase of consultation, Snape PC would ask the Applicant to provide 

assurance that they have taken into account changes that have occurred over that period? An 

example being the additional HGV and tractor traffic movements soon to be introduced to the 

A1094 at Rose Hill and the implications for traffic loading at the Friday Street junction from the 

construction of a crop store and weighbridge at that location. 

 

Chair Snape PC  
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WICKHAM MARKET PARISH COUNCIL 
 

 

Chairman:  
Parish Clerk:  
Tel: , E-Mail:  
www.onesuffolkwickhammarket.net 
                                                                                                                                               
  
Sent by email: info@sizewellc.co.uk 
 
Our Ref: WMPC/SWG Response to EDF SZC Stage 5 
 
18th December 2020 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Wickham Market Parish Council Sizewell Working Group Response to EDF  
SZC Stage 5 Post DCO submission consultation  
 
Please note this is our formal response to EDF regarding Stage 5 consultation in respect to the 
proposed Sizewell C power station.  We submitted comments to EDF on 20th September 2019 in 
relation to Stage 4.  Our Relevant Representation was submitted to PINS on 21st September 2020 
and can be found on the WMPC web site.  
 
We have considered the key aspects of Stage 5 consultation and comment on those changes which 
affect Wickham Market and some additional points where we have concerns.  
 
We understand that these proposals follow on from EDF’s engagement with stakeholders, the public 
and local authorities, however we question why it has taken so long for EDF to consider introducing 
these changes in response to the concerns which have been expressed for some considerable time.   
 
1. Increase in the frequency of freight train movements to facilitate bulk material imports by 
rail.   We tentatively support any reduction in HGV movements on the A12 as being beneficial to the 
Wickham Market area and impacts on the A12 however we are aware that the extra rail freight 
movements could adversely impact other people/users including residents living near the line.  Any 
additional rail use is still dependant on Network rail agreement.  We have yet to see evidence that 
the stated number of 300 fewer HGV’s will be deliverable.  

2. Enhancement of the permanent beach landing facility and options for a new temporary 
beach landing facility to facilitate material imports by sea.  

We understand that feasibility studies are still being undertaken to explore the viability of a longer 
permanent BLF and a new temporary one.  These studies should have been done many years ago, 
but we were led to believe the options were not feasible.  It will be important to understand whether 
the importation of materials by sea is feasible without damage to the ecological environment before 
tentative support could be given.  

3. Change to the SSSI crossing design to a single span bridge with embankments.  

This change must be beneficial, and the statutory agencies have advised on this approach 
previously.  However, the introduction of a permanent road across the SSSI to the SZC site including 
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car parking, lighting and ancillary structures in the area will create detrimental adverse environmental 
impacts on this delicate ecosystem.  

4. Surface water removed early in the construction process to be discharged to the foreshore 
via a temporary outfall.  

WMPC are not in a position to provide comment 

5. Change to the sea defence to make the scheme more efficient and resilient to climate 
change.  

We cannot understand why the necessary engineering solutions were not been put forward at Stage 
1.  It would appear that the vulnerable coastal location and sea level rise have not been sufficiently 
considered previously.  We are aware that many statutory authorities have significant technical 
concerns regarding coastal stability and solutions.  We expect all necessary technical work and 
measures to be put in place to prevent a coastal and environmental disaster from occurring in future.  

6. Greater flexibility as to where certain Sizewell B facilities are relocated to potentially avoid 
the need for car parking on Pillbox Field.  

We cannot support any development or planting on the Pill Box field.  This is a totally inappropriate 
use of land within the AONB and will have a wider and cumulative detrimental impact on top of 
proposals to build various substantial structures on the land of Coronation Wood.  We consider that 
the premature felling, without the necessary permits, of this mature mixed woodland, some 110 years 
old shows a cavalier approach to the environment of SZA, B and C.  If SZC does not proceed the 
relocation of facilities should not be necessary. 

7. Change to certain parameter heights and activities on the main development site to 
facilitate the construction process.  

The possibility of changes creating further detrimental impacts within the area must be considered 
with care.  We are already aware of the significant and harmful impacts which will occur should the 
relocated SZB facilities take place following the decimation of Coronation Wood. 

8. Change to the location of the Water Resource Storage Area and the addition of flood 
mitigation measures to lower flood risk.  

WMPC are not in a position to provide comment 

9. Revisions to tree retention on the main development site.  

WMPC are not able to provide comment 

10. A new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills.  

WMPC are not in a position to provide comment 

11. Extension of the Order Limits to provide for fen meadow habitat at Pakenham as further 
mitigation for fen meadow loss.  
 
Creation of fen meadow habitat in another part of Suffolk is not a satisfactory mitigation for habitat 
loss on the Suffolk Coast.  This does not create biodiversity net gain.  
 
12. Extension and reduction of the Order Limits for works on the main development site and 
related sites (fen meadow mitigation sites and marsh harrier improvement sites).  

As for item 11.  

13. Reinstatement of the 3m bund and other minor changes at the Southern Park and Ride 
site, including a minor reduction of the Order Limits.  

WMPC raised the observation that the length of bund on the north west boundary to the SP&R site 
had been reduced in the DCO documentation.  This was a change to the scheme proposed at Stages 
1, 2, 3 and 4 for no apparent reason and with no justification in the LVIA.  It is not clear why the bund 
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was removed at DCO submission stage.  We are pleased that it has been re-instated, however other 
concerns regarding the limited impact assessment and a lack of landscape mitigation measures 
including long-term legacy of planting have not been addressed.   We will continue to press for further 
improvements including those needed to deal with the harmful and significant impact of lighting.     

We note in the paragraph 5.2.11 EDF have referred to other minor design changes, which are being 
explored.  We look forward to seeing the result of these considerations and some significant detail 
relating to the scheme and its impacts.   

With respect to the DCO order limits we have previously suggested that this be broadened to ensure 
sufficient space for landscape mitigation and enhancement of the site access road.  This part of the 
site and the park and ride beyond will be very visible from WM in public views that have not been 
assessed within the LVIA. 

14. Minor reductions to the Order Limits at the Northern Park and Ride site.  

WMPC are not in a position to provide comment 

15. Extension of the Order Limits for works on the Two Village Bypass, change to the public 
right of way around Walk Barn Farm and additional habitat mitigation proposals.  

WMPC are not in a position to provide comment 

16. Extension to and reduction of the Order Limits for works on the Sizewell Link Road.  

WMPC are not in a position to provide comment 

17. Minor reductions to the Order Limits for Yoxford Roundabout, the A12/B1119 junction at 
Saxmundham and the A1094/B1069 south of Knodishall.  
 
WMPC are not able to provide detailed comment on proposal however we have noted that with 
respect to the further document and at junction A12/B1119 there are several trees including a large 
pollarded field maple on the north side of the junction which we would hope will be retained and 
protected.   

Summary 
 
In relation to the statement made by EDF in the Stage 4 consultation documents regarding liaison 
with the WMPC Neighbourhood Plan committee, a line of communication relating to traffic mitigation 
was subsequently established and meetings have taken place since December 2019.   As a result 
of this EDF have begun to consider some potential traffic measures for the village.  We anticipate 
some specific proposals which the public can be consulted on in the early part of 2021.  We will also 
continue to press for additional significant design and landscape mitigation measures for the SP&R 
site itself.  We do not believe that the changes in this Stage 5 consultation will reduce the many 
negative impacts of increased traffic numbers travelling through the village to and from the SP&R. 
 



From:j
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:RE: Sizewell C - Consultation 5/Intra-Examination Consultation

Stage 5 Response - business

Dear Sir or Madam
Further to my personal comments submitted yesterday and seen below, we are now writing
as partners in our agricultural and tourism businesses (LJ and EL Dowley and Partners) with
comments on the Stage 5 consultation/Intra- Examination Consultation.

This submission should be seen as an extension of our responses to the four pre application
consultations. In almost all respects our concerns have not been dealt with by EDF; indeed
due to a lack of serious engagement to date, it is not at all clear that EDF have even
considered those concerns, let alone provided any assessment or justification for their latest
preferred options or proposals. (For ease of reference, I have appended our submissions at
Stage 3 and 4 to the bottom of this email).

Our submissions at this Stage 5 do not seek to repeat the numerous concerns for the
community at large. In those respects we support the submission made by the Theberton
and Eastbridge Parish Council.

It is clear that the new proposals by EDF have been made in the face of criticism of their
Stage 4 proposals by, inter alia, the Environment Agency, Suffolk County Council and the
Members of Parliament for Central Suffolk and North Ipswich and Suffolk Coastal. These
new proposals are not fully developed and in EDF’s admission may not be deliverable. It is
difficult to see how a proper consultation on such proposals can yet be held. One would
think that the right way to proceed would be for a Stage 6 consultation to take place when
and only when EDF has completed the necessary work in order to put forward deliverable
proposals.

EDF’s latest proposals concern us under the following headings:

1. Road/traffic scheme: the proposed Sizewell Link Road joins the existing B1122
alongside the edge of our eighteenth century park. At the first meeting which we
have had with EDF’s agents to discuss any impact on our land (on 15th December
2020), those agents admitted that it was proposed to cut down one third of the
wood protecting the park from the B1122 and could not explain why a better
solution might not be to move that part of their new road by approx. 10 metres
away from the wood, thus preserving the wood in its entirety. Nor did they appear
to know of the existence of all of the heritage assets in the immediate vicinity of the
road. Nor apparently had they considered the drainage from the new road which
would need to flow into ditches crossing our park and adjoining fields. I go into
these small details to demonstrate that surveying the land in question by drone is
not good enough – just one example of the failure of EDF, so far, to have done the



proper work, supported by local engagement and consultation which is surely
necessary to plan a project of this scale in an area with currently inadequate
infrastructure and environmentally and ecologically sensitive features.
Even worse, at that 15th December 2020 meeting, EDF’s agents turned up to discuss
maps and plans which it soon became clear were inaccurate/misleading. This level of
so called engagement is very disappointing.

2. Entrance to the construction site: this is intended to be on one of our fields
adjoining the above mentioned park, itself adjacent to our house. Despite this,
although we have been asking for details since July 2019, we have been given none.
We have now been told by EDF’s agents that they will be prepared to visit the
affected area with us “sometime in the New Year”. Since they have not yet set foot
on the site, it is difficult to see how EDF has properly consulted us.

3. Borrow pits: EDF propose to put large borrow/spoil pits on some of the fields right in
the middle of our farm. Although the acreage taken will not be the majority of our
farm, their position will make the continuing farming of the surrounding fields very
difficult if not impossible. What the effect of excavation, dust, disturbance etc will
be on the surrounding soils we have no idea. What the effect will be on the drainage
(probably not only in the immediately surrounding area but also going down the hill
towards the marshes and the Minsmere River), again we have no idea. Some
engagement/consultation might enlighten both us and EDF. What is likely is that the
positioning of the borrow pits and site entrance and the removal of part of the wood
noted in 1. above would force us:

A) to close our shoot with the loss of 2 full time jobs and the
loss of c 12 days per annum of temporary employment for some 20 others

B) to close our camp site which not only provides direct
employment but also provides important trade for the Eel’s Foot pub in Eastbridge

C) to dispose of our herd of nationally recognised
Simmental cattle, again with the loss of jobs

4. Minsmere marshes: we graze some 200 cattle both on our marshes and those which
belong to RSPB. EDF’s spokesman (but that’s a PR person rather than a
drainage/water level expert) has admitted that EDF expects that the impact of its
construction works will be to raise the water levels on these marshes. (He also
claimed that RSPB would not object to this – which happens to be wrong: RSPB is
indeed concerned). If the water levels do rise, then the viability of the marshes as
grazing, let alone for the abundance of the current very special fauna and flora, is
seriously in doubt. Again, no consultation or engagement with the detail.

I hope that it is clear from our own experience, or lack of it, that EDF has so far failed to do
the necessary work in order to deliver a cogent, detailed plan for this major project. When it
does that work, it seems likely that the statement to us in 2012 by one of the leading nuclear
civil engineers in the UK (“this will not get built – the site is far too small for two reactors and
the surrounding area is fraught with difficulty at almost every turn”) will prove to be correct.
It seems pretty clear that if EDF wish to proceed they should be encouraged to develop the
site as one reactor.

Kind regards
LJ and EL Dowley and Partners, Theberton House, Nr Leiston, Suffolk IP16 4RL



Stage 5 Response – personal

From:
Sent: 17 December 2020 12:10
To: info@sizewellc.co.uk
Cc:

Subject: Sizewell C - Consultation 5

Dear Sir or Madam

I am writing with comments on the Stage 5 consultation.

1. It seems that the latest proposals by EDF are made in an effort to answer the critics
of its previous proposals, in particular relating to transport and traffic solutions.
However, EDF states that it cannot yet be sure its new sea and rail solutions can be
delivered.

2. It cannot be right that a consultation is launched on proposals which may be
undeliverable. Surely EDF should (even though it has already been considering
solutions for some 8 years) continue to work up a proper, deliverable scheme and
then open it to public consultation. In any event, even if the new proposals are
deliverable they would have no impact on traffic levels for the first two or three
years of the construction period, until new roads and marshalling areas have been
built.

3. EDF’s new sea proposals involve a new sea defence system which they acknowledge
will exacerbate erosion on the surrounding coast. EDF further admit that their
scheme will lead to rising water levels in the New Cut and therefore the surrounding
marshes. Those marshes are used either by RSPB who are alarmed (despite what
EDF representatives have claimed in local meetings) by the implications, or by our
farming business to graze approximately 200 cattle during the summer months.
These two existing uses would be put in jeopardy by EDF’s latest scheme.

4. The proposals for a new Sizewell Link Road are misconceived and as other
submissions to this consultation will make clear based on incorrect assumptions.
There is no justification or explanation given by EDF for the rejection of the clearly
better alternative Route W North/D2 – better from the points of view of less
disturbance of villages and housing, less ecological damage, less emissions (because
shorter), some (as opposed to zero) legacy value.

Kind regards
, Theberton House, Nr Leiston, Suffolk IP16 4RL
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882 The Crescent, Colchester Business Park, 
Colchester, Essex, CO4 9YQ 
www.lppartnership.co.uk 

Proposed Construction, Operation & Maintenance of a Generating Nuclear Power 
Station (Sizewell C) with Associated Development, Leiston, Suffolk, IP16 4UR: 
Application for a Development Consent Order (Reference EN010012) pursuant to 
Section 37 of The Planning Act 2008 – EDF Proposed Changes Consultation: 
Representation on behalf of The East of England Ambulance Service NHS Trust * 

1. We write on behalf of The East of England Ambulance Service NHS Trust (EEAST) who provide accident 
and emergency services and non-emergency patient transport services across the East of England, 
including Leiston. 

2. EEAST restates its HOLDING OBJECTION to this application for a development consent order (DCO), 
as the provisions set out in its earlier Section 56 representations are not sufficiently addressed in the 
information provided as part of the ‘proposed changes consultation’. 

3. With this in mind, it is considered that the significant adverse social and environmental (transport) 
effects the development is likely to have on EEAST’s staff, fleet and estate assets remains; 

A) Inadequately assessed in the EIA documentation; 

B) Inadequately mitigated in the Section 106 Heads of Terms of Agreement; 

4. EEAST’s Section 56 representations submitted to EDF and PINS on 30th September 2020 are enclosed 
with this submission and provide information in relation point A) above. Point B) is expanded on below. 

SZC Section 106 Agreement Update (November 2020) 

5. It is noted from a review of the SZC Planning Statement Appendix 8.4J Addendum Update on Section 
106 Agreement, that the following development consent obligations are envisaged to form community 
safety, health, monitoring (workforce & socio-economic impacts), public services and transport Heads 
of Terms of Agreement; 
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Dear Madam, 
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Community Safety 

❖ Implementing measures set out in the Community Safety Management Plan; 

❖ Establishment of a Community Safety Working Group; 

❖ Financial contributions towards additional resourcing where necessary to address identified net 
additional levels of effects for Suffolk Constabulary, Suffolk Fire & Rescue & the East of England 
Ambulance Trust; 

❖ Financial contributions to include funding towards site familiarisation, & ensuring an agreed 
level of support to the community is met; 

Health 

❖ Residual healthcare planning contribution to mitigate the effects the additional population from 
‘non-home’ based workers & dependents on local NHS Services – for the time that public 
funding takes to adjust; 

❖ Establish a Health Working Group; 

❖ Provide an on – site 24/7 occupational health service to workers on the construction of the SZC 
project; 

 Monitoring – Workforce & Socio-economic Impacts 

❖ Monitoring of impacts on the local community, including workforce surveys; 

❖ Monitoring the construction workforce & worker accommodation; 

❖ Establish sub-groups, such as the community safety & health working groups with responsibility 
to monitor SZC effects related to their expertise; 

   Public Services 

❖ Establishing a public services contingency fund (for Suffolk CC) to mitigate any unexpected 
effects on statutory services, including school places & social care; 

Transport 

❖ Implementation of a Construction Worker Travel Plan, Traffic Incident Management Plan & 
Construction Traffic Management Plan; 

❖ Preparation of an Operational Travel Plan; 

❖ Establish a Transport Review Group (TRG) – meeting on a quarterly basis & reviewing the above 
Plans; 

❖ Prepare a quarterly Transport Monitoring Report; 
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❖ Establish a Transport Contingency Fund for use by the TRG; 

❖ Appoint a Transport Coordinator & a Delivery Contractor during the construction phase; 

❖ Undertake highways condition survey of the B1122 prior to construction commencing & 
provide a B122 maintenance fund; 

❖ Implement or fund B1078 transport safety measures, including at the A140/B1078 & 
B1078/B1079 junctions; 

❖ Carry out a detailed abnormal load route assessment prior to construction commencing; 

❖ Prepare a report estimating the number of abnormal load deliveries by road & submit an 
Abnormal Indivisible Load (AIL) route selection information to Suffolk CC & Highways England 
for approval, & Suffolk Constabulary for information with an estimate of AIL’s requiring a police 
escort; 

❖ Implement a traffic management & monitoring system prior to construction commencing – to 
monitor HGV routing to the main development site & submit details to Suffolk CC & Highways 
England for approval; 

Financial Contributions & Strategic Relationship Protocols - Emergency Services 

6. The Planning Statement makes reference to ‘additional community safety measures’ that it has 
assessed and engaged on with stakeholders related to the following areas; 

❖ Financial contributions to Emergency Services & Strategic Relationship Protocols (SRP’s); 

❖ Relevant elements of the Public Services Resilience Fund with regard to community safety & 
particularly vulnerable groups. 

7. The Planning Statement also advises an intention to set out the roles and responsibilities of SZC Co and 
each Emergency Service provider, to include details on financial remuneration for additional costs likely 
to be incurred by those providers as a result of the Project. 

8. These are understood to be still in development which EDF envisage to be ‘private agreements’ 
between SZC Co and the emergency services, and are likely to include the following elements; 

East of England Ambulance Service Trust 

❖ Reasonable funding for anticipated additional call outs to the main development site; 

❖ Site familiarisation, briefings/ attendance/ contribution to the Community Safety Working 
Group, provision of monitoring data & reviewing the Community Safety Management Plan; 

  



 4 18th December 2020 

 

Suffolk Constabulary 

❖ Reasonable additional resourcing (staff & equipment) related to the potential uplift in local 
policing in; 

➢ Responding to incidents, investigations & wider community safety issues; 

➢ Command & control – responding to 999 & 101 calls, incident response, co-ordination 
& emergency preparedness, arrest & custody suite demand; 
 

❖ Reasonable additional resourcing for roads policing, escorting AIL’s road safety, traffic 
management & incident response; 

❖ Site familiarisation, briefings/ attendance/ contribution to the Community Safety Working 
Group, provision of monitoring data & reviewing the Community Safety Management Plan; 

Suffolk Fire & Rescue Service  

❖ Awareness raising activities in the local community on fire & safety issues & home safety 
checks; 

❖ Site familiarisation, briefings/ attendance/ contribution to the Community Safety Working 
Group, provision of monitoring data & reviewing the Community Safety Management Plan; 

❖ Reasonable resources for updating or adapting procedures & methods based on construction 
activities; 

9. In terms of the related Governance, EDF states that a Terms of Reference for the Community Safety 
Working Group has been drafted based on the structure set out in the Community Safety Management 
Plan, incorporating the following key elements; 

❖ Membership including District/ County Councils, Emergency Services & SZC Co; 

❖ Cross group Sight Lines – by including the Projects Transport Coordinator, SCC Social Care & 
Public Health, sitting on the Transport Review & Health Groups respectively; 

❖ Monitoring & Reporting responsibilities linked to effectiveness of measures in CSMP & SRP’s;q 

❖ Ability to review the SRP’s over time; 

10. Whilst the above Section 106 and SRP undertakings are noted and welcomed by EEAST, it is necessary 
for the likely impacts upon its staff, fleet and estate assets to be fully assessed in order to determine the 
form and level of mitigation required through the planning process and through any private agreements 
(SRP) as appropriate. 

11. With this in mind, EEAST is currently developing an impact model to inform the approach of the 
development consent obligations as respects community safety, and related emergency service, health 
and transport considerations as summarised above. 
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EEAST Impact Model Considerations 

12. As set out above, and as is evident from review of the SZC Planning Statement Appendix 8.4J Addendum 
– Update on Section 106 Agreement, EDF’s broad recognition of the Section 56 representations 
submitted by EEAST in September 2020 is welcomed. 

13. To provide clarity on the nature of the impacts arising from the SZC proposals, including the mitigation 
required by EEAST in the form of additional staff (including call handling functions/ costs), fleet and 
estate assets, an impact model is being prepared by EEAST with the aim of submitting it to EDF for 
consideration in January 2021 - informed liaison and discussions can then take place between EEAST 
and EDF. 

14. The approach would also clarify the relevant SZC Working Groups and Panels EEAST ought to have 
membership on, incorporating a close working relationship with SZC’s Occupational Health Provider 
concerning ‘on-site’ medical health provisions and an agreed protocol for data sharing. 

15. EDF funding for additional EEAST resources to attend/ manage and for administration of the SZC 
project, would also be required and included alongside the model. 

16. The findings of the model are intended to inform the parameters for the Section 106 Heads of Terms of 
Agreement, including any other agreements (such as SRP’s) which may be deemed to be required, and 
appropriate, as respects the community safety and any other provisions affecting EEAST. 

17. The model will look at both the direct (on-site) construction and operational (including the 
decommissioning) phase impacts, as appropriate, as well as the direct off-site construction, operational 
(and decommissioning) phase impacts, as appropriate, arising on EEAST. 

Concluding Remarks 

18. EEAST restates its HOLDING OBJECTION to this application for a development consent order (DCO), as 
the provisions set out in its earlier Section 56 representations are not sufficiently addressed in the 
information provided as part of the ‘proposed changes consultation’. 

19. At the current time the proposals are considered to be inconsistent with a number of national policy 
statement, national planning policy framework and development plan document objectives, as they do 
not adequately avoid, reduce or compensate for all the likely community safety, including 
transportation, major accident and disaster effects arising, and do not therefore fully deliver sustainable 
development. 

20. That said, EEAST has reviewed the SZC Planning Statement Appendix 8.4J Addendum – Update on 
Section 106 Agreement, and welcomes EDF’s broad recognition of the points raised in the Section 56 
representations submitted by EEAST in September 2020. These are outlined in the mitigation led 
Section 106 and SRP provisions outlined above. 

21. EEAST is making progress with a ‘model’ to determine the likely mitigation required to address SZC’s 
impacts, and intends to submit this to EDF for review and discussion in January 2021, to assist in 
determining (and agreeing) the increased EEAST staff, fleet and estate assets required to mitigate the 
scheme’s on and off site impacts arising. 
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22. EEAST’s membership of working groups, panels and attendance/ management and administration of 
the SZC project, would also be considered alongside the model. 

23. This is likely to require the funding, and/ or direct provision of additional EEAST staff (including call 
handling functions) fleet and estate assets, to be secured through Section 106 Head of Term(s) of 
Agreement, and through an SRP process as appropriate. 

24. It would be appreciated if you could please acknowledge receipt of this submission and we look forward 
to liaising with you in this regard. 

Yours faithfully 

  
Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd 

Encs 
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Eastern IFCA comments on the Proposed Changes to the Sizewell C 
Application for a Development Consent Order 

 

Dear Sir 

The role of Eastern IFCA is to lead, champion and manage a sustainable marine 
environment and inshore fisheries within our district, which extends from the Humber 
to Harwich, and six nautical miles out to sea. As the proposed Sizewell C facility is 
within those boundaries, and the project may generate effects which interact with our 
core role, we consider it appropriate that Eastern IFCA comment on the proposed 
project, and changes to the Development Consent Order (DCO) as proposed by the 
Sizewell C Project Team. 

We restrict our comments to those aspects of the potential project that interact with our 
remit – namely effects which may have an impact on fishing opportunities and quality 
(including related impacts on the wider marine environment), and any activity with the 
potential to directly affect access to such opportunities. 

We note the comment (Section 3.3.47.) that “The proposed options do not alter the 
baseline conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation identified for any of the 
other environmental assessment topic areas or receptors as presented in the 
application.” Similar assessments are presented in other places as well (e.g. Section 
1.3.8 “All predicted impacts from the enhanced permanent BLF are expected to be 
within the bounds of the original BLF assessment presented in the ES”.  

1. Our comments are based on the assumption that these statements where 
they occur are and remain true, and we suggest that there must be on-
going assessment that this is in fact the case, with modification of 
approach and further consultation if such statements become untrue. 

We note that a significant part of the proposed changes to the DCO relate to the 
transport strategy, with a shift in emphasis from road based to rail and marine based. 
We do not offer comments on the fundamental merits of this change, but restrict our 
comments to those aspects of the proposed changes with the potential to interact with 
our remit. 



 

The proposed changes to the transport regime require modifications to the structure 
and operation of the Beach Landing Facility (BLF). Section 3.3.6, in describing the 
structure of the BLF states “Pier and cross beam supports would remain in place and 
form a permanent presence on the coast.” However, the associated Figures (3.2 – 3.6) 
do not appear to show such cross beam supports. 

2. We request clarification as to the proposed structure of the BLF, clear 
diagrams and images showing the proposed structure, and consideration 
of any impacts from the modified structure on access to fishing 
opportunities, both commercial and recreational. 

 There is recognition that the proposed changes to BLF structures will restrict fishing 
opportunities more than would have the initial proposals (Section 1.3.9 “Construction 
works and safety buffer zones around offshore infrastructure such as the BLF have the 
potential to restrict access to fishing grounds. The installation of offshore infrastructure 
hierarchical safety buffer zones of 250m to 500m (depending on the activity and stage 
of construction) would likely be applied surrounding construction vessels. Access to 
sections of the beach may be restricted for safety reasons. Safety buffer zones would 
result in localised, restricted access for beach-launched commercial vessels and 
beach anglers.”  

Section 1.3.10 “The extension to enhance the permanent BLF marginally reduces the 
fishing area and access, but these remain as minor adverse effects on some of the 
fisheries activities occurring in the GSB (Netters, Potters, Long-liners, Otter trawlers). 
These are not significant and are the same as the original ES assessment.” A very 
similar assessment is presented in Section1.3.19 in connection with the temporary 
BLF). 

3. We request clarification and specific details of any additional restriction 
on fishing opportunities and access to fishing (both commercial and 
recreational) arising as a result of the changes proposed to the DCO. 

4. We request details of liaison which has been undertaken with the fishing 
community (both commercial and recreational) in connection with the 
changes proposed to the DCO. 

5. We suggest that there must be effective and open ongoing 
communication at all stages of the design, construction and operation 
phase of the Sizewell C facility with the fishing community (both 
commercial and recreational). 

 

 



 

I will be grateful for your comments on the five points raised above – thank you. 

Eastern IFCA continually seek to improve how we respond to consultations, both in 
terms of efficiency and content. Therefore, if any of the points raised in this response 
are reflected in the outcomes of the project we would appreciate being informed.  

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any queries on the above 
response. 

 

Yours sincerely 
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1. Introduction. 

 

This is the response of Marlesford Parish Council (MPC) to EDF Energy’s Sizewell C 

“Consultation on Proposed Changes”. 

 

On 18th November 2020 NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited (EDF) issued a series of 

further proposals for consultation having received consent from the Planning Inspectorate 

(PINS) to do so. This followed EDF’s submission of the DCO application on 27th May 2020. 

EDF’s new proposals postdate the deadline for Relevant Representations to PINS. The 

proposals which are set out in the document ”Consultation on Proposed Changes” are 

welcome if they can bring about a reduction in HGV traffic and lessen the impact of EDF’s 

Sizewell C (SZC) project on the environment and the local population. What are contained in 

the consultation document are proposals and there is no certainty around EDF’s ability to 

deliver measures that would produce the best outcomes for East Suffolk. As stated in its 

Stage 4 consultation response, MPC remains opposed to EDF’s plans as submitted and will 

not review that position until EDF submits its further application in January 2021. 

 

Whilst the proposals contain a change to the landscaping of the Southern Park and Ride 

(SP&R) and there is the prospect of some reduction in HGV traffic using the A12, our 

concerns remain as stated in the MPC responses to all previous consultations, namely: 

 

• The inappropriate nature of the current site of the SP&R  

• Proximity of SP&R to Hacheston and Marlesford villages and the impact of noise and 

light pollution from it 

• Increased traffic flows on local B roads particularly B1078 through Wickham Market 

and on Marlesford Road 

• Increased traffic flows on the A12 adding to the problems of severance of the 

community and adding to the danger for pedestrians crossing the A12 in Marlesford 

in order to reach services such as shops and bus stops 

• Exacerbating the existing difficulties for traffic from the village crossing traffic flows 

when turning on to the A12 (particularly from Bell Lane and Marlesford Road) 

• Noise and vibration impacts arising from the increased use of the A12 by HGVs serving 

the Sizewell C (SZC) development  

• The urgent need for a Four Village Bypass (FVB) – Suffolk County Council’s (SCC) 

SEGway option 

 

Wider concerns about the SZC project are (inter alia): 

• The general detrimental impact on the natural environment and the specific, 

potentially detrimental, effects on the RSPB nature reserve at Minsmere and a lack of 

recognition of the importance of the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. 

• MPC was disappointed that at Stage 3 & 4 consultations, EDF made clear that wider 

use of marine-led freight options has been abandoned and that the rail-led option 

appeared unlikely to be delivered. We therefore welcome EDF’s new attempts to find 

ways of increasing marine and rail freight, always subject to full environmental 

evaluation. 
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• A feeling that the Sizewell site is far too constrained for the works that are being 

proposed to deliver Sizewell C and D 

• Albeit late in the day, EDF’s proposals for enhancing sea defences to give greater 

protection against sea-level rise as a result of climate change are welcomed, but we 

await the detail that will be contained in the January 2021 application 

 

MPC remain willing to engage with EDF on all of these issues. 

 

2. The Consultation 

 

EDF carried out a fourth round of consultation over the summer of 2019 and responses were 

submitted by 27th September 2019. In the introduction to that consultation, Jim Crawford, 

the then Sizewell C Project Development Director, stated “Consultation has been central to 

the way in which the Sizewell C proposals have evolved and the feedback we have received 

has been invaluable in shaping our proposals. We have continued to update and improve 

them with the benefit of that feedback and continued environmental and technical studies. 

Before we finalise our application, we are seeking your views on a number of potential 

changes which we think may improve the proposals further.”  

 

Whilst MPC had doubts about the wholehearted commitment of EDF to the consultation 

process, we believed, after the close of the consultation period, that EDF would have taken 

on board the detailed comments that had been made by county, district and parish councils, 

statutory and other interested bodies, MPs and many private individuals at Stage 4 and in the 

earlier consultation rounds. 

 

Many key aspects raised in consultation failed to make it into the DCO which was submitted 

to the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) on 27th May 2020. It should therefore have come as no 

surprise to EDF that the overwhelming majority of the 1,200+ Relevant Representations 

submitted to PINS referred to concerns voiced at consultation, but not addressed in the DCO. 

Areas of particular concern raised in the Relevant Representations included: 

 

• Freight strategy and especially the lack of emphasis on sea and rail as potential major 

modes for construction material transport 

• The continued emphasis on use of roads for freight transport 

• Ongoing concerns about environmental impacts 

• Questioning of the adequacy of sea defence provision at the main site 

• Concerns over the proposed new infrastructure such as the Sizewell Link Road and 

Two Village Bypass. 

 

All these issues have been consistently flagged as areas of great concern to the local community, 

so it was something of a surprise that only six days after the closing date for Relevant 

Representations, (and before they were published on the PINS website), EDF in its letter of 6th 

October to PINS, requested leave to make changes to the DCO application. The timing suggests 

that EDF had already realised that they had failed to adequately address local concerns but chose 

in the consultation published on November 18th 2020, to hide behind the fig leaf of “continuing 

to consult”. At paragraph 1.1.5 in the new consultation document, EDF says: 
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“Since submission we have continued to engage with the local authorities, environmental 

organisations, local stakeholder groups and the public to gather their responses to the 

Application. We have also been working with our contractors to develop our proposals to the next 

level of detail in preparation for implementation, in the event that DCO consent is granted. As a 

result, we have identified potential opportunities to further minimise impacts on the local area 

and environment in many cases and potential changes which will assist with the efficient 

construction of the project”. 

 

MPC regards this statement as disingenuous because this Parish Council has raised its concerns 

many times on a number of the issues now out for consultation, and it is aware that others, 

including the County Council have made their own opposition and fears well known. We consider 

that it is late in the day for EDF to be addressing the issues. 

 

MPC does however give a cautious welcome to some of the proposals put forward by EDF and it 

will detail below where it can support the proposals and on what issues it continues to have 

concerns. We maintain our opposition to EDF’s plans as they stand and will continue with that 

stance until we see the detail contained in EDF’s additional application in January 2021.  

 

3. Proposals for the Southern Park and Ride 

 

a. General Opposition to the Siting of the Southern Park and Ride 

As we stated in our Stage 3 & 4 responses, we remain opposed to EDF’s proposals for the 

SP&R at Wickham Market (Hacheston). This is on the basis that: 

i) The SP&R itself presents a very significant visual and environmental intrusion in an 

otherwise rural and agricultural landscape 

ii) The DCO fails to adequately address the elevation in traffic volume travelling to 

and from the SP&R site on an already congested part of the A12 to the south of 

the proposed site and will do nothing to alleviate the existing congestion on the 

A12 around Woodbridge and Martlesham. 

iii) The DCO contained no substantive proposals for the mitigation of traffic impacts 

in Wickham Market. We welcome EDF’s subsequent detailed engagement on 

proposals to mitigate the impact of traffic travelling to and from the SP&R using 

the B1078 through Wickham Market. However, even the best possible mitigation 

will be unable to remove the potential for severe traffic congestion in the village. 

This remains a concern for many Marlesford residents who visit Wickham Market 

for day-to-day shopping and to use other essential services. 

iv) We refer EDF to the other arguments presented in our responses to Stages 3 & 4 

consultations - all of which still stand. 

 

b. Changes to North West Landscape Bund 

At Stages 2, 3 & 4, all masterplans for the SP&R showed a continuous bund along the 

north-west boundary of the site. MPC therefore believed that this feature was embedded 

in EDF’s plans, so we were surprised and concerned that the bund was shortened by 

approximately 50% of its length in the masterplan submitted with the DCO. We welcome 

the bund’s reinstatement, but question how and why it was shortened in the first place. 
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c. Other Changes 

i. The reduction in the Order Limits is noted, but it makes no material difference to the 

overall impact of the scheme on the surrounding area. 

 

ii. At paragraph 5.2.11 of the new consultation, it is stated that “Other minor design 

changes, including additional landscaping and accommodation works, are also being 

explored by SZC Co.”  It is hoped that this is a reference to the matters currently under 

discussion between EDF and the parishes surrounding the SP&R. 

 

d. Remaining Concerns 

i. MPC continues to believe that the Martlesham Park and Ride could be used as an 

additional facility. This location would allow traffic to be captured further south on 

the A12 and should therefore make a contribution to reducing traffic in the already 

congested area around Woodbridge and would allow a reduction in size and capacity 

of the proposed SP&R site. We again ask EDF to liaise with the appropriate local 

authorities to bring the Martlesham Park and Ride into use for the construction 

phase of SZC. 

 

ii. The elevated position (DCO Application Documents, Book 6, 6.5, Volume 4, Chapter 

6, paragraph 6.4.12) of the SP&R makes the site an inappropriate one and is the 

reason that we have opposed its location. The site is located between the two Special 

Landscape Areas of the Rivers Deben and Ore (Policy AP13 Special Landscape Areas, 

Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, Saved Policies July 2013). That policy states that “The 

District Council will ensure that no development will take place which would be to 

the material detriment of, or materially detract from, the special landscape quality”, 

we contend that the development of the SP&R in this location will detract from the 

quality of the landscape.  The landscape issues raised directly with EDF have not been 

taken into account in this latest consultation. We urge EDF to continue their 

engagement with the local parishes in order to achieve the best possible mitigation 

for the adverse visual impact of the site if it is consented. 

 

iii. There are significant visual impacts that do not appear to have been fully considered 

in the DCO and are not addressed in this consultation. We would expect our concerns 

raised directly with EDF regarding old and new hedgerows and existing specimen 

trees to be addressed.  

 

iv. The construction start date for the SP&R is scheduled for Year 2 of the project. We 

believe it should be started in Year 1 to ensure the earliest and maximum capture of 

A12 SZC traffic. 

 

v. As part of EDF’s noise and air quality mitigation we will press for EDF’s contractors to 

use electric buses.  

 

vi. Marlesford is a “dark skies” area. We will argue that EDF must mitigate the 

illumination of the SP&R site to ensure that dark skies are protected. 
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vii. We believe that the landscape treatment of the SP&R needs to address the 

enhancement of the wider landscape and the mitigation of the landscape and visual 

impacts of the SP&R itself. EDF should facilitate the delivery of a long-term legacy of 

landscape improvements (with hedges, trees, and woodlands) secured within the 

area to remain, (following removal of the facility and the final return of the area to its 

current agricultural use).  We would ask that: 

 

• Provision of new hedgerows and/or woodland planting on all site boundaries 

(including the cross field northern boundary) where there is no existing 

vegetation.  

• Provision of new hedgerow trees (to give height) where there are already 

hedgerows (as on the east boundaries); 

• Space provided for suitable landscape mitigation, as above and mounding on the 

west boundary where there are open views towards the site; 

• We support the provision of soiled mounds to provide visual mitigation; 

• Wider landscape enhancement of the B1078 from the roundabout to the site. 

• The DCO proposals for the SP&R include surface water drainage and open swales. 

MPC has previously asked for further details and until these are received, it 

cannot make a judgement on the effectiveness of the drainage proposals. 

 

4. Freight Management Strategy 

a. Previous Consultations 

MPC draws EDF’s attention to the fact that in its Stage 3 & 4 responses to consultation 

the Parish Council urged EDF to go further and exploit the marine and rail freight 

opportunities more fully. We were not alone in this. Suffolk County Council (SCC) and 

Suffolk Coastal District Council (now East Suffolk Council (ESC)) in their joint response to 

Stage 3 consultation at paragraph 5 opposed “The dropping of a marine-led materials 

transport strategy with the introduction of a road-led strategy alongside the alternative of 

a rail-led option. The Councils continue to support marine-led and rail-led transport 

strategies and have not yet seen convincing evidence that a marine-led strategy is not 

feasible or environmentally preferable. If the marine-led option is proven to be impossible, 

the Councils wish to see the rail-led strategy implemented (in accordance with National 

Policy Statement (NPS) EN-1 paragraph 5.13.10. The Councils are not content with a road-

led option, with the significant number of additional Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGVs) 

resulting in a detrimental effect on Suffolk’s road network.” 

 

And again, in their Stage 4 response, at paragraph 12, SCC stated “As highlighted in the 

joint Stage 3 response, this Council expects EDF Energy to use a deliverable sustainable 

transport strategy to transport materials to/from the site. Unless there is strong 

appropriate evidence and justification, deviation away from a sustainable transport 

strategy should be considered to be unacceptable and this Council continues to expect 

maximising the use of marine- and rail-based transport to transport materials to/from the 

site. This Council is disappointed that Stage 4 suggests that the lack of progress on the 

rail-led strategy is now jeopardising delivery of this option.” 
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It is therefore extraordinary that EDF in the November 2020 Consultation on Proposed 

Changes at paragraph 2.2.6 state, “Since the submission of the Application a number of 

stakeholders have urged that every effort should be made to maximise the use of rail and 

sea transport and thereby reduce HGV movements. At the same time SZC Co.’s project and 

contractor teams have continued to investigate ways to enhance the capacity for 

sustainable freight transport”. 

 

It is completely wrong to claim that “since the submission…………….” stakeholders have 

requested that more use is made of rail and sea. Those requests have been voiced since 

Stage 2 in 2016 and with increasing vigour ever since. There is now a feeling that a rushed 

set of proposals has been assembled at breakneck speed in order to allow submission just 

ahead of the start of the DCO process. If this is the wrong interpretation and these are 

considered proposals, why were they not included in the original DCO application? 

 

b. Increase in the Frequency of Freight Train Movements 

i. MPC welcomes the potential increased use of rail by increasing the number of 

trains per day and by considering accepting trains six days a week. The Parish 

Council supports this option on the basis that it has the potential, in the best-case 

scenario, to reduce HGV movements by up to 243 per day on a 4 train/6 day per 

week model (Table 3.3 pg 33). 

ii. The Parish Council’s support is given subject to EDF taking all the appropriate 

mitigation measures to minimise adverse impacts to other users of the rail 

network and residents along the route of the railway. 

 

c. Enhanced Beach Landing Facilities 

i. MPC has long called for the greater use of sea-borne freight. We have welcomed 

the fact that the permanent beach landing facility (BLF) would be able to take 

delivery of abnormal indivisible loads (AILs), thus removing them from the road 

network, but we have argued that EDF should have gone further. 

ii. At Stage 3 consultation EDF stated at paragraph 5.1.6 Vol. 1 “A marine-led 

strategy has been considered in which a significant proportion of construction 

materials would be delivered by sea. However, following further study, EDF Energy 

has concluded that this is not feasible due to the impacts on marine ecology of 

constructing the jetty. Measures to reduce this impact would significantly increase 

the overall time taken to construct the power station, would not fully address 

those impacts and would not meet the “urgent” need for new nuclear power 

identified by Government in the National Policy Statement (NPS) (Ref. 5.1, Ref. 

5.2).” We question what new information is now available to EDF that has enable 

them to contemplate a change to the marine delivery option? 

iii. We support the proposal in Consultation on Proposed Changes for Option 4, (the 

temporary BLF – Long Pier), as it should provide the greatest capacity for sea-

borne deliveries of construction materials. We are very aware of the potential for 

impacts to the marine environment and would want to see those impacts 

minimised, but we believe, (provided it is possible to deliver the Long Pier option 

within current environmental regulations), that it is beneficial to reduce, as far as 
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possible, the HGV traffic adverse impacts on the communities along the HGV 

routes. 

iv. In combination, if the maximum use of rail and marine freight can be achieved, it 

would appear to contribute to a 300 per day reduction in HGV numbers. If this can 

be delivered it is welcome, but at least 700 HGV movements per day will remain 

and these will have adverse impacts on residents living along the A12 in terms of 

air quality, noise and vibration. MPC again calls on EDF to ensure that all HGV 

deliveries, as a minimum, use Euro VI emission vehicles and to provide 

comprehensive mitigation along the A12 in Marlesford and Little Glemham, 

pending the delivery of a Four Village Bypass. 

v. We would like to see more clarity on the calculation of the benefits of increasing 

rail and marine freight in terms of the reduction in HGVs. There seems to be an 

inconsistency between the numbers set out at paragraph 3.2.5 and the numbers 

contained in Table 3.4. This needs to be further explained and set out more 

clearly. 

vi. We note that no reference is made to the potential for shipments of construction 

materials to be brought in via Lowestoft port. We believe that this is an option 

worth exploring and one that would bring valuable employment opportunities to a 

recognised deprived area and would reduce the volume of HGV traffic travelling to 

the main construction site from the south. We urge EDF to pursue this option. 

 

5. Extension to Order Limits of the Two Village Bypass 

a. Current Proposals 

The proposals in Consultation on Proposed Changes do not materially alter the 

general design of the Two Village Bypass (TVB) although where road safety 

improvements are achieved, MPC supports the measures. 

 

b. Alignment of the TVB 

The new proposals do not address the concerns of MPC that the proposed alignment 

of the TVB does not allow for a comprehensive long-term strategic bypassing solution 

for the A12 at Marlesford and Little Glemham which would provide the only 

conceivable long-term solution to the growing traffic problems faced by these 

communities.  

 

It is accepted by the highways’ authority that the proposed alignment of the TVB and 

particularly its southern junction with the A12, will make the eventual delivery of the 

Four Village bypass of Marlesford, Little Glemham, Stratford St Andrew and Farnham 

(Suffolk County Council’s SEGway) highly problematic and expensive to achieve if it 

has to be “retro-fitted” after the completion of the TVB. 

 

MPC remains opposed to the current route of the TVB. 

 

6. Other Consultation Issues 

a. Change to SSSI Crossing Design 

The Environment Agency were clear in their Stage 4 consultation response that they 

could not support EDF’s original proposal for a culvert under the access road which 
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crosses the SSSI. They stated on page 14 of their response “Proposed culvert at SSSI 

crossing: The proposed culvert crossing has potential ecological, flood risk and 

geomorphological impacts. We would recommend a clear span bridge is considered.” 

MPC therefore welcome EDF’s new proposals for a bridge crossing, although we 

believe that, as currently proposed, the crossing design would still impede the 

passage of a number of invertebrate species, therefore conflicting with the 

requirements of the Water Framework Directive, as the status of the relevant 

waterbodies would be adversely affected. We welcome EDF’s recognition of the SSSI 

crossing issue and would ask EDF to continue its work on the bridge design in order to 

further minimise adverse ecological impacts. 

 

b. Changes to Sea Defences 

MPC is not qualified to comment in detail on the proposed changes to the sea 

defence proposals, but it is aware that the proposals put forward in earlier 

consultations and the DCO application caused concern to many and were believed to 

be inadequate to cope with an increased frequency of storm surges and a general rise 

in sea level. MPC welcome the fact that EDF has further addressed this matter but are 

concerned that attention to such a fundamental safety issue has been left to the last 

minute. It is the view of this Council that substantially more detail will be required on 

the design of the sea defences before a proper evaluation can be made. 

 

 

c. Extension of Order Limits to Allow Fen Meadow Creation at Pakenham 

Whilst any properly created additional ecological mitigation is welcomed by MPC, it 

does not believe that Fen Meadow creation at Pakenham in West Suffolk can 

adequately compensate for lost habitat in the Sandlings of East Suffolk. It urges EDF to 

do more to ensure the protection of the Suffolk Coasts and Heaths AONB and, in 

particular, protect specific habitat types around the main Sizewell C site. 

 

7. Conclusion 

             

MPC regrets the fact that EDF did not listen to stakeholders’ concerns earlier in the consultation 

process. Had they done so, an extra step in the DCO process could have been avoided and more 

time would have been available for stakeholders to consider more comprehensive proposals 

from EDF. 

 

The Parish Council is already concerned about the overall cost of the project which was reported 

at £20bn in an article in the Financial Times on June 25th, 2020. It is inevitable that the proposals 

contained in the latest consultation will further increase that cost and MPC questions whether 

the already fragile economics of the project may be further compromised. 

  

MPC continues to have major concerns about the impact of the Sizewell C project on its own 

residents and on the wider population of East Suffolk. The area is going to bear the brunt of the 

disruption and environmental degradation and will pay a high price for hosting a facility which is 

designed to provide benefits on a national scale. MPC believes EDF needs to  do more than is 
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being proposed, in order to protect local communities from the worst effects of traffic and 

environmental impacts. 

 

MPC recognises that what are contained in the current consultation are proposals, and no 

commitment is being given by EDF on delivery of any of the options. The Parish Council therefore 

gives a cautious welcome to those measures that will reduce HGV traffic and limit environmental 

impacts, but it continues to withhold its support for the overall Sizewell C project and will only 

review its position when the full application details are available from EDF following this 

consultation. 
 

-oOo- 
 

 

 

Marlesford Parish Council 
 



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Sizewell C 5th Consultation

Dear Sir/Madam

We wrote last time.

One of our main objections was regarding the proposed night time train movements, carrying
freight to the proposed Sizewell C construction site, and the impact this will have upon our
sleep and therefore mental health; not to forget noise pollution and possible structural
damage to our flint cottage, as the trains pass closely at the rear of the property.

The last consultation document stated that there would possibly be a freight train passing by
every 1hr and 24 minutes, during the hours of 11pm and 6am, for between 10 and 12 years
whilst construction takes place - should plans be approved.

Having now read your most recent consultation document, we are shocked to read that
options now being considered include the possibility of 8 train movements (7 of which would
be at night and 1 during the day), including Saturdays and maybe 10 movements for a short
time.

This potentially means a train every hour during the night.

The trains are likely to be formed of a Class 66 locomotive, with up to 20
containers/wagons. Apparently, each train could be up to 339m in length and carrying 1,250
tonnes of material.

How are we to ever to have a decent night's sleep? How will we be able to have our windows
open for ventilation and what impact will this have upon the fabric/structural integrity of our
home?

What about other nuisances caused by the trains - klaxons sounding at the level crossing 5
doors up from our cottage, the possible idling of engines outside our home?

We don't even know how long each train (at its maximum length) would take to pass by our
property and at what speed.

To date, no mitigation measures have been proposed, assessed and costed. Why
not? Surely this should be done now and not if/when plans are approved?

It would appear that the residents' concerns are not being taken seriously and that
it is simply a case of us having to 'put up, and shut up' about the consequences these extra
train movements will have upon our lives and our property.



Yours faithfully

Sent from my Galaxy

Dear Sir/MadamWe wrote last time. One of our main objections was regarding the proposed
night time train movements, carrying freight to the proposed Sizewell C construction site, and
the impact this will have upon our sleep and therefore mental health; not to forget noise
pollution and possible structural damage to our flint cottage, as the trains pass closely at the
rear of the property.The last consultation document stated that there would possibly be a
freight train passing by every 1hr and 24 minutes, during the hours of 11pm and 6am, for
between 10 and 12 years whilst construction takes place, should plans be approved.Having
now read your most recent consultation document, I am shocked to read that options now
being considered include the possibility of 8 train movements (7 of which would be at night
and 1 during the day), including Saturdays and maybe 10 movements for a short time.This
potentially means a train every hour during the night.The trains are likely to be formed of a
Class 66 locomotive, with up to 20 containers/wagons. Apparently, each train could be up to
339m in length and carrying 1,250 tonnes of material.How are we to ever to have a decent
night's sleep? How will we be able to have our windows open for ventilation and what impact
will this have upon the fabric/structural integrity of our home?What about other nuisances
caused by the trains - klaxons sounding at the level crossing 5 doors up from our cottage, the
possible idling of engines outside our home? To date, no mitigation measures have been
proposed, assessed and costed. Why not? Surely this should be done now and not if/when
plans are approved?It would appear that the residents' concerns are not being
taken seriously and that it is simply a case of us having to 'put up, and shut up' about the
consequences these extra train movements will have upon our lives and our property.

Sent from my Galaxy



SUDBOURNE PARISH COUNCIL

FREEPOST SZC Consultation

18th December 2020

Dear Sirs,

RE: SUDBOURNE PARISH COUNCIL – SIZEWELL C STAGE 5 CONSULTATION
RESPONSE

Thank you for the opportunity for Sudbourne Parish Council (SPC) to respond to the most
recent Sizewell C public consultation. The Parish Councils observations are as follows:

1. SPC wishes to highlight its concern over how short the consultation period has been
run especially in a period of Corona virus and question why there are so many
potential options and changes raised at this stage of the DCO process.

2. SPC is unable to provide a more comprehensive response as there is a lack of detail
in many areas in the documentation and that EDF seems to be uncertain about the
viability of different options proposed e.g. the array of Beach Landing Facilities. The
Parish Council would like a clear definitive plan on which to respond.

3. The recognition by EDF of the need to reduce the numbers of HGV movements is
welcomed, however, there is still concern about how the volume and movement of
HGVs (plus light goods vehicles, cars and buses) will be managed. It is anticipated
that there will be a significant increase in A12 traffic as well as on local B roads. The
Parish Council is particularly worried about the anticipated impact on; local
businesses, the life of local residents and their access to hospitals / health care.

4. The potential increase in the number of trains was noted but there is a lack of clarity
on the impact on road congestion especially in Melton and potential consequences
for the current rail passenger services.

5. Sudbourne supports other local communities who are worried about the impact of
vibration and noise from the proposed increase in rail traffic particularly during the
night.

6. The Parish Council insists the need for a robust, independent, accountable
monitoring and mitigation system in place before any work by EDF commences.

The main points/concerns raised by SPC in respect of the Stage 4 Consultation submission
are still relevant and valid.

We trust that you will take the above comments into consideration.

Yours sincerely,



From:
Sent: 19/12/2020 10:56:54
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC: SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject: EDF 5th Submission response
Body:

Date: 18.12.20

Comments:

 Whilst I understand the need for a mix of energy production to service the growing
energy requirements of UK, the issues of viability in terms of investment return is
questionable. Renewables, as far as I understand it, now attract no government
subsidy, resulting in a significantly lower cost thus making nuclear extremely
expensive to deliver.

 Freight Movement - This is not fully explained and the criteria used is not evidenced.
 Rail Movements - the impact of movements by rail at night are not acceptable with

increased disturbance and vibration to nearby property. A comprehensive strategic
plan between rail, road & marine led approach would be more appropriate and
provide greater flexibility.

 Permanent Beach Landing Facility – difficult to comment on as not qualified to do
so.

 Impact on the environment needs to be carefully managed with appropriate
mitigation.

 Road Network – As the A12 is a strategic link both in terms of economic, residential
& tourist growth, this requires significant upgrading and improvement to cope with
increased demand, particularly around the 4 villages including Marlesford, Little
Glemham etc. To re-trunk would be key.

 Construction – more forensic management criteria & data needs to be made
available to deliver a robust build framework.

 Southern Park & Ride – additional measures in line with SCC approach.

Although brief, my comments support the line taken by a more comprehensive response via
Suffolk County Council, and the views and comments I have expressed are my own and not
representative of the councils.

Suffolk County Council

The information contained in this email or any of its attachments may be
privileged or confidential and is intended for the exclusive use of the
addressee. Any unauthorised use may be unlawful. If you receive this email



by mistake, please let me know immediately by using the reply facility in your
email software.

This privacy notice https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/about/privacy-
notice/councillors-privacy-notice/ tells you how I collect and use personal
data.



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject:SZC&D 5th EDF consultation . with my views of the revisions
added herewith:

Rail:Sea: & Road Deliveries:
1,You now consider, but only try at this late stage to persuade Network Rail to allow more
access to the main 'North' 'South' rail lines for your heavy deliveries when they have
consistantly said there is no spare capacity on the line for the SZC&D needs of
EDF&CGN. The rail line, but for the current one hour EDF slot is full. To think you can use
the through Ipswich route, is not at all realistic as too many families would suffer the noise
close to the cemetary where gardens and homes are really close to the old fashioned track.
Also, the Spring Road victorian overhead old brick viaduct is not strong enough for the
constant heavy loads necessary for your requirements. Ipswich would suffer immeasureably.

2. You clearly stated you had investigated the option of sea deliveries but were instructed by
the Marine Management Organisation and coastal experts that the marine damage would
have too much impact on marine life. Since then, and despite what was made clear to you,
you have tried and proposed to persuade them, that the heaviest deliveries be permitted by
sea by a beach landing facility. Again a beach landing facility has no validity due to
environmental constraints.

3. The increased night time rail freight deliveries would be intolerable as the noise would be
unbearable particularly through Leiston, Ipswich, and towns from the northern route. Also no
interference to the daytime passenger use of this north & south line route should be allowed.
Road traffic would also be very disrupted as existing and additional rail level crossings would
constantly handicap vehicles.

4.Most road deliveries would need to be 44tonne loads to the Sizewell C&D site. Also many
commercial 'White van man' specialist deliveries would be constant throughout and along
unsuitable small roads. In addition, the site is known to be too small and totally unsuitable and
inaccessable.

5. Beach landing facilities would simply cause untold damage to the marine environment and
should be avoided at all cost as the Marine Management Oganisation have made abundantly
clear. And so, in addition, the three seven metre diameter cooling water tubes should not in
any circumstance be installed under the sea for the long distances as far as 5klm as millions
of fish and larve would be killed simply to cool the turbines for SZC&D.

6. No quantities of aggregates of any kind should be delivered to site by sea and a beach
landing arrangement. The destruction would be imeasureable. Agrregates would need to
come from the other side of the country. From the Mendips or it is said from as far as France.
No dredging of the sea should take place due to environmental damage.

7.The proposal to provide a new single span access road over the SSSI crossing looks more
like a country minor road in your illustration in Consultation 5, rather than a new road which
whould have to carry HGV lorries on one side in two directions and cars and vans on the
other side. Both should be dualled not as shown, one single small road would be
overwhelmed. Any run off rain in wet conditions would quickly change the road into a non-
SSSI route as most polution occurs over bridges. Water management ideas are silly and
would not work. Surely you EDF, Dr Stephen Roast would understand this basic fact.



8. The replacement of Fenn Meadow as proposed is utter nonsense as you must surely
realise and will never replace the current unique habitats you are intending to destroy. Just
wanten destruction of rich existing SSSI & AONB habitats to acheive your requirements.

9. Surface water and site dewatering would not be able to be monitored and would be of no
use for any building work or to discharge to the sea free from pollutants. In addition to
this,East Anglia is notoriously short of water simply for the needs of the population and also
agricultural needs.Where locally agriculture is of paramount imporance.

10. To consider a sea defence 8 metres in front of the site and as much as 14metres high
and higher when it will become necessary is a solution is totally unrealistic without serious
consequences both north and south of the site. EDF have said it could go higher and higher
still if needs be, which would add cost and make the scheme totally urealistic and a foolish
waste, simply adding to the already totally huge proposed investment. which works out at
completion of £22 million pounds per job at 900 employees at SZC&D. Not all technical also.

11, Further areas for stockpiling materials by EDF and expanding their work area should not
be allowed in any circumstances..

12 Many existing bridleways, centuries old are to be desturbed and taken out or rerouted.this
is totally unacceptable.

13.Objection is strongly felt about the inadequacy of the requirements for bypassing small
communities along the very inadequate A12 road to and from the site and the inadequacies of
the proposals for bund changes to the very large A12 carparks, both north and south is
without foundation..

14. It was with much alarm to receive from EDF 17 revisions of their 5th consultation and a
single A4 copy of the Saxmundham junction with the A12 due to the fact that EDF had over
looked 17 important issues and incorrectly and put in two Yoxford A12 layouts, instead of one
A12 Saxmundham and one A12 Yoxford layout, as was intended. IT CONCERNS ME A LOT
THAT EDF CANNOT EVEN GET A SIMPLE DETAIL AS THIS RIGHT THE THOUGHT OF
THEM ATTEMPTING TO BUILD AN, AS YET, UNPROVEN 'PROTO TYPE' (FEPR) French
European Pressureised Reactor, IS DANGEROUS TO THE EXTREME.

The ITV News interview not long back saw Julia Pyke, EDF Nuclear Development Director
state that on a cold winters night with little wind the nuclear energy option for Britain, would,
she said, be the only option for energy from SZC&D. To this I say, on a cold frosty still night
on land maybe? but at sea the wind is always constant. That is why billions of pounds of
investment has been put into this renewable energy source and there are now many
hundreds of wind turbines around Britain's long coasts. Rotating turbines, as there is always
wind at sea around Britain. that is why the hundreds and hundreds of turbines are out at sea.
Where would the power come from when there is need for the regular nuclear
SZB,C,&D 'outages'. Each lasting in excess of eight weeks, costing more than sixty billions of
pounds and the import from around the world of highly trained and skilled specialists. Wind &
sola fills this large gap and doesn't produce any dangerous nuclear legacy waste.
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18 December 2020

Email letter to EDF – Sizewell C & D info@sizewellc.co.uk

Dear Sirs

Response to Sizewell C 5th Consultation

We respond to your consultation on changes to your DCO application to build two EPRs

at Sizewell from 2022 to 2034.

Firstly, your proposed changes make no difference to our opinion that Sizewell C should

not be built. It is the wrong project in the wrong place.

Secondly, your changes and consultation are insulting. After over eight years of

consultation when you took little notice of objections made, ignoring requests not to do

so, you submitted your application for a DCO for Sizewell C to the Planning Inspectorate

at the height of the Covid-19 pandemic. Having done that, forcing us and nearly 1,300

other objectors to make Relevant Representations on your proposals, you finally decided

to take on board some of the points we have been making for years and now force us to

respond to this, a 5th Consultation. Do you think we have nothing to do but consider

Sizewell C at a time when we, as everyone else in the world, have to contend with the

pandemic? Additionally, we in east Suffolk are having to deal with the threat of

windfarms and their onshore infrastructure designed to help destroy our beautiful

countryside and lives alongside your proposals. Do you think that bombardment will

wear us down?

Thirdly, why are you consulting on potential changes this late in the process? You’re

asking our opinion on things you may not be able to deliver. You should only consult on

certainties. You do not know you can make HGV movement reductions by delivering

more by train or sea because you don’t know you can achieve either of those things. You

do not know you can relocate Sizewell B facilities to Sizewell A. If these are serious

possibilities why has it taken you more than eight years to propose them?

Traffic & HGVs

You say if you can increase the number of train movements, and this is only a

possibility, disrupting the passenger train timetable and certainly disturbing more

people along the route at night, you can reduce the number of HGV movements.

You’re consulting on a second, temporary Beach Landing Facility (BLF) which could

operate 24 hours a day, with shipments between April and October. You’d use this for

aggregates, but do not include a plan or impact assessment for either BLF, nor do you

state how materials would be moved to the stockpiles at the other end of the site. You’re

also exploring the possibility of making the permanent BLF longer to increase its

capacity.
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If you can achieve the above, moving more materials by train and sea, you say you

could reduce the number of HGVs on our inadequate road network. 500 HGVs on a

typical day, 700 on the busiest are still horrendous and unthinkable in terms of

congestion, wear and tear on the roads and disruption to our lives. If there are problems

with trains or shipments you’d have to resort to using the roads again, so no change.

The daily 600 HGVs during the first years, before new roads and Park and Rides are

built, are not changed by your proposals, compounding the pressure on our roads with

that generated by other energy projects and other Sizewell C traffic. All traffic would use

the A12 and the B1122 as they are now. Roads that are not fit for that use.

Our road network would become congested and polluted. Rat runs would be created

making roads even more dangerous in our rural villages.

Sea Defences

You have not submitted a complete design of your sea defences and are considering

changes, including moving it 8 metres nearer to the shoreline. The shoreline along the

coast near Sizewell is very vulnerable, cliff falls regular at Thorpeness, one killing a man

in 2018. The defences may well exacerbate erosion to the north and south. Long term

predictions as to how the ever changing shoreline will be with rising sea levels are

unreliable.

Environmental

In mitigation for loss of rare fen habitat you add land at Pakenham, West Suffolk. This,

together with your other proposed mitigation sites at Benhall and Halesworth, as well as

being far from Sizewell Marshes SSSI will not compensate for the protected rare fen

habitat you’ll destroy. Suffolk Wildlife Trust says your plans are “not even close” to

mitigating the impact on the environment.

Despite perhaps not having to destroy and use Pillbox Field as a car park you have

felled Coronation Wood to accommodate relocated Sizewell B facilities. The planning

application to East Suffolk Council to allow that development to take place should have

been rescinded and included as a change to your DCO application. You’ll also take down

several more trees to allow access to the Sizewell C site.

You’ll further despoil the site with more huge mounds of materials you’ll now not remove

– you’ll build mountains in our flat landscape.

There’s no protection or care for the environment in these proposals, as well as the other

devastation you’re planning for the AONB, Minsmere, other SSSIs and our generally

beautiful countryside.

General Comments

You’re still proposing two EPRs at Sizewell. Technology you still haven’t got right, vis

Flamanville, France. Like Olkiluoto in Finland, Flamanville is over a decade late, Hinkley

18 months late. All are well over budget. EPRs are old technology. It’s doubtful you could

build Sizewell C on time or to budget. Newer, cheaper, greener nuclear developments

will supersede EPRs. Sizewell C reactors will be obsolete before they’re built – which they

should not be.
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Your Economic Statement is misleading, claimed benefits over optimistic or not proved,

evidence is frequently omitted or you rely on erroneous analysis. Development

Economics response to your statement concludes it “fails to meet the minimum

requirements of the legislation”, with no serious attempt to measure the deterrent effect

on tourists and their expenditure, traffic congestion or competition for skills and labour.

The National Policy Statement EN-6 requires that applicants for major nuclear energy

projects take into account ‘‘potential pressures on local and regional resources,

demographic change and economic benefit’. [paras 3.11.3 and 3.11.4]

You’ll do nothing to get the economy going after Covid-19, you cannot start Sizewell C

until mid 2022 IF your DCO application is successful.

As well as our environment and lives you’ll destroy our local tourist economy and with

your astronomical €41bn debt you cannot afford to build these reactors – wanting us to

pay for it through a RAB or Government funding. We hope Government has as much

sense as those of us who know that Sizewell C is the wrong project in the wrong

place.

Yours faithfully

cc:





 

 

 

 

Suffolk Coast Acting for Resilience response to EDF Fifth Consultation on Sizewell C 

 

SCAR is a strategic partnership of organisations and individuals of all political persuasions representing 

groups on the Suffolk coastline. 

The aim of SCAR is to preserve and protect, for future generations, the Suffolk coastline, tidal rivers and 

surrounding land area.  

 
SCAR takes no stand for or against the principle of nuclear power, or of the principle that the coast in 
general or the Sizewell site in particular can be an appropriate location. 
 
At no stage in any previous consultation has EDF been transparent and open with its proposals nor 
has sufficient detail been provided to properly assess the impact of the proposals on the coast. This 
consultation is no exception and continues to seek responses to questions with only vague details 
provided. 
 
Some of the proposals being consulted upon appear to be no more than ideas that EDF might 
pursue. As we have commented before, EDF gives the impression that it has yet to decide how it will 
defend the development against flooding and how it will provide marine access for deliveries. No 
thought appears to have been given to the environmental impact of these latest ideas upon the 
marine environment or the coast. It is not even possible to tell where the various features are 
precisely located, or what their potential form and scale may take. 
 
Our concerns derive directly from the decision to include a massive increase in the height, and hence 
the size and extent of the HCDF. No significant justification for that has been provided.  
 
As far as it can currently be understood the proposal is simply dismissive of all effects on the coast 
elsewhere – wholly just the “nuclear island” concept. That is, in principle, an unacceptable concept 
for the design of SZC on what is a fragile, mobile and eroding coast. 
 
Hence, as of this fifth “Consultation”, we know less about a more damaging “proposal” than at any 
point since the first consultation stage in 2012.. It follows therefore, that, in respect of the coastal 
management and consequential environmental issues, these proposed changes are unacceptable 
given the complete lack of environmental impact assessment, spatial context of the changes and 
consequences both north and south of the development.  
 
Accordingly, should no further or different information become available and these changes were 
translated into DCO changes, SCAR would object to the DCO being granted. 
 
Specifically we make the following observations: 



 

 The Hard Coast Defence Feature (HCDF)design was not finalised in the DCO submission. 

 The HCDF design is not finalised in this consultation nor any consultation that preceded this. 
o The HCDF is being raised first by 3.8m and extended at least 8m further to seaward 

and raised again in 2046 by a further 1.0m requiring further extension seaward. 
o However, the design remains incomplete and it appears to us that the toe of the 

defence is initially too shallow (at AOD) and with adaptation will extend significantly 
further seaward and go deeper in order to complete a viable design. 

o Its final depth is not given and consequently the additional eastward extension not 
clear. 

o The only possible conclusion to draw is that the impact upon coastal forces will be 
greater, earlier and more uncertain than supposed in the DCO submission. 

 It is fundamental that the HCDF design be concluded at the earliest opportunity and that we, 
statutory consultees and the general public should be given the opportunity to review and 
comment once details are available. 
 

 One of the consequences will be an earlier loss of the Soft Coast Defence Feature. This will 
put an even greater onus on the Monitoring and Maintenance Plan and it is also 
fundamentally essential that details of this should be put to the public as soon as possible. 

 

 The new proposal may lead to accretion of shingle to the north of SZC. However, at the same 
time, the early loss of the SCDF will lead to the loss of sediment transfer to the south with 
very adverse consequences for properties and the communities to the south. A full 
assessment must be made of the potential for this to happen beyond the confines of 
“Greater Sizewell Bay” as far south as Aldeburgh. 
 

 Regarding the proposed options for a second temporary BLF, we would support the principle 
that this be a minimally piled jetty, limiting any potential effects on tidal flows and sediment 
transport to the south. We consider option 4 as the “least worst”, as suggested in 
conversations with Coastal Partnership East, as: 
a) Having the least likely negative effects on the critical nearshore coastal processes, 

and 
b) Yielding the greatest improvement in the modal split of aggregates and other bulk 

movement to or from the site, with resulting in fewer intrusive HGV movements on the 
road network. 

 
 
 



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject:RESPONSE TO EDF ENERGY'S SIZEWELL C FIFTH CONSULTATION

To EDF, copy to Planning Inspectorate and local Government

The launching by EDF, only 6 days after the closing date for relevant representations on their
DCO application, of a fifth phase consultation in which EDF have reopened consideration of
maritime and rail options for freight movement, options that they had ruled out following both
Phase 2 and Phase 3 consultation, reinforces serious existing questions about the
competence of EDF to deliver this project and the integrity of their approach to consultation.
The way this has been done further undermines confidence and trust in EDF as an
organization.

While some of the proposed changes can be welcomed in principle, they are, in most cases,
conditional and speculative; the words `possible’, `potential’, `could’, `considering’ abound.
There continues to be a disappointing lack of detailed data and evidence, which is surprising
(and suspicious) after EDF have been working on this project for 10 years through 4 previous
consultations.

Freight Strategy
We welcome the revival of `sea’ and `rail’ options to reduce a level of HGV traffic that
threatens to over-face seriously the capacity of the road network in East Suffolk. The sea
option should take priority over rail, and rail over road, in order to reduce HGV traffic as much
as possible. The proposal is an improvement, but the level of HGV traffic will still be too high.
There is also a question as to whether the proposals can actually be delivered:

Beach Landing Facility (BLF).
The extension of the BLF and the introduction of a second , temporary, BLF with an overhead
conveyor is welcome in principle, but the various options are all at the `feasibility study’ stage,
and there are no details of the environmental impact.

Rail Freight.
To take the maximum freight off the roads, it would seem desirable to run as many trains as
possible while minimizing the noise impact for residents by using welded rails, slow speeds
and types of train. However the proposals are speculative; there is no indication of what the
capacity actually is, something highlighted in the last 3 consultations. What can actually be
achieved?

Road. The proposal suggests that there is `potential’ to reduce material moved by road to
`40% of the total’. Even if that is achieved (and given the uncertainties highlighted above this
seems unlikely, the volume of HGV (to say nothing of the other, non HGV traffic) will still
cause congestion, health and environmental damage highlighted in previous consultations
and for which no satisfactory mitigation has been offered.

Environment. Adjustment since the last consultation appear largely cosmetic, although the
proposed change to the SSSI crossing is welcomed. Contrary to what is suggested in the
Community Newsletter, there will be a significant increased land take involving hedgerow and
tree loss and a total of 50 additional parcels of land taken for the Sizewell Link road; this is
landscape impact by stealth. No mitigation has been offered for the destruction of Coronation
Wood undertaken ahead of Sizewell C being authorized. The suggestion of environmental
offset mitigation at Pakenham, 50 miles away and where there are other environmental
issues to be considered, is bizarre given the massive environmental impact on this special
coastal area by this very large building project.



Coastal Defences.
It is encouraging that the height and design of the coastal defences are being re-considered,
although the proposals lacks any detail.

Pylons and Spoil Heaps.
The reduction in height of one pylon does not address previous criticisms about the other
pylons and the lack of over or under ground interconnection – the result of design issues and
trying to cram two power stations onto this small site. Keeping more materials on site means
an additional spoil heap 15 m high on the site.

Yoxford Roundabout and A1120/A12 intersection. The proposal for the Yoxford roundabout
looks reasonable, although we need reassurance that it will be safe for cyclist and
pedestrians. The roundabout does not address the issue of the intersection of the A1120 with
the A12 where congestion is highly likely to occur; EDF HGV’s may be banned from using the
A1120, but not EDF related cars and vans, nor other HGV’s.

Conclusion.
While the attempt to reduce the impact of HGV’s on the road network is welcomed, too much
of the proposals are speculative and lack detail. It does not change the fundamental reality
that trying to cram two reactors using the Hinkley model onto a site that is much smaller and
far more environmentally sensitive, in an area with a much more fragile infrastructure than
Somerset, is seriously ill advised on many levels. EDF’s twists and turns in seeking a
proposal that might just be made acceptable to the local authorities and community simply
emphasizes that this project is just too big for the site and location.

Yours Faithfully

18 December 2020



TIMETABLING THE SIZEWELL FREIGHT 

written by  – December 2020 

Introduction 

Suffolk County Council (SCC) commissioned AECOM to provide an independent view on whether 

the strategy proposed by Network Rail is appropriate and deliverable within EDF’s timescales to 

begin construction in 2025.  Their report was presented in September 2020 and discusses the 

interventions needed on the East Suffolk Line (ESL) to enable freight trains to operate alongside 

the existing passenger service.  The report presents a good analysis of the constraints of the 

current timetable and the necessary infrastructure changes needed to accommodate additional 

daytime freight trains, and I commend the report.  In this document, I examine in detail the 

precise timetabling requirements needed. 

The DCO application envisaged 6 freight train movements per weekday during the peak 

construction period (3 trains in each direction), one of which would run in the daytime and the 

rest overnight.  Subsequent to AECOM’s report to SCC, EDF produced a further consultation 

document in November 2020 in which it identifies the potential to run 4 or even 5 trains in each 

direction for a limited peak period, 5 or 6 days a week.  In the 4 train option, one movement would 

be in the daytime, the rest overnight.  If a fifth train were to operate, the document suggests that 

the passenger timetable may need to be amended to accommodate the extra 2 movements. 

If all Sizewell freight trains were scheduled to use the ESL between 23:00 and 06:00, no 

infrastructure changes would be needed on the ESL for the timetable to accommodate the freight 

trains.  There are disadvantages in running all freight trains overnight: 

1) Substantial increase in noise pollution which many residents would deem unacceptable 

2) Arrivals and departures at Sizewell would be concentrated over a short period of time 

which may increase the terminal resources needed 

3) Running on the ESL at night would mean daytime running on the rest of the freight trains’ 

journey where capacity issues may exist 

4) The potential for routine overnight infrastructure maintenance by Network Rail is reduced 

Current Passenger Timetable Issues 

The weekday passenger timetable runs to a regular hourly frequency for most of the day.  

However, it is adjusted to accommodate a return freight train path between Ipswich and Sizewell.  

This path has historically been used for Sizewell flask traffic, but its use by a revenue-earning train 

is now extremely rare.  The path is scheduled for a 40 mph freight train. 

The table below shows the impact of these two paths.  The paths for the freight trains are shown 

in green: 



Ipswich 07:35 07:53 09:17 Ipswich 15:17 15:54 17:17

Westerfield 07:41 Westerfield 16:00

Woodbridge arr 07:51 08:21 09:32 Woodbridge 15:32 16:10 17:32

dep 07:53 08:42 09:32 15:32 16:18 17:32

Melton 07:57 09:36 Melton 15:36 16:22 17:36

Wickham Market 08:04 09:43 Wickham Market 15:43 16:29 17:43

Saxmundham arr 08:14 09:09 09:53 Saxmundham 15:53 16:39 17:53

dep 08:15 09:11 09:54 15:54 16:40 17:54

Saxmundham Jn 09:18 Saxmundham Jn

Darsham 08:21 10:00 Darsham 16:00 16:47 18:00

Halesworth 08:31 10:10 Halesworth 16:10 16:56 18:10

Brampton 08:37 10:16 Brampton 16:16 17:03 18:16

Beccles arr 08:46 10:25 Beccles 16:25 17:11 18:25

dep 08:46 10:25 16:25 17:19 18:25

Oulton Broad South 08:56 10:35 Oulton Broad South 16:35 17:28 18:35

Lowestoft 09:06 10:43 Lowestoft 16:43 17:36 18:43

Lowestoft 07:27 09:07 Lowestoft 15:07 16:07 17:02 18:07

Oulton Broad South 07:33 09:13 Oulton Broad South 15:13 16:13 17:08 18:13

Beccles arr 07:42 09:22 Beccles 15:22 16:22 17:17 18:22

dep 07:43 09:25 15:25 16:25 17:25 18:25

Brampton 07:51 09:33 Brampton 15:33 16:33 17:33 18:33

Halesworth arr 07:58 09:40 Halesworth 15:40 16:40 17:40 18:40

dep 07:58 09:41 15:41 16:45 17:41 18:41

Darsham 08:07 09:49 Darsham 15:49 16:53 17:49 18:49

Saxmundham Jn 08:12 09:54 Saxmundham Jn 15:54 16:37 16:58 17:54 18:54

Saxmundham arr 08:14 09:56 Saxmundham 15:56 16:43 17:00 17:56 18:56

dep 08:15 09:56 15:56 16:44 17:06 17:56 18:56

Wickham Market 08:25 10:06 Wickham Market 16:06 17:16 18:06 19:06

Melton 08:32 10:12 Melton 16:12 17:22 18:12 19:12

Woodbridge 08:38 10:18 Woodbridge 16:18 17:08 17:28 18:18 19:18

Westerfield 08:49 Westerfield

Ipswich 08:56 10:36 Ipswich 16:36 17:37 17:46 18:36 19:36

Morning Afternoon

 
 

In the morning, the freight train path creates a 100-minute gap between passenger trains in each 

direction.  Pre-pandemic, the 07:27 and 09:07 trains from Lowestoft were the two busiest 

southbound trains on weekdays, and prior to the introduction of the new class 755 trains, were 

subject to capacity issues.  The inconvenience of the 100-minute gaps has been a matter of 

contention for many users. 

In the afternoon, three trains (shown in red) have had their schedules amended to accommodate 

the freight train path, leading to extended journey times and the loss of the regular interval 

pattern. 

Passenger Timetable Resilience 

The passenger timetable is constrained by the available passing places on the mostly single track 

railway.  For a regular hourly-interval timetable, the Beccles loop effectively dictates the timetable 

– trains pass at Beccles at 25 minutes past the hour which means the other passing locations are 

just north of Saxmundham station at 55 minutes past the hour, and between Bealings and 

Westerfield at 25 minutes past the hour.  These times are effectively set in stone – the actual 

times can be changed, but the pattern is fixed dependent on the scheduled times at Beccles. 

A single track railway means that delays to a train in one direction can cause delays to trains in the 

opposite direction.  On the ESL, a 10-minute delay to a northbound train will cause similar delays 

to two southbound trains.  A 10-minute delay to a southbound train after Beccles will not delay 

any northbound train, but will lead to missed connections at Ipswich. 



Accommodating Extra Freight Trains 

Additional daytime freight trains can only be accommodated by adding infrastructure to the 

railway and these are well described in the AECOM document.  A passing loop is needed between 

Woodbridge and Saxmundham.  EDF stage 3 consultation presents 3 possible locations, and 

concludes that option 3, the southernmost one, is the most practical.  It is also the most 

appropriate option from a timetabling perspective.  The loop (referred to in this document as the 

Ufford loop) would be situated between Pettistree footpath crossing to the north and a private 

farm crossing to the south.  There are no footpath or vehicle crossings between these two points 

and the current single track is located on the down side of the former double track railway.  As 

railway loop constructions go, this is as easy as it gets. 

The AECOM document shows the principle of train operation using the Ufford loop in graph form 

(Figure 1 on page 17).  I have created a spreadsheet to examine whether the proposal actually 

works.  The spreadsheet analyses the timing of a freight train given the various speed limits on the 

route (as detailed in Network Rail’s Sectional Appendix) and the acceleration and deceleration 

characteristics of a heavy freight train.  A timing allowance of 3 minutes is included between 

conflicting movements at each end of the Ufford loop.  The results from the spreadsheet suggest 

that a northbound freight train would be 5 minutes too late arriving at the Ufford loop to allow 

undelayed passage of a southbound passenger train, whilst a southbound freight train would 

arrive at the Ufford loop just in time to pass a northbound passenger train, but with nothing to 

spare.  Additional interventions are therefore needed to achieve a workable timetable. 

There are some relatively cheap ways of making the timetable work: 

(1) When the ESL was resignalled in 2012, passive provision was made for an intermediate 

signalling block at Wickham Market.  The precise location of the block is unknown, but is 

probably immediately to the north of Wickham Market station.  Activation of the loop 

involves some signalling infrastructure.  This would permit a southbound train to leave 

Saxmundham once the previous train has reached Wickham Market, thus enabling a 

southbound Sizewell freight train to reach the Ufford loop 4 minutes earlier. 

(2) The line speed for freight trains could be raised from 20 mph to 40 mph for a distance of 

nearly 3 miles between Westerfield and Playford.  Most of the track on this section was 

renewed in August 2017.  There are two footpath crossings on this section – Laceys and 

Stennetts1.  Both are very lightly used and have acceptable alternatives.  At Laceys, there is 

an overbridge 220 metres to the west, and at Stennetts1, there is an underbridge 110 

metres to the east.  Both crossings could be closed, either temporarily or permanently.  

Alternatively, 40 mph for freight trains may be considered to be acceptable given the low 

usage and extremely good visibility at each crossing. 

(3) An alternative to (2) would be to add an additional signalling block between Westerfield 

and Woodbridge on the down line. 

(4) Permitting freight trains to run to a line speed of 25 mph between Westerfield and 

Saxmundham (whilst retaining 20 mph at road level crossings) would be sufficient by itself. 

Based on using (1) and (2) above, a viable timetable for operating 4 return freight trains a day is 

reproduced below.  I have omitted the timetable before 09:00 as this time would be devoted to 

passenger trains.  I have assumed a journey time of 30 minutes between Saxmundham and 

Sizewell which represents an average speed of 11 mph - given a maximum line speed of 25 mph on 

this section, this schedule should be ample.  Should a fifth freight train be needed, it would have 

to run overnight.  The timetable is based on the December 2020 timetable which is expected to be 

modified by Greater Anglia in December 2021, nevertheless the operational principles will not 

change. 



NORTHBOUND

Westerfield pass 09:22½ 10:22½ 10:34½ 11:22½ 12:22½ 13:22½ 14:22½ 14:34½ 15:22½

Woodbridge arr 09:31½ 10:31½ 10:52 11:31½ 12:31½ 13:31½ 14:31½ 14:52 15:31½

dep 09:32½ 10:32½ 10:53 11:32½ 12:32½ 13:32½ 14:32½ 14:53 15:32½

Melton dep 09:36½ 10:36½ 11:36½ 12:36½ 13:36½ 14:36½ 15:36½

Ufford Loop S pass 09:39 10:39 11:06 11:39 12:39 13:39 14:39 15:06 15:39

Ufford Loop N arr 11:09 15:09

dep 09:40 10:40 11:10 11:40 12:40 13:40 14:40 15:10 15:40

Wickham Market dep 09:43 10:43 11:43 12:43 13:43 14:43 15:43

Saxmundham arr 09:53 10:53 11:53 12:53 13:53 14:53 15:53

dep 09:54 10:54 11:37 11:54 12:54 13:54 14:54 15:37 15:54

Sizewell arr 12:07 16:07

Westerfield pass 16:22½ 17:22½ 18:22½ 18:34½ 19:22½ 20:22½ 21:22½ 22:22½ 22:34½

Woodbridge arr 16:31½ 17:31½ 18:31½ 18:52 19:31½ 20:31½ 21:31½ 22:31½ 22:52

dep 16:32½ 17:32½ 18:32½ 18:53 19:32½ 20:32½ 21:32½ 22:32½ 22:53

Melton dep 16:36½ 17:36½ 18:36½ 19:36½ 20:36½ 21:36½ 22:36½

Ufford Loop S pass 16:39 17:39 18:39 19:06 19:39 20:39 21:39 22:39 23:06

Ufford Loop N arr 19:09 23:09

dep 16:40 17:40 18:40 19:10 19:40 20:40 21:40 22:40 23:10

Wickham Market dep 16:43 17:43 18:43 19:43 20:43 21:43 22:43

Saxmundham arr 16:53 17:53 18:53 19:53 20:53 21:53 22:53

dep 16:54 17:54 18:54 19:37 19:54 20:54 21:54 22:54 23:37

Sizewell arr 20:07 00:07

SOUTHBOUND

Sizewell dep 08:36 12:36

Saxmundham arr 09:06 09:55½ 10:55½ 11:55½ 11:55½ 13:06 13:55½ 14:55½ 15:55½

dep 09:07 09:56½ 10:56½ 11:56½ 11:56½ 13:07 13:56½ 14:56½ 15:56½

Wickham Market dep 10:06 11:06 12:06 13:06 14:06 15:06 16:06

Ufford Loop N pass 09:33 10:08 11:08 12:08 13:08 13:33 14:08 15:08 16:08

Ufford Loop S arr 09:36 13:36

dep 09:42 10:09 11:09 12:09 13:09 13:42 14:09 15:09 16:09

Melton dep 09:49 10:12½ 11:12½ 12:12½ 13:12½ 13:49 14:12½ 15:12½ 16:12½

Woodbridge arr 10:17½ 11:17½ 12:17½ 13:17½ 14:17½ 15:17½ 16:17½

dep 09:54 10:18½ 11:18½ 12:18½ 13:18½ 13:54 14:18½ 15:18½ 16:18½

Westerfield arr 10:11½ 10:29 11:29 12:29 13:29 14:11½ 14:29 15:29 16:29

Sizewell dep 16:36 20:36

Saxmundham arr 16:55½ 17:06 17:55½ 18:55½ 19:55½ 20:55½ 21:06 21:55½

dep 16:56½ 17:07 17:56½ 18:56½ 19:56½ 20:56½ 21:07 21:56½

Wickham Market dep 17:06 18:06 19:06 20:06 21:06 22:06

Ufford Loop N pass 17:08 17:33 18:08 19:08 20:08 21:08 21:33 22:08

Ufford Loop S arr 17:36 21:36

dep 17:09 17:42 18:09 19:09 20:09 21:09 21:42 22:09

Melton dep 17:12½ 17:49 18:12½ 19:12½ 20:12½ 21:12½ 21:49 22:12½

Woodbridge arr 17:17½ 18:17½ 19:17½ 20:17½ 21:17½ 22:17½

dep 17:18½ 17:54 18:18½ 19:18½ 20:18½ 21:18½ 21:54 22:18½

Westerfield arr 17:29 18:11½ 18:29 19:29 20:29 21:29 22:11½ 22:29  

(Freight trains shown in green, passing times shown in light italics) 

  



Conclusion 

Additional line capacity is essential to enable Sizewell freight trains to run during the daytime 

whilst maintaining the current frequency of passenger trains.  The construction of a loop between 

Melton and Wickham Market, option 3 in the Stage 3 consultation document, would provide the 

absolute minimum necessary extra capacity, but some additional interventions are needed in 

order to maintain an efficient passenger timetable and some resilience to accommodate 

unplanned delays. 

 

This document has been written by  who has 40 years professional experience in transport 

planning including in particular cost benefit analysis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



BLAXHALL PARISH COUNCIL

Freepost SZC Consultation

18th December 2020

Dear Sirs,

Blaxhall Parish Council response to Sizewell C Stage 5 Public Consultation

Blaxhall Parish Council are keen for a beach landing facility but insists that the negative impacts
relating to this are provided as these have never been explained.

Blaxhall Parish Council are keen for a sea and an improved rail led delivery service but wish for the
negative impacts especially to the environmental impact to be provided.

Blaxhall Parish Council feel that a survey on the impacts of light pollution should be carried out.

Blaxhall Parish Council feel that EDF Energy are ignoring the views of the public and are putting a
pretence of consultation but are not properly listening. The level of accurate and verified
information being supplied by EDF Energy continues to be very poor.

I trust that you will take the above comments into consideration.

Yours faithfully,



From:
Sent: 19/12/2020 11:45:17
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info,SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject: Submission for the 5th EDF SZC Consultation
Body:

From
e-mail

I have the following comments on the latest proposals.

1. Regarding the Beach Landing Facilities. Previously, it was stated that more materials
could not be brought in by sea without damaging the marine environment. Now there is a
proposal to enhance the permanent beach landing facility and to build a new temporary
beach landing facility. Surely this will lead to more, and unacceptable, damage to the marine
environment?

2. The proposed mitigation for the loss of Fen Meadows is inadequate. You cannot replace a
large wildlife area with many disconnected small ones - nature doesn't work that way.

3. I believe Coronation Wood has now been felled. Rumour has it that bat mitigation work
was not carried out as required, the bats currently being under hibernation. I hope this is not
true.

4. In addition to all the environmental concerns, which clearly point to Sizewell being the
wrong place for further nuclear development, the technology is still unproven (see Flamanville
and Olkiluoto), Hinkley Point C has not yet been built and operated successfully, and
renewable energy's costs are continuously falling while nuclear costs continue rising. A pause
while the viability of small, modular reactors being designed by Rolls Royce are developed
and assessed would be prudent.

5. Sizewell C is the wrong technology, in the wrong place and at the wrong time.

Yours sincerely,
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FREEPOST SZC CONSULTATION 
 
 
VIA EMAIL: info@sizewellc.co.uk  
 

 

17 12 2020   
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam, 

Response to the Sizewell C public consultation on material 
changes to the DCO application 
 

This response to the Sizewell C public consultation on material changes to the DCO application 

(ending 18th December 2020) represents the views of National Grid Ventures (NGV) which owns and 

operates energy businesses in competitive markets in the UK and US, including electricity 

interconnectors.  

 

As EDF are already aware, NGV also has interests in East Suffolk in relation to two projects known as 

‘Nautilus’ and ‘EuroLink.’ This letter provides an update on the current position of these two projects. 

Due to the early stage of our projects and ongoing work on routeing and siting options, we have not 

commented in detail upon the proposed Sizewell C DCO application modifications.  

 

Nautilus & EuroLink Multi-Purpose Interconnector (MPI) Projects – Current Position 
 

Nautilus is a proposed high voltage direct current (HVDC) electricity link between GB and Belgium. 

EuroLink is a proposed high voltage direct current (HVDC) electricity link between GB and the 

Netherlands. 

 

NGV has connection agreements with the NGESO (National Grid Electricity System Operator) within 

the Leiston area for both Nautilus and EuroLink. Each of these agreements provide a grid connection 

to a new 400 kilovolts (kV) substation located close to the Sizewell 400kV network, provisionally 

referred to as ‘Leiston 400kV’. The proposed NGET substation at Friston is the location proposed by 

SPR on the Sizewell 400kV network and forms part of their current DCO applications for East Anglia 

One North and East Anglia Two. 

 

In September 2020 NGV announced that both Nautilus and EuroLink Interconnector projects have 

been reclassified as multi-purpose interconnectors (MPIs); a new generation of interconnector that will 

mailto:info@nautilusinterconnector.com%20X
mailto:info@nautilusinterconnector.com
mailto:info@sizewellc.co.uk
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connect multiple offshore wind farms via a singular transmission line, enabling the export of excess 

clean energy and reducing the impact of infrastructure on coastal communities. 

 

Both Nautilus and EuroLink are currently in feasibility stages of project development. Should the 

projects proceed, they could be operational pre-2030, subject to gaining development consent and 

final investment decisions for each project. 

 

Since NGV responded to the Sizewell C Stage 4 consultation in September 2019, NGV has continued 

feasibility assessment work and early engagement with stakeholders. Copies of our publicly available 

Nautilus FAQs (May 2020) and Briefing Pack (July 2019) are attached to this letter.  Further feasibility 

studies including technical assessment and survey work is required before NGV is ready to present 

options for initial public consultation. Therefore, at this stage NGV is unable to provide EDF with a 

detailed description of the projects, including proposed routeing and siting of infrastructure and 

environmental information on the proposals. Previously, it was anticipated that EIA Scoping would 

occur in Q1 2021, however further feasibility work is planned for 2021 to inform project development.  

Current project timescales anticipate an EIA Scoping Report to be produced by Q1 2022 for Nautilus, 

which is currently more advanced than EuroLink. 

 

Request for Updated Order Limits Shapefile 
 

To assist us in our ongoing feasibility work we would be grateful if EDF could share a revised 

shapefile for the DCO Order Limits with the proposed amends.   

 

Next Steps 

 
As a registered Interested Party, NGV will continue to monitor the progress of the Sizewell C DCO 

Application and participate, if required, during the Examination.  

 

NGV will continue to engage with EDF throughout the development of our projects, particularly with a 

view to the potential for co-ordination of our respective projects to minimise and manage potential 

impacts.   

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:info@nautilusinterconnector.com%20X
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Should you have any questions on the information presented in this letter please do not hesitate to 

contact me directly or via the dedicated project email address: info@nautilusinterconnector.com. 

Yours faithfully, 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
National Grid Ventures (NGV) 

mailto:info@nautilusinterconnector.com%20X
mailto:info@nautilusinterconnector.com
mailto:info@nautilusinterconnector.com
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2 FAQs Nautilus Interconnector

General
Who is National Grid Ventures?
National Grid Ventures is the competitive division of National Grid plc. It operates outside of National Grid’s core regulated 
businesses in the UK and US where it develops and operates energy projects, technologies and partnerships to make 
energy cleaner, more secure and more affordable for consumers.

NGV’s diverse portfolio of low carbon and renewable energy businesses includes sub-sea electricity Interconnectors in the 
UK and battery storage, wind and solar power in the US.

NGV’s Interconnector fleet gives the GB access to secure and affordable energy and will play a critical role in tomorrow’s cleaner 
and smarter energy systems. NGV currently have three Interconnectors in operation and three in construction. By 2030, 90 per 
cent of the electricity imported through these six Interconnectors will be from zero carbon sources.

There are different National Grid businesses operating in GB that have 
different roles
Whilst both organisations are part of the wider National Grid Group, NGV is completely separate to NGET. The separation 
between NGV and NGET stipulates that NGV is treated the same way as any other energy project promoter.

NGET was separated into two new organisations on 1 April 2019:
• National Grid Electricity System Operator (ESO) – these are responsible for managing and operating the electricity

system in Great Britain.
• National Grid Electricity Transmission (NGET) – these are responsible for the development, construction and operation

of all electricity assets in England and Wales (e.g. overhead lines, substations).

The regulator OFGEM stipulates that, across any of its activities, it is not possible for National Grid to be a generator of 
electricity. This is effective across Europe.
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right amount of electricity is where it 
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Develops and operates businesses in 
competitive markets, including electricity 

interconnectors, liquefied natural gas (LNG) 
and metering in the UK, and large-scale 

renewable generation and electricity & gas 
transmission in the US.

Separate from National Grid’s 
core regulated businesses.
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3 FAQs Nautilus Interconnector

What is Nautilus Interconnector?
Nautilus Interconnector is a proposed second Interconnector between Great Britain and Belgium. When built, it will 
create a new 1.4 gigawatts (GW) high voltage direct current (HVDC) electricity link between the transmission systems 
of Great Britain and Belgium. If constructed, Nautilus Interconnector could supply power to one million homes.

Is NGV supportive of an alternative and more co-ordinated solution to 
energy supply in East Suffolk? 
NGV is supportive of the efforts to achieve greater co-ordination in energy infrastructure. NGV continue to promote 
and test alternative solutions with the UK Government and promoters at home and in Europe. 

NGV believes that to achieve the UK Government’s energy targets (40 GW by 2030 and 75 GW by 2050) there 
needs to be greater co-ordination of how wind and Interconnector projects are connected. This is vital to ensure that 
the UK can meet both energy and environmental challenges and reduce the impact on coastal communities. 

NGV is engaging with its European partners and the UK Government as to how it can best utilise the technology and 
the Interconnector system to bring greater co-ordination with offshore wind projects.

Who will be the decision-making authority for Nautilus Interconnector?
NGV has received confirmation from the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) that 
the proposed Nautilus Interconnector will be treated as a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) and as a 
development requiring a Development Consent Order (DCO). This means that the final decision-maker for the project 
will be the Secretary of State. 

In March 2019, NGV requested that the Secretary of State exercise its powers under section 35 of the Planning 
Act 2008 to deem Nautilus Interconnector as a development for which a DCO would be required. The DCO regime 
will require NGV to undertake a thorough Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) and consultation process prior 
to any application being submitted. NGV and the Secretary of State acknowledge that the DCO consent process 
will provide a single, unified consenting process with clear and fixed timescales for the development to engage with 
stakeholders and bring its application forward.

Import and export of power 

National Grid Interconnector Holdings and JV partner Elia

Nautilus Interconnector

HVDC electricity

HVAC = High Voltage Alternating Current      HVDC = High Voltage Direct Current      TSO = Transmission System Operator

1. Existing network
2. NGET onshore substation
3. National Grid Interconnectors
    onshore converter station

4. Underground HVAC/HVDC cables
5. Subsea HVDC cables
6. Elia onshore converter station

1

UK

NGET Country TSO

European
Continent

HVAC electricityHVAC electricity

2 3 6 7

1

4 4

5

7. Belgian transmission network substation
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4 FAQs Nautilus Interconnector

What is a ‘Project of Common Interest?’ 
Projects of Common Interest (PCIs) are key cross border infrastructure projects that link the energy systems of 
countries in Europe. They are intended to help Europe achieve its energy and climate objectives: affordable, secure and 
sustainable energy for all citizens. In the long-term, PCIs are also aimed at realising the decarbonisation of the economy 
in accordance with the Paris Agreement, signed by the UK, which aims to achieve climate neutrality by the end of the 
century.

In the case of Nautilus Interconnector, the project has been identified as a PCI due to its significant impact on the energy 
market and market integration between the UK and Belgium. The project will boost competition in the energy market, 
achieve energy security from a more diverse supply and contribute to our climate and energy goals. The selection 
process for PCI projects is determined by the Trans-European Networks for Energy (TEN-E) Strategy, which will be 
complied with throughout the development process for Nautilus Interconnector. PCI status will continue for the project 
regardless of Brexit, given Member Status is only required for one country involved. 

Interconnectors
Why do we need Interconnectors?
Interconnectors are making energy more secure, affordable and sustainable for consumers. Great Britain has experienced 
success from existing Interconnectors which have connected energy between Great Britain, France, Ireland and the 
Netherlands.

These projects have helped to lower electricity prices, increase the security of supply and stabilise energy in the Great 
Britain transmission network. 

Interconnectors are vital in making electricity networks more flexible and are increasingly needed to offset the lack of 
investment in substantial electricity generation plants in the UK, along with addressing the higher demand for cheaper 
wholesale energy from Europe. 

If you would like to find out more about its European partners and the UK Government Interconnectors, you can 
download NGV’s Interconnectors information pack here.

How efficient are Interconnectors?
Interconnectors use HVDC lines. The link between the UK and Belgium will exceed 100 miles end to end. The use of 
HVDC cables to transport 1400 megawatts (MW) over this distance is proven to be more efficient for losses and will 
require a smaller number of cables than HVAC.

Which way does the electricity flow between the UK and Belgium?
Electricity normally flows from the market with lower prices to the market with higher prices. On average, UK electricity 
prices are higher than those in mainland Europe, which typically means that the UK benefits from receiving cheaper 
electricity.
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5 FAQs Nautilus Interconnector

Connection point and transmission

How was the connection point to the National Transmission System (NTS) 
for Nautilus Interconnector chosen?
NGV made two separate connection applications to the ESO for connection points for both the Nautilus and EuroLink 
Interconnector projects. The ESO then undertook an appraisals process to identify a point of connection on its network 
for each application which included an assessment of environmental, technical and cost factors. As a result of this 
process, the ESO have provided grid connection offers (for both Nautilus and EuroLink) to a new 400 kilovolts (kV) 
substation located close to the Sizewell 400kV network, provisionally referred to as ‘Leiston 400kV’. This substation is 
more locally known as the proposed NGET substation in Friston.

What does an Interconnector need to connect to the onshore grid?
For Nautilus and EuroLink to connect to the proposed NGET substation at Friston, the proposed substation would require 
an extension for each additional project. 

NGV understand that typically the maximum land take required to facilitate extensions to NGET substations is 
approximately 1.3 hectares (3 acres) for each connection offered at a location.

NGET has indicated that provision for the land required to extend its substation at Friston has been provided for as part of 
ScottishPower Renewables proposals for East Anglia ONE North (EA1N) and East Anglia TWO (EA2).

Decisions on changes and upgrades to the NTS are made by NGET in its role as the Transmission Owner. NGV remain 
in dialogue with NGET to understand if any changes or upgrades may be required to the NTS as a result of NGV’s 
connection agreements.

What is the difference between HVAC and HVDC?
HVAC stands for high voltage alternating current. HVDC stands for high voltage direct current. 

HVAC technology is the principle means of power transmission in all modern power systems. The vast majority of all 
electrical power is generated, transported and consumed as alternating current. HVDC technology is an alternative to 
HVAC for point-to-point power transmission and may be appropriate in some circumstances for bulk power transfer over 
long distances or between different grids. 

Most energy is generated as alternating current, therefore it is necessary to convert the direct current back to alternating 
current for onward transmission in the national grid at a converter station.

Other energy projects in the area

How are you working with other energy projects planned in East Suffolk?
NGV is working closely with the other promoters in the area including ScottishPower Renewables and EDF as well as 
East Suffolk and Suffolk County Councils. Decisions for the routeing and siting of Nautilus Interconnector will consider 
possible benefits of co-location for the environment and surrounding communities as well as other technical constraints. 
NGV regularly meet with all of the promoters in the area, alongside East Suffolk Council and Suffolk County Council, at 
the Suffolk Energy Forum.
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6 FAQs Nautilus Interconnector

Cable routeing

How are the cables buried onshore and offshore?
Two HVDC cables are typically buried in a single trench, compared to HVAC cables which typically consist of two 
trenches with three cables per trench. Offshore, the HVDC cables will be buried far enough below the seabed to ensure 
that cables don’t get snagged.

What are the differences between the crossing techniques of Horizontal 
Directional Drilling (HDD) and open cut?
Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) is a construction technique that involves drilling underneath particularly sensitive areas 
and infrastructure that the project may encounter along the cable route to lay the onshore cable with minimal disruption. 
This technique avoids the need for digging deep trenches and allows construction to operate through different ground 
conditions.

Open cut trench excavation offers an alternative method of cable installation which can be used instead of HDD, 
particularly in more rural areas and where there are no major obstacles. It consists of excavating a trench section-by-
section as the cable is laid. This excavation is then backfilled once the cable laying is complete.

Typical HDD Construction 
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How do the construction of AC and DC cables differ?
Typical AC cable construction

Typical DC cable construction

Typical AC cable construction
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Can you use the same cable route as ScottishPower Renewables (SPR)? 
The proposed Nautilus Interconnector and the East Anglia ONE North (EA1N) and East Anglia Two (EA2) offshore wind 
farm projects are different technologies being brought forward by different developers with different timeframes. This 
means Nautilus Interconnector is not able to share the same cables or cable trenches. There may be potential to locate 
the proposed cables within an appropriate distance from SPR’s cable route which will be considered as NGV assess 
different options for cable routeing. NGV is studying the applications for both offshore wind farms in detail and liaising 
directly with SPR to understand as much as possible about its proposed cable route corridor. This is so that NGV can 
identify any opportunities for joint working and minimise any disruption. In some places, Nautilus may need to cross the 
cables for EA1N and EA2. 

Whilst SPR has already selected its preferred route, Nautilus does not yet have a defined cable route (for either DC or AC 
cables), and it must undertake its own detailed environmental and technical assessment to progress its project routeing 
and siting options. National Grid Ventures (NGV) will work to minimise impacts on local communities and the environment 
where possible and will liaise and consult with communities and stakeholders when the project is ready to discuss the 
proposed cable route options.

Landfall

Will there be any visible equipment at the landfall site?
Landfall is where the subsea cables are brought onto the land and are connected to the onshore cables. As all the cables 
will be buried underground at the landfall site, very little will be visible once works are completed, although there may be 
some relatively small-scale equipment visible above ground. A kiosk type structure (similar to a telephone exchange) may 
be required at the landfall location to boost the signal for the subsea fibre optic communication system. It is too early to 
confirm if this would be required at this stage.

Cable joint bays will need to be made at sections along the route during installation. Cable joint bays will be buried for the 
HVDC cables and will likely require a man hole cover for operations and maintenance access, these manhole covers may 
require fencing. The man hole covers would be visible above ground. Joint bays on the HVAC cables will require above 
ground link boxes (see typical AC cable construction figure on page 7). 
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Converter station

How big is the converter station for Nautilus Interconnector?
Nautilus Interconnector is at the very early stages of development. The design for the converter station has not yet been 
developed. A typical footprint for a converter station covers an area of five hectares (12 acres) with a maximum height of 
24 metres. The exact size and height will depend upon the specific proposals for mitigation and construction. 

NGV is constantly challenging its supply chain to bring down the size of converters. The final design of the converter 
station will be developed through a thorough consultation process with stakeholders and the local community, as well as 
through collaboration with the supply chain.

Why does the converter station need to be within 5 km of the substation?
The search radius for the converter station site is limited to 5 km because beyond this distance NGV would need to 
increase the size of the converter station building. Locating the converter station further away from the substation has an 
impact on the voltage level needed to transmit the power, thereby requiring additional equipment to be installed at the 
converter station to maintain the required voltage level. 

Can the converter station be buried?
There are a number of environmental, technical and cost factors which must be considered when designing the converter 
station, and partially or entirely burying the building presents significant challenges relating to keeping the building free 
from water and moisture. 

NGV is constantly challenging its supply chain to consider, develop and review innovative engineering and design 
techniques. Further work is being undertaken to assess the feasibility of burying converter stations. Site specific 
constraints and safety will also have an impact on the feasibility of burying a converter station. Converter stations have 
not previously been buried due to concerns over water ingress into buildings accommodating electrical infrastructure, 
concerns over the effectiveness of fire-fighting and ventilation systems, and the additional associated costs. NGV would 
be required to undertake a cost benefit analysis to assess additional cost against potential benefits in order to meet 
Ofgem requirements.

The final design of the converter station will be consulted on with the community in detail before submitting any 
application for development consent. This will include the opportunity to provide feedback on items such as visual 
appearance and landscaping.

Will the converter station be noisy?
The converter station will be designed to minimise noise. Noise modelling assessments will be undertaken as part of the 
EIA process. Noise levels will be consulted on with environmental health bodies and the local authority to ensure that any 
noise does not exceed unacceptable levels.
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Environment

How will the impact on the environment be considered? 
NGV will be undertaking an EIA process to ensure that matters relating to the environment are considered when 
developing the proposals for Nautilus Interconnector. EIA is a legal requirement for some developments and is strictly 
regulated. A wide range of environmental subjects will be taken into consideration including traffic, landscape and visual 
impact and ecology. The results of these assessments will be consulted on in a Preliminary Environmental Information 
Report (PEIR), before being refined and submitted in an Environmental Statement (ES) which will form part of the DCO 
application.

Project timeframes

What work will Nautilus be undertaking in 2020?
Between March 2019 and March 2020, the Nautilus team has met with a variety of local groups, statutory and non-
statutory bodies, as well as district, county, town and parish councils. This early stage of engagement has been focused 
on introducing the Nautilus proposals, including the onshore and offshore components, and the work necessary to 
understand the viability of developing Nautilus in East Suffolk.

Further environmental and technical assessment is now required to progress the initial desktop work for the onshore and 
offshore components of Nautilus. Over the course of 2020, the team intend to undertake surveys1 in the area to gather 
additional information. This is required to more accurately assess project feasibility.

The team are conscious of the interest and resource input from both stakeholders and the community in the pending SPR 
Examinations for EA1N and EA2 offshore wind farms and EDF’s submission of the Sizewell C application for development 
consent. NGV is registered as an Interested Party in these Examinations and will be participating as appropriate.

When will the project be completed?
Nautilus Interconnector is currently at a very early stage of its development. Should consent be granted, a Final 
Investment Decision by NGV for the project is planned for 2024. Following this, construction will commence, and the 
project could be operational by 2028.

What does Brexit mean for Nautilus Interconnector?
NGV is undertaken a thorough analysis of potential risks relating to Brexit, and the results of this analysis highlight that 
electricity Interconnectors will be able to operate post-Brexit under any outcome.

NGV is confident that the energy markets in the UK, France, the Netherlands, Belgium and Norway will continue to 
operate as they do now. NGV Interconnectors will continue to have the right export and import power to and from those 
markets.

COVID-19 update

Nautilus Interconnector in the context of COVID-19
In light of current Government restrictions and as new advice is issued, NGV has, and continues to, review activities on 
Nautilus to ensure the team are working safely and adhering to government advice. NGV is continuing to progress with 
its current work while maintaining the safety of its staff. Should you have any questions relating to the project during this 
period, the contact details at the bottom of this document remain active.

1 Onsite surveys will continue to be reviewed in light of the rapidly changing position with COVID-19.

Write to us at: 
Freepost Nautilus 
Interconnector

Email us at:  
info@nautilusinterconnector.com

Call our Freephone  
information line: 
08081 699 822

Visit our website: 
www.nationalgrid.com/
interconnectors

www.nationalgrid.com/interconnectors
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Introduction Connecting for a cleaner future
Interconnectors are making energy more secure, affordable and sustainable 
for consumers. 
These projects have helped to lower electricity prices, increase the security of supply and stabilise energy in the Great Britain 
transmission network.

Interconnectors are the perfect tool to help decarbonise our energy system. So far this year it is estimated that almost 65% 
of electricity coming into Britain through National Grid’s Interconnectors comes from zero carbon sources. It is expected that 
this figure will reach 90% by 2030.

They also help to strengthen security of supply, by providing access to a much larger and more diverse mix of generation.

Nautilus Interconnector is a proposed second Interconnector between Great 
Britain and Belgium, including cabling works and a converter station situated in 
East Suffolk. 
When built, it will create a new 1.4 gigawatts (GW) high voltage direct current (HVDC) electricity link between the 
transmission systems of Great Britain and Belgium. 

This will carry enough electricity to supply around 1.4 million homes.

Who we are
Proposals for Nautilus Interconnector (Nautilus) are being developed by National Grid Interconnector Holdings (NGIH) and 
joint venture partner Elia. 

NGIH is a wholly owned subsidiary of National Grid Group and is legally separate from National Grid Electricity Transmission 
Plc (NGET). Elia is Belgium’s transmission system operator, operating the high voltage electricity network in Belgium1. It also 
is a key player in the energy market and the interconnected electricity system.

NGET is responsible for ensuring electricity is transported safely and efficiently from where it is produced; reaching homes 
and businesses safely, reliably and efficiently. National Grid is also the Systems Operator. The Electricity Systems Operator 
(ESO) now operates as a separate company within National Grid effective from 1 April 2019. It is responsible for making sure 
supply and demand of electricity is balanced in real time across Great Britain.

Reducing our reliance on energy from 
fossil fuels
The transition to a low-carbon energy system is necessary to 
avoid the catastrophic effects of climate change. 

The UK’s climate change ambitions are among the highest 
in Europe. To achieve these goals, the UK needs to improve 
cross-border electricity Interconnections so that reliable, 
sustainable energy can be imported to the British energy 
network at times when UK renewable energy generation is 
limited. 

Connecting the UK with Europe’s electricity systems will 
allow the UK to boost its security of electricity supply and to 
integrate more renewables into energy markets.

Nautilus will help to increase efficiency across Europe and 
reduce reliance upon oil and gas imports by providing 1.4 
GW of flexible capacity between the British and Belgian 
networks.

Keeping the lights on in low-carbon 
Britain 
Renewable sources of generation are crucial to helping the UK 
achieve its legally binding climate change targets, but they also 
provide challenges for managing the complexity of the future 
electricity system.

This, along with other Interconnectors will give UK system 
operators the critical tools they need to balance rapid changes 
in supply and demand – helping to smooth hourly variations in 
production from wind and solar farms in the UK.
 
Nautilus will increase security of supply by ensuring energy 
flows between Britain and Belgium from where it is being 
generated in large quantities to where it is needed most.

Providing access to affordable energy 
for consumers 
Interconnectors make the market more economically 
efficient, by ensuring everyone has access to the lowest 
priced electricity available. 

Nautilus will provide access to 1.4 GW of electricity so that 
when the market is tight in the UK, but there is surplus wind 
or sun in Belgium, it is possible to import power from these 
less expensive generation resources. 

As more Interconnectors help to bring down wholesale 
prices, consumers will benefit from lower bills. 

Nautilus will provide access to more affordable energy for 
British consumers.

1 Elia System Operator is listed on Euronext Brussels and is part of the BEL Mid-index. Its core shareholder is Publi-T. Elia System Operator has been listed on the regulated market of Euronext Brussels,  
  since June 2005.

National Grid  
Interconnector Holdings’ portfolio
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Nautilus Interconnector

5Nautilus Interconnector

Key benefits 

Design 
The design for the converter station has not yet been 
developed. A typical operational footprint for a converter 
station covers an area of five hectares (12 acres) with a 
maximum height of 24 metres. The exact size and height 
will depend upon the specific proposals for mitigation and 
construction.

The business is constantly challenging its supply chain to 
bring down the size of converters. The final design of the 
converter station will be developed through a thorough 
consultation process with stakeholders and the local 
community, as well as through collaboration with the 
supply chain. 

1.4 gigawatts (GW) 
of secure, sustainable energy for 

British consumers

More Interconnectors help 
the transition to a 

National Grid Interconnector Holdings is proposing to develop Nautilus, a second 
Interconnector between Belgium and Great Britain, to provide a 1.4 GW HVDC 
electricity link between the two countries.

Electricity provided by Nautilus will be transported 
under the North Sea via underground subsea 
cables which will be buried onshore at a point 
known as ‘landfall’ before connecting into an 
onshore converter station and the national grid. 
Potential high level cable route options and various 
landfalls along the East Suffolk Coast are currently 
being assessed for Nautilus. 

In order to connect Nautilus to the national grid, 
discussions have been ongoing with National Grid 
Electricity Transmission (NGET) and the System 
Operator. From this, NGET have provided a 
Connection Agreement to use a new 400 kilovolts 
(kV) substation provisionally referred to as “Leiston 
400kV substation”. This is the same substation 
that Scottish Power Renewables (SPR) offshore 
windfarms East Anglia 1N and 2 are proposed to 
be linked to. NGIH, SPR and NGET are currently 
working on the premise that all projects will be 
connecting to the same substation – “Leiston 
400kV substation”.

Nautilus is currently at a very early stage of its 
development. Should consent be granted, a Final 
Investment Decision is planned for 2024. Following 
this, construction will commence, and the project 
could be operational by 2028.
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NSIP classification 
Confirmation has been received from the Secretary of State for Business, 
Energy and Industrial Strategy (BEIS) that Nautilus will be treated as an NSIP 
and as development requiring a Development Consent Order (DCO). This 
means that the final decision-maker for the project will be the Secretary of 
State.

The DCO regime requires a robust Environmental Impact Assessment and 
consultation process prior to any application being submitted. The DCO 
consent process will provide a single, unified consenting process with clear 
and fixed timescales. 

It is anticipated that a DCO application will be submitted in 2022. Prior 
to this a series of public and statutory consultations will be undertaken 
for Nautilus. Once the Planning Inspectorate have received the DCO 
application, they will consider whether to accept it for Examination. To 
be accepted, PINS will need to be satisfied that the pre-application 
consultation, both with statutory consultees (such as the local planning 
authorities and Natural England) and local communities, has been 
undertaken. 

To help demonstrate this to the Planning Inspectorate, a Consultation 
Report will be submitted alongside the DCO application, outlining how the 
consultation process has been carried out in accordance with the Planning 
Act 2008. This report will contain details of the consultation methodology 
and the feedback submitted in response to the consultation. Explanations 
will also be provided as to how feedback has influenced the proposals.

If the application is accepted, it will enter a six-month Examination period. 
During the Examination, either a single inspector, or a panel of inspectors 
appointed by the Planning Inspectorate, will evaluate the application and ask 
questions of the applicant and of statutory consultees. The inspector(s) will 
also consider the representations of all stakeholders who have made valid 
representations.

Following the Planning Inspectorate’s Examination, there will be a 
determination of the application by the Secretary of State. If the application 
is approved, the DCO will be granted and given authorisation to begin 
construction and operation of Nautilus.

The development process
For the purposes of the development process, Nautilus has been classified as 
a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) in the UK and a Project of 
Common Interest (PCI) in Europe.

Environmental Impact  
Assessment process
In parallel to the public consultation we will be undertaking extensive 
environmental surveys and studies and consulting with a range of statutory 
stakeholders.

Scoping Report 
A Scoping Report will be submitted to the 
Planning Inspectorate. This will present the 
development proposals and will describe how 
we will assess any potential impacts to the 
existing environment. The feedback received on 
this document from the local planning authorities 
and statutory consultees will result in a Scoping 
Opinion from the Planning Inspectorate, which 
will be made publicly available.

Preliminary Environmental 
Information Report (PEIR) 
The PEIR will build upon the findings from 
the earlier scoping documents, as well as the 
feedback received through consultation. It will 
incorporate the findings of the surveys and 
environmental assessments that have been 
carried out. This will enable consultees to develop 
an informed view of the potential impacts Nautilus 
may have on the local environment. 

Environmental Statement (ES) 
The ES will advance the content of the PEIR 
and will incorporate the responses from 
the consultation and results of the surveys 
undertaken. It will also describe any changes 
to the project and any mitigation measures 
proposed to be implemented. The ES will form 
part of the DCO application for submission. 

Copies of these reports will be made available 
during the public consultation. Options and ideas 
will be presented to consultees and environmental 
authorities as the proposals develop to 
understand the best approach chosen for the 
final proposals.

What is a Project of 
Common Interest (PCI)? 
PCIs are key cross border infrastructure 
projects that link the energy systems of 
countries in Europe. They are intended 
to help Europe achieve its energy and 
climate objectives: affordable, secure and 
sustainable energy for all citizens. In the 
long-term, PCIs are also aimed at realising 
the decarbonisation of the economy in 
accordance with the Paris Agreement 
signed by the UK, which aims to achieve 
climate neutrality by the end of the century.

In the case of Nautilus Interconnector, the 
project has been identified as a PCI due to 
its significant impact on the energy market 
and market integration between the UK and 
Belgium. The project will boost competition 
in the energy market, achieve energy 
security from a more diverse supply and 
contribute to our climate and energy goals. 
The selection process for PCI projects 
is determined by the Trans-European 
Networks for Energy (TEN-E) Regulation, 
which will be complied with throughout the 
development process for Nautilus.

2020-

2028

2019

2022

2022

2023

Initial desktop studies and 
informal engagement. 
Community consultation 
begins

Community consultation and 
Preliminary Environmental 

Information 

DCO application submitted to 
the Planning Inspectorate

DCO application examined by 
the Planning Inspectorate

Decision on the DCO 
application provided by the 
Secretary of State

2024
Final Investment Decision 

made

2025
Construction commences

Commercial operation begins

Indicative Timeline*

*Please note, all dates are indicative and subject to change.

2022



Write to us at: 
Freepost Nautilus Interconnector

Email us at:  
info@nautilusinterconnector.com

Call our Freephone information line: 
08081 699 822

Contact us
Please don’t hesitate to get in touch if you would like to find out more information 
about Nautilus Interconnector. 

You can contact a member of our Community Relations Team to find out more by using the 
details below.

For more information about our Interconnectors please visit: 
www.nationalgrid.com/interconnectors
www.nationalgridcleanenergy.com



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info

Subject:Representation Proposed Changes.
I strongly object to the contents in the Consultation 0n proposed changes (18 November to
18 December 2020).

Fundamentally the proposals by EDF to Build 2 Nuclear Reactors to generate electricity at
Sizewell are wholly unacceptable.
The disbenefits of the Proposal greatly exceed the suggested Benefits.
The transport issues should have been properly addressed when the Application was
submitted to the Planning Inspectorate and what is now proposed is a fig leaf to cover an
wholly unacceptable Planning Application.
EDF have had amply time to present the rail option and the one now proposed at this late
stage is flimsy and lacking rigour.
The Maritime Proposals are now tossed in to try and assuage growing public opposition.
These proposals EDF have said these were examined as solutions in the but were rejected by
the Company. The evidence as why the Company has now changed its mind is unconvincing.
I reserve my right to submit more details.

18 December 2020



From:
Sent: 19/12/2020 12:09:55
To: sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:
Subject: Historic England Response 18th December 2020
Body:

FAO
Sizewell C

SIZEWELL C
PINS reference EN010012 - Consolation on proposed
changes to the order limit 18th Nov to 18th December 2020 –
Historic England comments

This is just to confirm that we have read the consolation
document (dated November – December 2020). I can confirm
that we do not have any comments in relation to the documents
provided and have noted the changes proposed.

With best wishes

Historic England | Brooklands | 24 Brooklands Avenue |
Cambridge | CB2 8BU
www.historicengland.org.uk



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Sizewell C Nov-Dec 20 Consultation Response
Dear EDF,
I am registered as an Interested Party as my family is a close to Sizewell.
To respond to your November-December 2020 consultation:

 Q1/Q2/12 Transport Changes: One recurring theme is EDF’s recognition that it
needs to heavily reduce road traffic to avoid ruinous impacts on local communities,
businesses and residents’ mental and physical health threatened by hundreds of
LGV movements each day for many years. The proposed Sizewell Link Road would
carve up communities, be devastating to local tourism and farming, be hugely
expensive to build, and would need to be removed after construction, as many local
stakeholders have confirmed. It bears no logic whatsoever. The D2 would provide a
long-term benefit. EDF must listen and abandon the unnecessary, expensive and
hugely damaging, temporary Sizewell Link Road and replace it with the D2 link
road. If it does not, it must sincerely engage with local residents and make
meaningful changes to minimise its devastating impact.

 Q7 Fen Meadow Replacement: Why is EDF proposing a replacement fen meadow
site in Pakenham, 44 miles from Sizewell by road? Why not save money and buy
cheaper land in Uzbekistan? The concept of ‘offsetting’ environmental destruction
by buying land in faraway areas unaffected by the blight of pollution is now
discredited and should be discarded.

 Consultation Timing: The changes mentioned in this consultation introduced
immediately after the last one pay lip service to the ruinous impacts of any
construction. 5 consultations have been undertaken and still EDF has patently
listened to none of them.EDF must do far more to actually listen to, and engage
with, Interested Parties and respond to their views.

 Consultation Conditionality: EDF’s proposed changes are mostly couched in
conditional language – subject to this, could be that, etc. Will EDF introduce these
changes or not? Why should there be a consultation on items that may not happen?
Why should the Planning Inspectorate review any changes unless they are binding
and carried through? The evidence to date in respect of cost cutting and lack of
response and follow up to consultation input suggests EDF will abandon any
‘suggested’ mitigation measures in favour of cost cutting and railroading its
proposals through. Why should anyone bother answering EDF’s consultations if
EDF never listens?

 I confirm that none of the proposals introduced by this consultation change my
Relevant Representation submitted on 30 September (attached).

Please confirm receipt of my email and that its contents will be considered.

Regards,



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Response to EDF's Stage 5 SZC Consultation
RESPONSE TO EDF’s 5th SZC CONSULTATION

After responding to four previous consultations, submitting a Relevant
Representation and now being faced with this fifth vague consultation
with more “ifs”, “buts”, “maybes” and “possibilities”, it is hard to
understand what we are being asked to assess and be consulted upon.
It is also regrettable that once this consultation is over we are likely to
have to engage yet again with this process when EDF submit your final
changes to the Planning Inspectorate. At that point, our Relevant
Representations are likely to be out of date and needing significant
revision due to your inability to come to any sort of decision on what it
is you are proposing. Disgraceful!

The fact that this consultation was announced so quickly after the s56
consultation ended shows that the proposals it contains were well known in
advance of the s56 consultation starting. If EDF were aware that these
changes were coming down the line, the DCO should have been withdrawn
and properly completed before re-submission, avoiding the negation of all the
work that local organisations and residents put in to respond to the s56
consultation.

After eight years, we finally begin to see that perhaps some of the requests of
affected residents and the statutory and non-statutory consultees have moved
from being impractical to being possible. However, that is probably too
optimistic a reading of this document which caveats almost everything as
being subject to further discussion and agreement with a variety of
organisations such as Network Rail, local councils, DEFRA organisation
groups such as Environment Agency and Natural England, etc.

Some of the options aren’t really options at all, just an indication that EDF
have no real understanding of what they need to do to reduce HGV volumes
on the roads by perhaps using more rail or perhaps one of four proposals for
a bizarre sea platform based conveyor for unloading barges of aggregate,
maybe.

The proposal that this dual nuclear power station should be built on an
eroding coastline, sandwiched between internationally and nationally rare and
designated wildlife habitats, split the AONB in half for about 12 years and then
claim biodiversity enhancement whilst destroying Coronation Wood without an
active license from Natural England, shows that EDF are incapable of
designing a safe site for two nuclear power stations that will exist for one and



half centuries on an eroding coast which, your tame consultants Cefas admit,
is unpredictable beyond a 10 year horizon.

This is the wrong place in which to build a dual nuclear power station. The site
is too small and given the episodic and significant erosion taking place both
north and south of the proposed site, it is also not the time to be risking such a
complex and long lasting project on this fragile coast.

We endorse the responses of Theberton and Eastbridge Parish Council,
Minsmere Levels Stakeholders Group, the RSPB, AONB Partnership and
Suffolk Wildlife Trust.

More specifically, our views on EDF’s proposals are:

 Additional Rail movements to reduce HGV usage

Almost every consultation response over eight years on this subject has
been that we needed wider use of rail and a relief road to replace use of
the B1122. At last we see a glimmer of hope on the rail front but are
dismayed that even now there are more caveats about these
improvements being possible. Network Rail’s Relevant Representation
quoted lack of clarity from EDF as one of the reasons they were unsure
about what can be delivered and this consultation is equally as uncertain
and only talks about possibilities with no clear deliverable plan. We are
also concerned about additional overnight movements which will have
considerable impacts upon anyone on the rail route to the site from
wherever the materials are coming from. Proposals to extend usage of the
network into the weekend will add additional noise and vibration impacts
upon the whole of the line from Ipswich to the site and little mitigation
seems to be proposed south of Saxmundham for residents.

 Beach Landing Facilities to further reduce HGV movements

The extension of the permanent BLF to 100m will add further piled
structures into the near shore, potentially interrupting sediment transport
across the frontage, although this is likely to be minimal, even with the
additional grillage to allow the barges to settle rather than having to
regularly dredge the sand bed to maintain a suitable surface. Further
modelling and impact information is required for this to be properly
assessed.

The four “options” for the temporary BLF are surprising on several levels.
To make the maximum reduction in HGV movements I would have
expected a straight-forward proposal that achieved the reduction required
whilst not exceeding the ability of the construction site to receive and store
the delivered materials but also minimising the impact on the near shore
sediment transport which will have knock-on effects at Thorpeness and
Aldeburgh in particular. Following discussions at Theberton and
Eastbridge Parish Council Meeting with EDF, it has become clear that the
proposals in the consultation may require additional piling or even morph
into a jetty structure similar to that at Hinkley Point which would be
capable of hosting the conveyor system. It is unfortunate that these



subsequent changes are not reflected in the consultation and therefore it
is not possible to comment on these “options” as they don’t really
represent what might eventually end up in the DCO. If the two options are
really option four (with least apparent impact) with additional piling (and
additional impact) and a “HPC like” jetty, these should have been the real
options for discussion but only after a full impact assessment was
available for both proposed options available to be scrutinised.

Overall claims about HGV reductions are still highly speculative and should EDF
be successful we are aware that traffic along the B1122 in the early years will
almost equal traffic levels on the proposed Sizewell Link Road at its busiest.
Almost all the modifications and upgrades to the B1122 when you were claiming
a relief road wasn’t necessary have been removed from proposals. In this case
you should pull forward the construction of a relief road to ensure that no
significant work starts on site until such time as the relief road is built. We remain
of the opinion that the SLR is not the best route for such a relief road and that
route W, previously known as D2, should have been selected leaving a positive
legacy for the area, the power stations and the various wind power and
interconnector projects that are proposed or already active in the area round
Leiston.

 SSSI crossing changes

Comments from a number of wildlife organisations and consultees point
out that this change is not a bridge in the nature of those given as options
in prior consultation where pillared bridges were proposed. A pillared
bridge would have a much smaller footprint on the SSSI and present
much less of a barrier to wildlife than this bridge structure which is really a
wide culvert. At around 55m in length, east to west, it will represent a
significant wildlife barrier and be difficult to protect from any breach from
the coast which is a significant risk given the lifetime of this power station.

 Coastal Defence

After eight years, the fact that no coastal defence design has been
complete enough to be properly submitted as a plan is simply ridiculous.
This power station will take 12 years to build, will have an initial
operational lifetime of 60 years and will have to have spent fuel and
nuclear waste stored on site for a further 60-80 years. Suffolk has an
episodically eroding coastline where single winter storm seasons can see
metres of coast wash away and yet we have been presented with little
more than an artists impression of a design, and that is probably too kind
a comparison. The latest increase in height and design is peculiarly out of
scale, doesn’t properly represent the position of the structures relative to
the existing coastal defences or to SZB or SZA defences, is not clear
about the depth of the toe, especially for the adapted design and brings
forward the adaptation to 12 years after the power station is supposed to
go operational.



One thing is clear, but again not really illustrated by the sketches
presented, that the toe of the defence will move forward considerably
compared to that sketched in the DCO. The initial construction is likely to
destroy the existing sacrificial dune and the adaption will be well into the
existing beach, but none of this is detailed in this consultation. All of this
will mean that the defence will add significantly to the interruption of
coastal processes across the site and impacts will be felt further south at
Thorpeness and Aldeburgh as accretion occurs once the defence is
exposed.

The toe of the defence at AOD is incompetent as a defence and the fact
that no depth is given for the adaptation leaves only one conclusion that
this sketch plan is simply not fit for purpose and imperils the power station
and communities north and south on the coast and inland as the site
cannot be considered as safe.

On this basis, the power station should not be approved as the most
important criterion of safety is not met.

 Other issues

Relocation of the Pillbox Field outage car park to space on the SZA site is
an improvement but I am concerned at NDA/Magnox comments in their
Relevant Representation that they feel the SZC development may imperil
decommissioning activities on the SZA site.

The addition of a further spoil heap will significantly impact the landscape
views from around the site in particular from NT Coastguards Cottages
and RSPB Minsmere.

Reducing Marsh Harrier compensation to just Westleton is surprising as
no evidence has yet appeared supporting the claims that compensation
on existing EDF estate is afforded compared to when the estate lands
were under arable use. Additionally, the fact that these fields are right next
to the active construction site will deter any Marsh Harrier foraging on this
land and does not compensate for lower foraging on Sizewell Marsh,
which will be one of the major impacts.

The addition of Pakenham to Halesworth and Benhall as compensation
sites for wet woodland and Fen Meadow are so remote from Sizewell
Marsh that they don’t really meet the compensation site requirements for
connectivity. Such isolated sites, should they even be successful in being
created and survive in the long term, do not compensate and will suffer
from the fact that habitats are a sum of themselves and all the adjacent



habitats that are integral to the overall environment. These sites will
certainly not meet those criteria and will not be active before the habitats
are lost at Sizewell which also fails to meet the requirement for
consideration as compensation.

 Sizewell Link Road

These proposals will further damage family farms viability by requiring yet
further land for this inappropriate relief road. No proposals have been
made to resolve the issues due to the closure of Pretty Lane and the
inappropriate, and potentially dangerous, junction proposed for the narrow
Moat Road.



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC @sizewellc.com @edf-energy.com
Subject:Sizewell C Proposal - English Heritage Trust - Leiston Abbey
Second Site

Sirs

Further to my previous submission in August 2020, please note that we have had further
discussions with EDF about potential mitigation measures to help offset harm to the site
from the development.

We are currently working on a package of suggestions as part of a Sustainable Conservation
and Management plan for the monument and will be able to provide further information in
due course.

Kind regards

English Heritage
First Floor, Cavendish House, 233-235 High Street, Guildford, GU1 3BJ

www.english-heritage.org.uk
www.facebook.com/englishheritage
www.twitter.com/EnglishHeritage
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Rendham Parish Council response to EDFs consultation on the proposed changes to DCO.

15th December 2020 

1.0 Introduction 
Rendham Parish Council submitted a Relevant Representation (reg ID with Planning Inspectorate 
20026481) to the original DCO but did not submit any material during the previous consultation 
periods.

Rendham Parish Council have met infrequently during Covid restrictions, we do not meet virtually. 
It has therefore been diffic lt to gather Councillor and parishioners views on this consultation.

In general we welcome any reduction in HGV traffic and reductions to impacts on the environment 
but overall, these new proposals do not change RPC’s views stated in the relevant representation 
to the DCO.

2.0 
Rendham Is a small village on the B1119, 2.2 miles west of the A12. 
11 miles West of Sizewell B.  The B1119 runs through the village and links Saxmundham to 
Framlingham. Both towns used frequently by parishioners for their amenities. 

ANY increase in traffic on the A12 which we need to cross to reach local amenities has a negative 
impact on villagers. The B1119 will also be used by construction workers, commuters and locals 
wishing to avoid traffic or incidents on the A12. We are concerned Rendham will be used as a rat-
run.  
Air pollution: 
Data from Sibton, DEFRA’s only monitoring station in east Suffolk (4 miles from Rendham), reveal 
that ozone pollution levels here have already exceeded the UK government’s target maximum (100 
μgm-3 maximum 8-hour mean) on 37 occasions year to date (Jan - 23 Sept, 2020), including for 
an extended 10 day period in August. This is despite a general reduction in UK and European air 
pollution as a result of reduced economic and social activity due to the coronavirus pandemic. 
***see appendix 1,2 & 3 taken from Georgina KIng's written representation on behalf of SEAS on 
SPRS  EAN1 application.

3.0
Increased frequency of train movements
The railway line does not run close to Rendham. We are approximately 2.7 miles west of 
Saxmundham Railway Station.
Any disruption to rail services affects villagers as we have no other form of public transport.
We are also conscious that increased freight trains do have negative effects on people living close 
to the line with noise and vibration.
Crossings closed more frequently may hinder emergency services.

4.0  
Enhancing Beach Landing facilities both Permanent and Temporary
Sizewell beach is the closest beach to Rendham. It is used by walkers, dog walkers and families all 
year round.
It is very diffic lt to get a sense of scale from the 2D drawings on the consultation. We would like to 
see more drawings of the proposed BLF’s, both temporary and permanent, in context to the beach 
and proposed new buildings.
Positive impacts of BLF’s would be less HGVs on the road but in Summer only as BLFs will not be 
used in winter.
Enjoyment of the beach will be impared as the visual impact and landscape will be altered.
Negative impacts on marine wildlife.  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We agree that Enhancing is a positive word as stated by Marianne Fellows, Town Councillor for 
Aldeburgh in a recent online meeting with JLAG  26.11.20 “This is not enhancement but additional”

5.0
Crossing of SSSI changes
Rendham is approximately 7.9miles to the SSSi area. Parishioners visit the area to enjoy walks 
and the wildlife. 
Any reduction to the impact on this area is welcomed but we would question whether a road should 
be allowed to cross a SSSI at all and that mitigation for such loss is not achievable.

6.0
Reduction in Land required at B1119/A12 Junction
From the drawing sent to us by Sizewell C offic  we understand the changes leaves the layby on 
the B1119 as it is. It appears from the original DCO proposed changes are a slight widening to the 
left turn from B1119 to northbound A12 and slight widening to the right turn into Saxmundham if 
travelling north on A12.
This junction is diffic lt to cross at present and an accident site
www.crashmap.co.uk , which uses government data, has 9 recorded accidents ( 3 serious, 6 
Slight) at this junction from 2015- 2019.

Recent changes to rights of way have been made and add to uncertainty. Should the project be 
granted permission we would like to see more changes to make this junction safer for all users.

http://www.crashmap.co.uk
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Appendix 1
24 hour period up to 8am Sat 1st Aug 2020



Appendix 3 – Air quality levels key



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject:Sizewell C consultations
Good evening. I am writing to express my concerns about the
additional proposals in EDF’s latest consultations, and my continued
objection to the proposed Sizewell C development. The suggestions
of rail and sea alternatives for the transportation arrangements of
materials to the Sizewell C construction site are included as
possibilities and are not guaranteed. They would not reduce numbers
of lorries needing to use the A12 and B1122 for the first two years.
The relocation of Sizewell B facilities has just been included at this
stage in the process and can only become a definite proposal if
agreement is reached with Sizewell A. The proposed new
compensatory fen meadow habitat is in West Suffolk, miles away
from the lost areas if the Sizewell C Development goes ahead. This
distance will mean the new area is of little use to the flora and fauna
local to the area of the proposed new power station. My objection to
the proposed development remains. Regards



SIZEWELL C PUBLIC CONSLUTATION DECEMBER 2020

TRANSPORT STRATEGY – AN ADDITIONAL MARINE DIMENSION?

1) Introduction

I make this submission to the Consultation personally as an individual.

With the above experience, I propose a new concept to improve the SZC Transport Strategy.

2) EDF Transport Strategy – consider a Marine Container component?

With experience of the above combination of elements of the SZC proposal, I would strongly

suggest that a new and multiply beneficial element is now feasible and should be seriously

considered, namely the potential to use the BLF as a dual-purpose facility not only for bulk

materials but also for containerised deliveries.



The new BLF concept, especially the largest, Option 4, would appear to be a significant new

opportunity to remove a second entire class of HGV movements from the local road system,

using the BLF also as a berth for small container ships,

Suffolk is of course hugely well served for container traffic access to the Port of Felixstowe. The

road system to the Port would be wholly capable of absorbing some further traffic for SZC, either

directly or via the proposed Freight Management Facility. The Port is therefore ideally situated to

host a container transhipment facility to serve SZC.

It would appear therefore that there is a real potential to institute a container shuttle service,

using a very modest size of vessel, between the port to a berth at the BLF, if suitably integrated at

the design stage.

3) BLF Option 4

Option 4 is seen as the best option both:

a) To have the largest capacity for bulk material movements, maximising the reduction in HGV

traffic, and

b) As the option least likely to affect the critical near-shore movement of sediment form the

coastal management perspective.

It would appear therefore to be very feasible to equip it to handle containers: 3 elements would

be required:

a) A suitable small berth, able to accommodate the smallest class of container ships

b) A modification to the prosed conveyor system, with rails to support an elementary form of

container trolley, powered by the conveyor system itself

c) A small single jib crane, as used at many small ports worldwide.

4) Shore end facility

The movement of containers from the shore end of the BLF to local on-site HGVs would be

required – perhaps a further crane - this element may need more detail consideration

From:





Response to EDF’s Stage 5 Consultation on Sizewell C 
 

 
 
Background 
 
 
Following submission and acceptance of EDF’s Development Consent Order Application (DCO) 
by the Planning Inspectorate (PINS) and submission of a s56 Relevant Representations, EDF has 
submitted a number of potential changes to the DCO for public consultation. This consultation 
has effectively paused the DCO examination process and EDF will submit substantive changes to 
PINS week commencing 11th January 2021 based on consideration of responses to this 
consultation and the needs, as EDF see them, of the project. 

The nature of the issues within this consultation, should they go forward as substantive changes 
to the DCO and be accepted by the Examining Authority (ExA), will require further submissions 
to amend or replace existing Relevant Representations already submitted to PINS. Such 
behaviour, so soon after the s56 consultation period ended, shows that these changes were well 
formed even before the DCO was submitted for examination acceptance and would have been 
more properly dealt with by delaying the DCO submission to ensure that the DCO represented 
the expected scope and definition of the project from the beginning. 

When responding to this 5th Consultation it is apparent that the issues on which our responses 
are being made are still at a general strategy level.  It is surely not possible to genuinely take the 
views gathered from responses from this consultation through to a final DCO application 
without a further consultation to consider some of the details surrounding these currently wide-
ranging potential proposals.  

 

1. Introduction 

We are  living in  and  in   .  
We have a young family who commute daily to school locally. 

As local residents who are going to be affected by the construction of Sizewell C (SZC), we feel the 
need to communicate our disappointment that, despite 4 previous consultations over a number of 
years, there are still no firm plans for how this project is going to be delivered in place. 
 
There seems to be a desperate rush to tick all of the necessary boxes to allow the DCO Examination 
to proceed to consent, but no real consideration as to what could be done to help the project to be 
developed in harmony with the ongoing livelihoods and wellbeing of the people who live in this part 
of the world. 
 
 
2. Transport 
 
Our greatest concern surrounding the impacts of this project is the proposed transport policy.  The 
main issue is the total lack of a considered policy which takes into account how the process may 
impact the movement of local residents, tourists and operations of businesses in the region. 
 
There is a deepfelt belief that EDF have not considered these issues at all, but instead have rushed 
through a transport policy based on a least cost, box ticking exercise which leaves no legacy for local 
people and, even worse, rips through and cuts up local communities. 
 



2.1. Alternative means of freight movement – Rail and Beach Landing Facility (BLF) 
 
We welcome EDF’s proposals to make better use of rail freight as well as an additional BLF as a 
means of moving construction materials to site.  Previous consultations have focused on proposals 
for road developments and additional infrastructure in the local area including a bypass at Farnham 
and Stratford St Andrew as well as new road infrastructure between the A12 and the construction 
site.  It is important to remember that this traffic will also affect the A14, particularly the Orwell 
Bridge, the A12, particularly around Martlesham and Woodbridge.  Increased usage of rail freight 
will clearly benefit not only those living and operating in the area around Sizewell but also across the 
county. 
 
 

2.2. Hedging their bets 
 
It is our view that rather than focus on arriving at a clear and considered transport policy, EDF have 
rushed together these latest proposals in response to pressure from Suffolk County Council and local 
MPs.  If EDF follow through their latest proposals for rail freight and sea freight via the BLFs, the 
resulting volumes of road traffic (250 movements per day average during peak construction) do not 
warrant a new link road from the A12 to site in any form.   
 
It has to be questioned as to whether EDF currently believe they can achieve these increases in rail 
and sea freight and so reductions in vehicle numbers or whether in fact they are simply reacting to 
current local government pressure with a view to reverting to a road based transport policy if a 
Development Consent Order is given. 
 
If this is the case and in fact HGV numbers are back to 500-600 movements per day average peak 
construction as proposed within consultation, EDF should be made to provide an appropriate road 
link to the site from the A12. 
 

2.3. Route W North  
 
We are very disappointed that EDF have failed to explain or justify their decision to adopt the Route 
Z alignment of the SLR as opposed to Route W North or South.  We know that Suffolk County Council 
(SCC) still feel EDF have not justified to them the basis on which they selected this route.  The 
AECOM report commissioned by EDF failed to provide councils with any measured reasoning for this 
approach and we know that in SCC’s view these questions remain unanswered. 
 
If additional road transport remains at a level of above circa 250 HGVs per day , it is essential that 
EDF construct a proper road link.  This is not the currently proposed Route Z, which is disastrous for 
local villages which are cut off from Saxmundham and its local amenities such as schools, doctors, 
supermarkets, post office etc. 
 
The proposed road, as it stands at the moment, has too many junctions to operate safely.  Yet at the 
same time the design closes off roads that are absolutely essential to the local community.  The 
route is simply in the wrong place.  Roads such as Pretty Road and Fordley Road are essential for 
local traffic and under no circumstances should they be blocked off. 
 
If Route W North is adopted to the south, communities are not cut off but instead are connected by 
this new road which offers real legacy.  It will be easier for surrounding villages to access 
Saxmundham and Leiston and residents and visitors of Saxmundham and Leiston will be allowed far 
better access to the A12.  This also coincides with the additional housing developments to the south 



and to the north of Saxmundham.  In addition, visitor traffic will be able to easily access Aldeburgh 
and Thorpeness. 
 
Construction traffic associated with the new substation at Friston as well as proposed interconnector 
sites around Leiston will also be afforded access without disruption to villages along the A1094 and 
B1122. 
 

2.4. Early Years Construction Transport Policy 
 

Under EDF’s plans, Route Z is not proposed to be constructed in the Early Years, so for 2-4 years the 
heavy construction traffic will need to use existing roads including the B1122 and the A1094.  It is 
hard to imagine how construction traffic will be able to use the B1122 whilst the SLR is being 
constructed. 
 
If the relief road is built along Route W North, it will be possible for Early Years construction traffic to 
use the existing road network to access the site, whilst the permanent legacy route is enabled. 
 

2.5. B1125 Junction 
 

It seems ill advised that proposals for the SLR along Route Z include a link to the B1125.  The SLR is 
designed to take traffic accessing the construction site away from villages and provide a direct link to 
the A12.  The B1125 is a small B road only just wide enough for two vehicles and certainly not wide 
enough for two HGVs in many places and links the A12 at Blythburgh with the B1122.  The road cuts 
through Middleton and Westleton, only a pavements width from houses, shops, pubs and garages.  
It seems ridiculous that any traffic accessing the SZC construction site should be given the 
opportunity to use this cut through.  It is our very strong view that the B1125 should not be linked 
directly to the new SLR if it is constructed along Route Z. 
 

2.6. Removal of SLR after Construction Period 
 

Route Z SLR is simply a link road providing construction traffic a means to reach the site without 
undue impact on the villages of Middleton Moor and Theberton.  It is our firm view that, given that 
the Route Z SLR offers absolutely no legacy benefits to the local area that it should be removed after 
the construction of SZC.    This is a view shared by SCC who currently have no proposals to adopt the 
road. 
 
If EDF were to progress with the construction of an SLR along the alignment Route W North which 
has been identified to offer legacy benefits, it is our understanding that SCC would adopt the route. 
 
3. Coastal Defence 

 
We are, once again, disappointed that clarification of the design of the hard coastal defence 
(HCD) is still lacking, although it is now clearly a greater threat to coastal stability and erosion 
than sketched out in the DCO itself. As coastal erosion continues apace along this part of the 
coast along with increased frequency and ferocity of storms, the advanced hard point created by 
the HCD and beach landing facility (BLF) at the northern extreme of the site will interrupt 
sediment transport across the front of all the Sizewell sites and potentially damage areas south 
of the site at Thorpeness and Aldeburgh because of accretion local to the Sizewell C site. 

Constraints on the site that have required pylons to carry high voltage connections from the 
generators to the substation, instead of via underground cable runs and a HCD that previously 
advanced to within a few meters of the front of the existing sacrificial dune is too constrained at 



32 hectares to host two nuclear reactors. This is supported by the fact that EN-6 envisages single 
nuclear reactors to have a site size of around 30 hectares and Hinkley Point C operational site is 
approximately 45 hectares. Furthermore, in raising the HCD to 14m from 10.2m, the toe of the 
HCD will now move ~8m towards the beach and will likely go beyond the existing sacrificial dune 
and into the beach. Proposed adaptation in 2046 will take the toe of the HCD even further 
towards the sea, earlier than discussed in the DCO.  No real evidence of a satisfactory design 
having been carried out has been made available and we feel it is essential that EDF can 
demonstrate that a project of this scale can be accommodated on the 32Ha platform which is 
clearly vulnerable to storm events and coast erosion, without safety implications arising. 

 
4. Inland Water and Alluvial Flooding 

 
We have great concerns that no proper consideration has been given to drainage of inland water.  
Additional impermeable surfaces created by transport infrastructure including rail, parking, and 
roads, as well as construction compounds, laydown areas and the development site itself, are likely 
to cause inland water arising from rainfall events to reach the drainage systems culminating in the 
Minsmere Levels far more quickly than before this infrastructure existed. 
 
Inland hydrology in this catchment is already finely balanced and it is hard to believe that EDF’s plans 
will not cause significant damage to breeding birds, other wildlife and flora as well as negative 
impacts on grazing marshes and low-lying agricultural areas. 
 
EDF has not demonstrated that these effects are not likely to arise and certainly hasn’t evidenced 
reasons as to why this will not be the case.  We would like to see further work to identify the 
potential effects on inland flooding and how these will be mitigated. 
 
 
5. Conclusions 
 
It is essential that greater consideration is given to the transport strategy surrounding the 
construction of SZC.  Failings in this area of the project are likely to have far reaching ramifications 
and cause significant impacts and costs on local economies and residents.  If it is identified that an 
SLR is necessary we would like to see it constructed along alignment Route W North. 
 

5.1. We support SCC in their representations stating that the “benefits do not outweigh the 
disbenefits” of the SZC development and Natural England who stated that “in its current 
form the development should not be approved” and we note East Suffolk Council’s neutral 
stance and also their significant concerns regarding the HCDF and coastal erosion. 

 
5.2. We support the responses of RSPB, Suffolk Wildlife Trust, Minsmere Levels Stakeholders 

Group, Theberton and Eastbridge Parish Council and Middleton and Theberton 
Landowners. 

 
 
 



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:

address to attach to response
Attachment to below email:

From:
Sent: 18 December 2020 23:30
To:
Subject: SZC Co./EDF 5th Consultation Response

Good afternoon Sir or Madam

SCZ Co. 5th CONSULTATION RESPONSE

This is the Response to the Consultation on proposed changes to the DCO application
submission made by EDF, on 18 November relating to the Sizewell C proposal.

This response is offered without prejudice as there remain too few firm commitments
from EDF.
This Response is made on behalf of , who will be
significantly and adversely affected by the proposals. Previous Consultation responses at
Stages 3 and 4 have been made.

To confirm, are resolutely opposed to the entire route of the
proposed new access road (SLR), from A12, Yoxford and roundabout, and continue to favour
alternative proposals.
The proposed SLR route will cause daily congestion at the Yoxford roundabout at peak times
which will cause daily rat run congestion in Fordley Road, coming off from the SLR and will
provide catastrophic consequences for emergency services. Local residents, farmers, and
businesses will fail to gain access to property and land.
We ask the planning Inspectorate to examine in depth the impact proposals for Fordley
Road access from the proposed SLR will have, as it is a single-track unpaved lane offering a
network to further single track unpaved lanes for local residents, farmers and businesses.
This reinforces the need to strongly request that a binding agreement on the maximum daily
permissible vehicle movements (vehicle category by route and construction phase) is to be
agreed for the duration of construction finalising a decision by the DCO for an SLR (if now
needed) . This will
safeguard the health and wellbeing of local residents, help local business, and offer
environmental and amenity protection.
The SLR would not provide any tangible legacy benefit and will provide a negative impact to
residents, landowners and communities. Suffolk County Council consider this to be an



unnecessary financial burden (in the event it is adopted). In the unfortunate event the SLR is
constructed require the SLR to be fully removed upon completion of the
construction of Sizewell C.

request EDF to provide full and detailed disclosure of the current up to
date SLR surveys, data, studies and mitigation proposals being used for Fordley Road along
with the decision to support the methodology.

request significantly more information from EDF to consider the traffic
and environmental impact along the B1122, plus a firm commitment to sea and rail
movements. This would enable EDF to manage, monitor and then impose a cap on HGV
traffic on the existing B1122 and B1125 without the SLR. request a cap on
all construction traffic movements, which can be done and needs to be imposed.

first preference is for access from the sea, meaning less impact on
lives, businesses and wellbeing of those living and working along the proposed SLR route,
more guarantees are required from EDF in this regard.

The second preference is for increased use of rail where possible to avoid the temporary SLR
route, with EDF’s proposal of ‘potential’ increase in train capacity and the reduction in HGV
movements to around 40%.
It is questionable if the SLR route is in fact necessary in any form, and request further
investigation into the need for the SLR.

request detailed sea and rail activities with the reassessment of the
environmental affects of the Sizewell C construction traffic along with a full reassessment of
the environmental impact of the changes which are planned.

The third preference is for the D2/W route.
SCZ Co have failed to listen to Suffolk County Council, Parish Council’s, local residents and
businesses who have local knowledge at ground level regarding the widely favoured and less
invasive D2/W route.

strongly request SCZ Co. provide full disclosure of the D2/W
surveys, data and studies currently being used, along with the decision to support the
methodology which offers a best case ‘balance’ and to include ‘...the benefits and the
environmental effects…’
Consequently, we request the Planning Inspectorate to examine in depth the impact
proposals for both the SLR route and the D2/W route.

suggest a further (possibly final) Consultation will be necessary.

reserve the right to provide further comment.



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Response of to Sizewell C 5th
Consultations
We ask that this email and its attachments be accepted as our formal response to EDF’s
Sizewell C 5th Consultations.

We have attached past email exchanges with EDF to provide a more complete picture of our
concerns regarding the EDF proposals for Sizewell C and the areas of impact the build will
have, without further amelioration and mitigation, on transportation on and around the
B1122 and its junctions and on us in particular.

As detailed in the attachments we live in
from the B1122 at the beginning

of a tight and fairly narrow double bend. Over the buildings past life it has seen subsidence
at the - the part of the property closest to the B1122.

Being over years of age with health issues such as , we have serious
concerns relating to our property and our physical and mental health. Our concerns, while
raised in connection with our residence, will be those also shared by residents along the
B1122 and its environs.

We would like to express our frustration that, even though many individuals and
organisations have raised questions and sought clarifications of EDF on many issues, a
considerable number have still not been fully answered by the company and it needs to
provide considerably more detail to enable us to respond as fully as such an important
project demands. EDF does not have a sufficiently clear picture of how transportation of
materials will be handled between sea, rail and road even after several years of
consultation.

While EDF’s proposals are vague it would appear that there is a desire to transfer as many
movements as possible from road to rail and sea which appears to us logical. However,
irrespective of which of those solutions is developed, the B1122 will need to be used by a
high volume (600 plus movements per day) of traffic during construction of any sea, rail or
by-pass alternatives.

The following are some of our general concerns arising from any use of the B1122.

 Traffic noise from early morning into the night.
 Pollution. This is an issue that has now become more prominent since the recent

court ruling that traffic pollution is now accepted as a cause of death. Pollution also
has a deleterious affect on the fabric of buildings close to its source.

 Vibration. We refer to comments specific to our building as in our attached email
exchanges with EDF.

 Congestion from such as
> weight of traffic causing problems for vehicles joining as well as using the B1122



> parked and broken-down vehicles causing blockages, potentially backing up to
the A12 junction

 Difficulties for and from farm vehicles (some very large, like combine harvesters)
and farm produce movements by vehicles that can be very slow.

 Increased risk of accidents and injury to walkers, cyclists and horses - there
are large parts of the B1122 without footpaths. This area is populated by a high
percentage of older, retired, folk. There are 2 nursing homes along the B1122.

 Difficulties of movement for emergency vehicles, local goods deliveries/services
movements and journeys to and from places of work and shops.

It seems surprising that EDF has not yet completed studies of impacts on such as health
pollution and vibration.

Our belief is that the route first proposed after a study commissioned, favoured and
continually supported by Suffolk County Council, known as D2, provides an answer best for
flow of traffic and local communities. We believe the study suggested over 100 accidents
160 injuries and deaths would be avoided in comparison to use of the B1122. As we
originally stated in our previous exchanges with EDF, it seems to us a relief road will clearly
not only answer concerns of pollution, vibration, damage to property, bottlenecks,
disruption of agricultural movements, reduction of tourism and emergency vehicle access to
properties on and near to the B1122 but will provide EDF with a greater potential carrying
capacity of materials, better control of vehicle flows and a reduction in journey times, all of
which will reduce their ongoing costs. Further it will provide a legacy for access to Leiston
unlike the proposed link road and bypass.

Returning to our specific situation of living in a from the
B1122 road, we worry that our building will suffer damage from vibration, that we are at risk
from traffic pollution and will face a high levels of noise pollution.

We raised specific issues relating to our property with EDF, as can be seen in the email
exchanges we have attached. We have not had a complete answer from the company and
no confirmation, as we had specifically requested, of what we were originally told by Tom
Mcgarry at our meeting in Yoxford in 2017. We were told that a surveyor would be
employed by EDF, one by us and, if necessary, a third surveyor agreed by both parties to
ensure no loss of value would be faced by us and that we could be confident any future
damage to our property could be shown as pre or post EDF traffic movement impact. It was
mentioned that there would vibration and pollution monitoring and that EDF could act to
rent a property impacted by lack of tourist bookings causing loss of income.

In addition to the response to the 5th Consultation we look forward to receiving the answers
and confirmations we have sought as mentioned above.

We would be happy to discuss any of the above with EDF at any convenient time.

With kind regards

This email has been scanned by BullGuard antivirus protection.
For more info visit www.bullguard.com



Attachments:

My wife and I found it most helpful to meet you and your colleagues at the Exhibition in
Yoxford Village Hall. You provided a level of further information and clarification which
improved our understanding of EDF-Energy’s proposals regarding the construction of
Sizewell C.

We would like to make it clear before progressing further that we believe nuclear power
should figure in the UK's power generation plans and do not oppose the location of such at
Sizewell site.

However we do, unsurprisingly and quite naturally, have concerns regarding the
construction of Sizewell C which are expressed in our on-line submission in response to the
Stage 2 Consultation. A copy of our submission is attached to this email for your reflection.

You may remember our discussions in Yoxford Village Hall when we informed you that the
major root of our concerns is that we live in a property that is a from the
B1122 where we will experience considerable traffic movements from the transportation of
construction materials and workers. These, at the very busiest stage of construction we
were told, will produce up to 900 vehicle movements a day between the hours of 7 a.m. and
11 p.m. The B1122 is already heavily used for local, delivery, commuter, agricultural, tourist
and emergency service journeys.

Our property is a . It is located at
.

You suggested it would be helpful if we wrote to you by email providing you with detail of
our concerns. These are covered in wider terms in our Stage 2 Consultation submission
attached hereto but we now provide below the more specific personal elements prompting
concern:

I) Vibration – its effect on such an old and fragile building
II) Pollution – the effects of such as diesel particulates etc. on health and building

fabric
III) Property values – reduction in values/inability to sell
IV) Loss of income - a reduction in tourism/ inability to rent out holiday properties

on the B1122
V) Volume of traffic – difficulty in joining the B1122, particularly in respect of the

danger of exiting our driveway due to the restricted line of sight
VI) Stress – I suffered a stress related RIND (stroke) a few years ago and wish to

avoid any stress that might cause a recurrence

You informed us of some most welcome amelioration, if not complete solutions, in respect
of our concerns that EDF would agree and I would ask that you advise us of the form these
would take in respect of each of our concerns listed above. You did mention during our
discussion such things as property surveys, property valuations, EDF rental of current holiday
properties and vibration and pollution monitoring.

We thank you for the time devoted to discussing matters with us in Yoxford and look
forward very much to receiving your response to the issues raised in this email.



With kind regards

The following is a copy of the submission by

residents of

24th January 2017

Sizewell C: Stage 2 Consultation

Stage 2 Consultation

Name of participant: Mr Michael Hemming
These are the recorded submissions for Session 1. Only sections to which responses have been
recorded are listed below.

Q1. Sizewell C Proposals: Overall

Q1. What are your overall views on EDF Energy’s proposals to build a new nuclear power
station, Sizewell C, and associated development?
Your response:
The views provided herein are those of both ,
both resident at .
These views are to some measure, based on insufficient information from EDF and we, unlike
other residents who lived through the consultation and construction process of Sizewell B, are less
aware of the problems faced during that time. Thus this response is not as fully informed as it
might otherwise be.
We are pro nuclear power but have concerns relating to the, as yet untested, specific technology
to be used for Sizewell C
As the owners of a of the
B1122, we are seriously concerned about the use of that road due to the adverse impact of weight
of traffic, noise, pollution, vibration, tourism and property values. Thus we strongly support the
building of a relief road for transportation of materials to Sizewell C.
Other concerns include, but are not limited to, adverse impacts on environment, local infrastructure
and health -I suffered a stress related RIND (stroke), a few years ago.

Q2. Main Development Site: Environment



Q2. What are your views on the potential environmental impacts and proposed mitigation at
the main development site?
Your response:
We would need detailed information on all research and analysis on the effects of construction
before we can fully understand and respond to the potential environmental impacts.
When will such information be made available?

Q3. Main Development Site: New Access Road

Option 1: Causeway over culvert
Your response:
No option selected

Option 2: Single span bridges
Your response:
No option selected

Option 3: Three span bridges
Your response:
Do not know

Option 4: Causeway over culvert with adjacent short-term bridge
Your response:
No option selected

Q3. Please explain your views.
Your response:
we have no ability to respond without assessing environmental impact studies and analysis which,
as far as I am aware, have not yet been made available by EDF.
When will such information be made available?

Q4. Main Development Site: Managing Construction
Materials

Option 1: Field east of Eastbridge Road (field 1) and west of Eastbridge Road (field 2)
Your response:
No option selected

Option 2: Field west of Eastbridge Road (field 2) and north of Ash Wood (field 3)
Your response:
No option selected

Option 3: Field north of Ash Wood (field 3) and west of Ash Wood (field 4)
Your response:
No option selected

Q4. Please explain your views.
Your response:



Option 3 would appear to be the option that placed the backfill material furthest from Eastbridge
village.
However, environmental concerns will remain dependent on how EDF handle potential leaching
into the aquifer.
When will more information on how EDF intend to deal with potential leaching be made available?

Q5. Accommodation: Overall Strategy

Q5. What are your views on our overall accommodation strategy for home-based and non-
home-based workers?
Your response:
Undoubtedly a great deal of accommodation will be required and must be provided for the
construction workers.
We have major concerns with more than 2,400 workers being accommodated in Eastbridge, a
rural area where doctors, hospitals, schools, social and recreational facilities will be greatly
oversubscribed. Infrastructure is not in place to support such an influx.
A solution that would have less impact on limited current rural services, would be to construct
worker accommodation in or close to an urban area that is better able to accommodate an
expansion of services. This would be similar to the proposed solution for Hinkley Point C.
The resultant impact on traffic to and from site would be answered by the construction of a new
relief road from the A12 to the the construction site.
It should be stressed that accommodation built in an urban area could provide a property legacy
(rather than purely temporary accommodation) to meet growing future property needs in an
environment of economic, manufacturing and business growth.

Q6. Accommodation: Campus Layout

Option 1: East and west of Eastbridge Road
Your response:
Inappropriate

Option 2(i): East of Eastbridge Road - with sports facilities to the west of Eastbridge Road
Your response:
Inappropriate

Option 2(ii): East of Eastbridge Road - with sports facilities located remotely
Your response:
Inappropriate

Q6. Please explain your views. Please provide any thoughts on your preferred location for
the sports facilities if we pursue Option 2(ii).
Your response:
We refer you to our response to the previous question.
We consider the solutions proposed unacceptable as we believe the better solution would be one
similar to that proposed for Hinkley Point C i.e. building accommodation close to an urban area
that can cope more easily with an increased use of public services.
Again, the resultant impact on traffic to and from the Sizewell C site would be answered by a relief
road connecting it to the A12.



Q7. Transport: Overall Strategy

Q7. What are your views on our overall transport strategy?
Your response:
You will have noted that we favour the solution of a relief road to lessen the impact of traffic on
such as noise, vibration, pollution, high numbers of vehicles blocking a road that is not fit for
purpose, on tourism, on property and rental values and on potential adverse impacts on property
structures.
We are concerned that the EDF overall transportation strategy is flawed and is based on
insufficient and perhaps even some irrelevant/out of date data.
When and over what period was the data collected?
Was it collected over peak periods of use such as peak tourist season and harvest times?
Currently, at times of peak usage i.e. tourist season and harvest time, the B1122 is already under
heavy usage from normal farm, local resident, delivery and commuting worker journeys causing
difficulty in accessing/using the road due to the already heavy volume of traffic.
EDF must understand that there is heavy usage from combine harvesters, tractors, and other
agricultural vehicles and machinery which use the B1122 from dawn into the night at busy harvest
times.

the B1122 we see the effect of current traffic movement daily.
We believe EDF's proposed traffic modelling will not answer traffic problems on the B1122 as it is
based on insufficient and perhaps flawed information.
We were recently informed by EDF that no modelling will/can contain other than EDF controlled
traffic movements and thus will not take account of such as farm, resident, commuter, trade, tourist
and emergency services journeys.
How can such a traffic modelling programme thus be relevant or answer the problems?
What contingency is there for emergencies such as breakdowns, accidents and fires? How will the
emergency services, ambulance/fire tender/police vehicle be able to respond to any incident?
The Suffolk County Council findings in a survey of July 2016 stated that their main concern was
traffic on the B1122.
Rat runs to avoid congestion will spring up and will themselves become very dangerous.
Mixing such differing forms of traffic on the B1122 will cause problems with the potential for
serious accidents and loss of life.
A relief road is the only safe answer.

Q8. Transport: Rail

Option 1: Temporary rail extension
Your response:
Appropriate

Option 2: A new, temporary rail terminal
Your response:
Inappropriate

Q8. Please explain your views.
Your response:
Option 2 would cause more congestion in the area of the industrial estate.

Q9. Transport: Sea

Option 1: Wide jetty (temporary)
Your response:
Appropriate



Option 2: Narrow jetty (temporary)
Your response:
No option selected

Option 3: Beach landing facility (for use during construction phase)
Your response:
Appropriate

Q9. Please explain your views.
Your response:
Maximisation of aggregate deliveries be sea will reduce the need for road transportation of such
materials.

Q10. Transport: Park and Ride

Southern park and ride - Wickham Market
Your response:
No option selected

Northern park and ride - Darsham
Your response:
No option selected

Q10. Please explain your views.
Your response:
Much will depend on from where the bulk of the workers are coming. If the worker accommodation
were to be built in/adjacent to a southern conurbation and most other transportation approaches
from the South, a southern relief road might obviate a requirement for a Wickham Market or
Darsham park and ride.

Q11. Transport: Road Improvements - A12

Option 1: No change
Your response:
No option selected

Option 2: Farnham bend road widening
Your response:
No option selected

Option 3A: Farnham bypass (a one-village bypass) - Sweffling Road junction
Your response:
No option selected

Option 3B: Farnham bypass (a one-village bypass) - south-west T-junction
Your response:
No option selected



Option 4: Farnham and Stratford St Andrew bypass (a two village bypass)
Your response:
No option selected

Q11. Please explain your views.
Your response:
Option 4 would alleviate problems that already exist let alone increase of traffic from construction
ofSizewell C.

Q12. Transport: Road Improvements - Yoxford / B1122

Option 1: Roundabout
Your response:
Inappropriate

Option 2: Signalised junction
Your response:
Inappropriate

Q12. Please provide comments on all our proposed B1122 road improvements, including
explanation of your views on the options provided.
Your response:
With up to 900 vehicle movements a day from 7 a.m. to 11:30 p.m. at the maximum peak
construction time and 400 vehicle movements at other busy construction times a relief road is the
only sensible option. Note comments earlier.

Q13. People and Economy

Q13. Do you have any comments on our people and economy proposals, including our
approach to education, training and local supply chain opportunities?
Your response:
Increased employment opportunities are welcomed particularly in sustainable long term jobs.
A positive impact on business opportunities.
Local services will need to be improved/increased.
Great opportunity for adult education.
Code of conduct must be seen to have the right impact and be properly/professionally monitored.

Q14. Consultation Process

Q14. Please let us know if you have any comments or suggestions about the consultation
process.
Your response:
It is both relevant and useful but only to the extent that we see constructive answers to our
genuine concerns and a continuation of the consultative and communication process throughout.



Dear

Thank you for your email to which we have received in
addition to your formal on-line response to the Stage 2 Pre-
Application Consultation on Sizewell C. You have made your points
very clear and we will record them alongside your formal
response. EDF Energy is now undertaking the analysis of the
responses to Stage 2 which will assist us in determining our Stage 3
proposals.

As we are continuing to consider the various options available we are
not in a position to finalise our scheme or the mitigation measures
which may be required to address the likely significant effects of the
development. I can confirm however, that within our proposals at
Stage 3, prior to the submission of the DCO application, we will
provide further detailed information on the potential mitigation
measures being proposed.

Thank you once again for your feedback.

Kind regards,

Sizewell C Community Team
EDF Energy - Nuclear New Build

Freephone:0800 197 6102*
Email:info@sizewellc.co.uk
Post:FREEPOST SZC CONSULTATION

*Calls to 0800 numbers are free from UK landlines. Call costs from mobiles and international numbers
may vary.



Good afternoon,

Thank you for your recent enquiry into the proposed Sizewell C development.

EDF Energy’s Noise and Vibration specialists, Sharps Redmore, undertook some vibration measurements at

seven locations within the wider study area between July and October 2014. The measurements were taken in

order to gather some information about ‘background’ vibration dose levels either by roads, or existing rail

lines. The survey locations were all within a few metres of either a road or rail line with the exception of

those at Leiston Abbey, and the Cakes & Ale campsite. Measurements at some of the locations were attended,

while at other locations, the equipment was able to be secured to allow data gathering over a longer period.

Measurements were all made using a Vibrock v901 seismograph, with tri-axial transducer. Measurement

samples were only for the VDV parameter (vibration acceleration) which is typically used to assess people’s

day (16hour) or night-time (8hour) dose of vibration energy. At all locations the transducer was ground

mounted so as to ensure the best connection that was possible with the ground at each site. The transducer

was weighted (by sandbag) where necessary to improve the connection between the transducer and the

ground.

We hope that this has answered your questions.

Kind regards,

Sizewell C Community Team
EDF Energy - Nuclear New Build

Freephone:0800 197 6102*
Email:info@sizewellc.co.uk
Post:FREEPOST SZC CONSULTATION

*Calls to 0800 numbers are free from UK landlines. Call costs from mobiles and international numbers may vary.
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18th December 2020 

 
Comments from Pettistree Parish Council on the Proposed Changes  

Issued in November – December 2020 
for 

Sizewell C Proposed Nuclear development 
 

The reader is also referred to the two documents below:- 
 
“Response from Pettistree Parish Council concerning the Stage 3  
 Pre-Application Consultation”.         26th March 2019.   
 
Comments from Pettistree Parish Council on the Development of Sizewell C.  
Consultation Stages 3 and 4.   16th September 2019 
 
1. General Comments on the Proposed Changes. 

1. The new document has not provided answers to the many concerns raised in the 
previous comments by Pettistree Parish Council. 

2. The new information provided is often vague and/or incomplete, especially 
regarding the sea defences and the way that the beach landing facility will be 
constructed and operated. 

3. Mitigation measures are not suggested for many of the concerns that have been 
raised by Pettistree, surrounding villages, and indeed many of the parishes 
throughout Suffolk. 

4. Where mitigation measures have been suggested they are often couched in terms 
of “intends” and “if practicable”, thereby giving us little reassurance that our 
concerns will be addressed. 

5. Many if not all of our concerns about the Proposed Changes are echoed in the 
documents recently submitted by the Suffolk County Council and the East Suffolk 
Council. 

6. The paragraphs below show that most of our concerns relate to the construction 
period, but for many residents the 12 or more years will be more than a lifetime. 

 
2. Traffic Congestion on the B1078. 

1. We found nothing about effectively mitigating the congestion on the B1078 in 
Wickham Market or Campsea Ashe resulting from Sizewell cars and vans 
approaching or leaving the Southern Park and Ride. 

2. We found nothing about mitigating the Pettistree and similar rat-runs that will 
develop as both Sizewell traffic and non-Sizewell traffic tries to avoid the congestion 
of cars and vans approaching or leaving the Southern Park and Ride.   No 
measures have been suggested to stop cars, vans and non-Sizewell HGVs 
diverting through our narrow one-track lanes to avoid the congestion. 

3. We have joined Wickham Market Parish Council in many of the discussions with 
EDF about the anticipated problems on the B1078 from the very beginning of 
consultations. (Because the effects of B1078 congesting will impinge on us.) We 
remain disappointed that EDF have repeatedly failed to produce any solutions to 
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the anticipated congestion other than to offer money to Wickham Market to try to 
sort it out themselves.  

 
3. Overload of the A12. 

1. We are still concerned that the A12 will be overloaded by HGVs and other Sizewell-
bound vehicles both locally to us and more distantly at the so-called Five-Ways 
roundabout near the Park and Ride, and especially at the roundabouts on the A12 
as it encounters and passes Woodbridge (where congestion often occurs already).   
The plans to accommodate HGV delivery vehicles at a site near the Seven Hills 
interchange with the A14 appear to be incomplete and unconfirmed. 

 
3. Sea Transport Plans. 

1. Pettistree welcomes the expressed intention to use more transport by sea, but this 
is not a solid commitment and the words indicate “intention” and “if possible”.  The 
plans for an extended shore facility are not completed. 

2. The vague plans do not give confidence that the hoped-for reduction in HGV road 
transport will be achieved by sea transport. 

 
4. Rail Transport Plans. 

1. The commitment to make more use of rail transport is welcome and should reduce 
HGV traffic to a useful extent. However, the problems of increased noise and 
vibration from the trains for properties near the tracks have no obvious mitigation 
(apart from slow running and a different locomotive) that could impinge on 
passenger traffic, especially if a fifth train is introduced. 

2. It is regrettable that no commitment has been received from those responsible for 
main-line services that the extra Sizewell freight traffic can be accommodated 
without disrupting their own services. 

 
5. Sea Defences. 

1. We welcome the intention to strengthen the sea defences but the plans still 
describe a range of possibilities and the new drawings do not indicate a final and 
detailed well thought out plan, so they do not give confidence.   What plans there 
are indicate that more land will be taken in for the site. 

 
6. Pylons. 

1. We regret the refusal to abandon or fully justify the use of extra pylons near the 
shoreline rather than using underground cabling.  The new artist’s impression and 
plans do not show the pylons in a way that can give a clear impression of their 
adverse effect on the sightlines around the development. 

 
7. Light Pollution 

1. Light scatter from the Southern Park and Ride will be only partially mitigated by 
careful aiming of the lamps.  Pettistree will lose its enjoyment of its present 
relatively dark night sky. 

 
8. Timing.  

1. The proposed changes do not give any reassurance that the measures to mitigate 
damage to the environment and to the life of the community will be in place when 
construction starts.  Delay will aggravate the effect from all the areas of concern 
above. 
 

END 
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Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
Sizewell C: Consultation on proposed changes 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed changes to the Sizewell C 
project. Anglian Water is the water and/or sewerage undertaker for the site and 
associated development. The following response is submitted on behalf of Anglian 
Water and should be read in conjunction with our previous comments submitted to the 
Planning Inspectorate and previous pre-application consultations. 
 
Main development site 

 
Greater flexibility as to where certain Sizewell B facilities are relocated 
 
We note that two alternative options have been identified for relocating Sizewell B 
facilities in addition to the site to the north with the benefit of planning permission. Both 
options are located adjacent to the existing power stations and do not include any 
existing water recycling infrastructure managed by Anglian Water. As such we have no 
comments to make in respect of this change. 
 
Changes to heights and activities on the main development site 
 
We note that changes are proposed to parameters for height for uses on the main 

development site together with an additional stockpile area. Anglian Water does not 
have any comments to make in respect of height of the proposed buildings and 
structures as this is outside of our role as an infrastructure provider. 
 
Water resource storage area 
 
Reference is made to the relocation of a non-potable water source for construction 
activities including dust suppression. Essex and Suffolk Water are the incumbent water 
company for the main development site and the proposals do not relate to water supply 
network. Therefore, we have no comments to make in respect of this change. 
 

 

http://www.anglianwater.co.uk/


   

 

   

 

 

SSSI Crossing Design  
 
We note that changes are proposed to the design of the crossing of Sizewell Marshes 
SSSI. Anglian Water does not have any comments to make in respect of the crossing 
design as Natural England would comment on the acceptability of the proposals in 
respect of the designated SSSI.  
 
Tree retention on main site  
 
Anglian Water does not have any comments to make in respect of changes to the plans 
for the retention of trees and hedging on the main site as this is outside of our role as 

an infrastructure provider. 
 
Surface water  
 
It is proposed to discharge surface water to the foreshore via a temporary outfall. As 
this would not interact with the public sewerage network we have no comment to make 
in respect of this change. 
 
Changes to the sea defence  
 
Reference is made to changes to the proposed design of sea defences to make it more 

efficient and resilient for climate change. Anglian Water is responsible for managing the 
risk of flooding to the public sewerage network with the Environment Agency 
commenting on the risk of coastal flooding. As such we have no comments to make in 
respect of this change. 
 
Extension of the Order Limits to provide for fen meadow habitat at Pakenham 
 
Reference is made to the creation of a new fen meadow habitat. The land identified 
does not include any existing water supply or water recycling infrastructure managed by 
Anglian Water. As such we have no comments to make in respect of these change. 
 

A new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills 
 
Reference is made to the creation of a new bridleway link. The land identified does not 
include any existing water recycling infrastructure managed by Anglian Water. As such 
we have no comments to make in respect of this change. 
 
Changes to the main development site red line boundary and at Sizewell A 
 
Reference is made to the removal of two areas of land which forms part of the main 
development site located off Love’s Lane and adjacent to the existing power stations. 
The land identified does not include any existing water recycling infrastructure. As such 

we have no comments to make in respect of these changes. 
 



   

 

   

 

Change to red line boundary at the Halesworth fen meadow habitat site 

 
Reference is made to the inclusion of additional areas of land to provide access to the 
Halesworth fen meadow habitat site from Blyth Road and the A144. The proposed site 
is adjacent to Halesworth Water Recycling Centre (formerly sewage treatment works).  
As such it would utilise the same access as Halesworth Water Recycling Centre. 
 
This operational site is managed by Anglian Water on behalf of our customers to provide 
water recycling services on a continuous basis for operational and maintenance 
purposes. We welcome confirmation of how to this site will be maintained during and 
after construction, the anticipated level of traffic movements and any identified 
mitigation. 

 
Change to red line boundary at the Benhall fen meadow habitat site 
 
Reference is made to the inclusion of additional areas of land to provide access to the 
Benhall fen meadow habitat site from the A1094 and Aldecar Lane. The proposed site is 
adjacent to Benhall Water Recycling Centre (formerly sewage treatment works). As such 
it would utilise the same access as Benhall Water Recycling Centre. 
 
This operational site is managed by Anglian Water on behalf of our customers to provide 
water recycling services on a continuous basis for operational and maintenance 
purposes. We welcome confirmation of how to this site will be maintained during and 

after construction, the anticipated level of traffic movements and any identified 
mitigation. 
 
There is also a foul sewer which runs in parallel to Aldecar Lane and it appears that 
access from this site to the habitat site from this road would cross this sewer As such we 
would wish to agree how any potential impacts to the above assets would be mitigated 
as part of the construction of the solar farms. 
 
Change to red line boundary at the marsh harrier habitat improvement area in 
Westleton 
 

Reference is made to the inclusion of additional areas of land to provide access to the 
northern and southern boundaries of the marsh harrier habitat site at Westleton. The 
land identified does not include any existing water recycling infrastructure. As such we 
have no comments to make in respect of this change. 
 
Associated development 
 
Southern Park and Ride at Wickham Market  
 
We note that changes are proposed to the north west landscape bund. Anglian Water 
does not have any comments to make in respect of landscape mitigation as landscape 

mitigation is outside of our role as an infrastructure provider. 
 



   

 

   

 

It is also proposed to make changes to reduce the extent of the Order Limits adjacent to 

the south of A12. The land identifies does not any existing water supply or water 
recycling infrastructure. As such we have no comments to make in respect of this 
change. 
 
Sizewell Link Road 
 
We note that a number of changes are proposed to increase and reduce the extent of 
the Order Limits for the Sizewell Link Road. The land identified does not appear to 
include any existing water supply or water recycling infrastructure. As such we have no 
comments to make in respect of these changes. 
 

Two village bypass 
 
We note that a number of changes are proposed to increase the extent of the Order 
Limits for the Two Village Bypass. The land identified does not include any existing water 
supply or water recycling infrastructure. As such we have no comments to make in 
respect of these changes. 
 
Other Associated Development sites -Reduction of Order limits 
 
We note that a number of changes are proposed to reduce the extent of the Order Limits 
in the vicinity of a number of other sites including the Northern Park and Ride site. The 

land identified does not include any existing water supply or water recycling 
infrastructure. As such we have no comments to make in respect of these changes. 
 
Protective Provisions for Anglian Water 
 
Anglian Water has previously shared with NNG Generation Company (SZC) Ltd’s legal 
representatives our standard protective provisions we would wish to see included in the 
Draft DCO (copy attached). We would wish to reach agreement about the wording for 
Anglian Water to be included in the Draft DCO including the protective provisions If you 
would like to suggest any changes or additions to these provisions, we would be grateful 
if these could be shared with Anglian Water for comment. 

 
Should you have any queries or require any further information from Anglian Water to 
assist in the development of this project please let me know. 
 
Yours sincerely  
 

 
  



   

 

   

 

 
APPENDIX: STANDARD PROTECTIVE PROVISIONS FOR ANGLIAN WATER 
 
FOR THE PROTECTION OF ANGLIAN WATER   
  
(1) For the protection of Anglian Water, the following provisions shall, unless otherwise agreed 
in writing between the undertaker and Anglian Water, have effect.   
  
(2) In this part of this schedule –   
  
“apparatus” means any works, mains, pipes or other apparatus belonging to or maintained by 
Anglian Water for the purposes of water supply and sewerage and   
  
(a) any drain or works vested in Anglian Water under The Water Industry Act 1991,   
  
(b) any sewer which is so vested or is the subject of a notice of intention to adopt given under 
section 102 (4) of The Water Industry Act 1991 or an agreement to adopt made under section 
104 of that Act,   
  
and includes a sludge main, disposal main or sewer outfall and any manholes, ventilating shafts, 
pumps or other accessories forming part of any sewer, drain, or works (within the meaning of 
section 219 of that Act) and any structure in which apparatus is or is to be lodged or which gives 
or will give access to apparatus.   
  
“alternative apparatus” means alternative apparatus adequate to enable Anglian Water to fulfil 
its statutory functions in not less efficient a manner than previously;   
  
“functions” includes powers and duties   
  
“in” in a context referring to apparatus or alternative apparatus in land includes a reference to 
apparatus or alternative apparatus under, over or upon land; and   
  
“plan” includes sections, drawings, specifications and method statements.   
  
(3) The Company shall not interfere with, build over or near to any Apparatus within the Order 
Land or execute the placing, installation, bedding, packing, removal, connection or 
disconnection of any apparatus, or execute any filling around the apparatus (where the 
apparatus is laid in a trench) within the standard protection strips which are the strips of land 
falling the following distances to either side of the medial line of any relevant pipe or apparatus; 

2.25metres where the diameter of the pipe is less than 150 milimetres,3 metres where 
the diameter of the pipe is between 150 and 450 millimetres,4.5 metres where the 
diameter of the pipe is between 450 and 750 millimetres and 6 metres where the 
diameter of the pipe exceeds 750 millimetres unless otherwise agreed in writing with 
Anglian Water, such agreement not to be unreasonably withheld or delayed, and such provision 
being brought to the attention of any agent or contractor responsible for carrying out any work 
on behalf of the Company.   
  
(4) The alteration, extension, removal or re-location of any apparatus shall not be implemented 
until   
  

(a) any requirement for any permits under the Environmental Permitting Regulations 
2010 or other legislations and any other associated consents are obtained, and any 



   

 

   

 

approval or agreement required from Anglian Water on alternative outfall locations as 
a result of such re-location are approved, such approvals from Anglian Water not to be 
unreasonably withheld or delayed; and   

  
(b) the Company has made the appropriate application required under the Water 
Industry Act 1991 together with a plan and section of the works proposed and Anglian 
Water has agreed all of the contractual documentation required under the Water 
Industry Act 1991, such agreement not to be unreasonably withheld or delayed; and 
such works to be executed only in accordance with the plan, section and description 
submitted and in accordance with such reasonable requirements as may be made by 
Anglian Water for the alteration or otherwise for the protection of the apparatus, or for 
securing access to it.   

  
  
(5) In the situation, where in exercise of the powers conferred by the Order, the Company 
acquires any interest in any land in which Apparatus is placed and such apparatus is to be 
relocated, extended, removed or altered in any way, no alteration or extension shall take place 
until Anglian Water has established to its reasonable satisfaction, contingency arrangements in 
order to conduct its functions for the duration of the works to relocate, extend, remove or alter 
the apparatus.   
  
(6) Regardless of any provision in this Order or anything shown on any plan, the Company must 
not acquire any apparatus otherwise than by agreement, and before extinguishing any existing 
rights for Anglian Water to use, keep, inspect, renew and maintain its apparatus in the Order 
land, the Company shall, with the agreement of Anglian Water, create a new right to use, keep, 
inspect, renew and maintain the apparatus that is reasonably convenient for Anglian Water such 
agreement not to be unreasonably withheld or delayed, and to be subject to arbitration under 
article 59.   
  
(7) If in consequence of the exercise of the powers conferred by the Order the access to any 
apparatus is materially obstructed the Company shall provide such alternative means of access 
to such apparatus as will enable Anglian Water to maintain or use the apparatus no less 
effectively than was possible before such obstruction.   
  
(8) If in consequence of the exercise of the powers conferred by the Order, previously unmapped 
sewers, lateral drains or other apparatus are identified by the company, notification of the 
location of such assets will immediately be given to Anglian Water and afforded the same 
protection of other Anglian Water assets.   
  
(9) If for any reason or in consequence of the construction of any of the works referred to in 
paragraphs 4 to 6 and 8 above any damage is caused to any apparatus (other than apparatus 
the repair of which is not reasonably necessary in view of its intended removal for the purposes 
of those works) or property of Anglian Water, or there is any interruption in any service 
provided, or in the supply of any goods, by Anglian Water, the Company shall,   
  
(a) bear and pay the cost reasonably incurred by Anglian Water in making good any damage or 
restoring the supply; and   
  
(b) make reasonable compensation to Anglian Water for any other expenses, loss, damages, 
penalty or costs incurred by Anglian Water   
  
by reason or in consequence of any such damage or interruption.   



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:Response to 5th EDF consolation on Sizewell C

We are writing regarding the 5th consultation by EDF. The new
proposals do nothing to diminish our opposition to the planning
application to build a third and fourth nuclear reactor at Sizewell. EDF
should only be consulting on proposals that it can be sure to deliver.
Currently the remodelled train and sea transport proposals are
merely provisional. They speak of the possibility of more train
movements, and extending the beach landing facilities although
feasibility studies are still being undertaken. Neither of these
measures is guaranteed. Indeed the train services in this part of
Suffolk are already subject to cancellation and delay. To imagine that
a complicated timetable of freight services could be added alongside
the passenger service simply isn’t feasible. At a later stage it would
be easy for EDF to shrug and say it wasn’t viable after all, and go
back to its full-on road delivery plan. Furthermore, If EDF are serious
about these ideas, why are they introducing them so loosely and
without detail after all this time? Perhaps because it’s a sop to local
opinion which can be swept aside at a later stage. Our opposition to
the twin reactor has not changed. Such a vast building project would
be a devastating blow to the area, especially the fragile wildlife
habitats in the AONB and SSSI at Sizewell and at RSPB Minsmere.
To set up what would be Europe’s biggest construction site next door
to such a precious place, the flagship RSPB reserve in Britain, would
be an act of mindless destruction. This giant twin reactor has not
been built successfully anywhere in Europe, and is subject to
protracted delays and safety problems. The French government has
made it clear that there will be no more such reactors built in France
after the Flamanville EPR has had to extend its deadline to
commence operating, and the Finnish unit at Olkiluoto has also been
delayed. This massive design has now been superseded by
changing technology. Small Modular Reactors, constructed by Rolls
Royce with British technology would be a much better fit for the area,
and would not necessitate the long construction period and the
destruction and draining of vital habitats. The proposed relief road
does not remove one vehicle from the already busy A12, where a
dead deer on the road can already cause huge tailbacks, without the
vast amount of construction traffic proposed by EDF. Instead the
relief road would cut through valuable farmland and important wildlife
habitat, almost parallel to the existing B1122. It has no legacy value,
and the local council has already said that it will not support such a
road into the future. The idea of building a giant twin reactor right on



an eroding coastline shows that proper thought has not gone into
planning this project. It is unconscionable that an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty - one of less than 50 in England - should
be considered suitable for one of the largest building projects in
Europe. A Site of Special Scientific Interest will also be damaged
should Sizewell C & D be built. What is the point of designating such
vitally important wildlife areas if nothing is done to protect them?
EDF’s empty promises in the changes suggested in the latest
consultation do nothing to allay our fears, and there is no detail about
the protection of wildlife, other than to suggest a reserve on the other
side of the county. That is not how nature works, and those with a
duty of care for the environment should act to stop this project from
destroying this remarkable area.

Yours faithfully,



From
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Sizewell C Consultation Response
I continue to be very unhappy with the proposals for Sizewell C and I object to the whole
project most strongly. My response to the latest proposals are as follows:-

 The proposals to make changes to transport arrangements have no certainty and it
is therefore unreasonable of EDF to present these as “improvements” to their plans
as it may not be possible to achieve them. It is unreasonable to make these
proposals at such a late stage; if they were feasible they could have been included in
the previous consultation.

 EDF are presenting the possibility of achieving these changes as reducing the
number of HGV numbers. Whilst, if achievable, this would be a reduction from the
huge numbers proposed previously the fact is that the construction of Sizewell C,
whether or not these changes were achieved, would mean a massive increase in
HGV numbers on the roads of East Suffolk. This would be appalling for the people of
East Suffolk.

 The new proposals do not include the removal of the southern park and ride facility
at Lower Hacheston, or any changes to it. This facility would result in unacceptable
levels of vehicle noise and intrusion in my local area and for many miles around,
including a huge negative impact in the village of Wickham Market.



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject:Submission for the 5th EDF SZC Consultation
From:

My comments on the questions raised by this EDF/Sizewell C Consultation are as follows:

1 Freight Management. Massively challenging and unsuitable to the area.

2 Increased Frequency of Train Movements. This is inappropriate and something EDF must resolve.
Night journeys will disrupt the sleep of all those living near the railway line and if EDF is given the go
ahead resulting in a blight for property owners. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be
commented on until all the details about traffic movements have been clearly set out.

3 Enhancing the Permanent Beach Landing Facility. The DCO stated that materials brought in by sea
would be damaging to the marine environment. Now there is a proposal to enhance the permanent
beach landing facility and to build a new temporary beach landing facility. Surely this cannot be true as
it would be disastrous for the wildlife and birdlife of the area.

4 A New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility. unsuitable as mentioned above.

5 New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility Options. This is also inappropriate for the reasons
mentioned above.

6 SSSI Crossing. Design of the crossing will reduce the water levels at RSPB Minsmere and at
Eastbridge. Suffolk is one of the driest counties in the UK. This must is of grave concern to the RSPB
and we should not be putting in place anything that changes the water levels in the area.

7 Fen Meadow Replacement. Totally inappropriate. These proposed Fen Meadows may attract birds
but they in no way compensate for the loss of the Sizewell Marshes. You would need a site as big as
the existing Sizewell Marshes to make any kind of significant contribution to the extensive damage that
will happen to this area which is rich in precious habitats.

8 Water Resource Storage Area. Almost impossible to answer.



9 Surface Water. This should not be proposed in an area which is part of an AONB. The outfall will
damage the beach where it lands. The north sea has been washing away this coast for many years and
the sea will encroach around the power station.

10 Other Main Site Changes.

a) Sea Defence. This is clearly Inappropriate because raising the height of the sea defence means
that the site will be more of an eyesore on this coastline.

b) Construction Activities and Height Limits. This is also Inappropriate.

c) Tree Retention. Removing more trees is definitely Inappropriate. There is already a massive
removal of trees and hedges.

d) Boundary Changes.

e) Bridleway. Lovers Lane is the busy road into the Sizewell A and B Power Stations site. It is
not suitable as a bridleway crossing.

11 Sizewell B Relocated Facilities. Options 1 and 2 are Inappropriate. Coronation Wood should not be
removed. I hope that all the mitigation work for the bats and badgers has been safely carried out.

12 Associated Development Changes.

a. Reduction in Land Required. It is your statement here which is Inappropriate. You only
mention one very small site, the A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham, and a small area of land at the
Darsham Northern Park and Ride which is difficult to spot on the map as it is so small – so see below.

b. Boundary Changes. Totally inappropriate. This is akin to a land grab expanding into
previously unused land. The Sizewell Link road, Figures 5.4 to 5.9 (6 areas) show additional land being
taken in a total of 36 different places. The Two Villages Bypass. To destroy a huge swathe of the Alde
Valley with a new road is not required, especially as EDF now propose to bring in a lot more materials
by train and sea. Not only are all these new roads harmful to the environment but they are disruptive
for those that enjoy walking in this area, and wildlife and the stunning countryside that attracts people
to the area. This cannot be allowed to happen.

c. Southern Park and Ride. This seems excessive and unsuitable. EDF must review if these
huge Park and Ride facilities are really needed if more trains are planned. There are plenty of stations
on the East Suffolk line. Keeping traffic off these rural roads is important.

Sincerely,



Legal Disclaimer
This message contains confidential information and is intended only for
the individual named. If you are not the named addressee you should not
disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender
immediately by e-mail if you have received this e-mail by mistake and
delete this e-mail from your system. E-mail transmission cannot be
guaranteed to be secure or error-free as information could be intercepted,
corrupted, lost, destroyed, arrive late or incomplete, or contain viruses.
The sender, therefore, does not accept liability for any errors or
omissions in the contents of this message that arise as a result of e-mail
transmission.



From
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Sizewell C Public Consultation - Nov/Dec 2020

Details:

3NR

Response to the EDFE Sizewell C Consultation on Revised Plans Nov 18th 2020 to Dec 18th 2020

I am writing as an individual who lives in the local area.

It has taken you about ten years to get here and you are still tinkering around the edges of your
unwanted development. No sooner do I respond to your Stage 4 Consultation than you announce a
further Public Consultation - clearly your intention is to wear down the opposition through a process of
attrition. And the proposed changes to your arrangements for road, rail and sea are speculative; there is
no guarantee that you will be able to deliver them, so they should be excluded from the Application.

No amount of cosmetic changes - designed to mollify local residents by slightly reducing the volume of
lorries - will alter the basic fact that the proposal as a whole is unacceptable.

Firstly I do not accept that there is a need for new nuclear power plants when renewables are becoming
increasingly cheap in comparison; and the fact that other countries are turning away from nuclear
energy reinforces this view.

Secondly I do not regard Sizewell as a suitable location for a new power station. It lies within an
AONB and the proposed development would have a major impact on the landscape. I moved to this
location for its tranquility and for its proximity to the Suffolk Heritage Coast and am concerned at the
impact that Sizewell C, with all its attendant infrastructure will have on the area; its character is bound
to be adversely affected by such an out-of-scale development, and it is already having to accommodate



the requirements of Scottish Power Renewables. We have lived with a large-scale power station on our
doorstep for many years – we don’t want another one.

Thirdly I do not believe that the proposals make sufficient allowance for the sensitive nature of the
surrounding environment. You make a great deal of your consideration of the environmental
sensitivities of the area but you are not fooling anyone. The development will require you to take land
from an SSSI, which I believe should be treated as inviolable; and all talk about “mitigation” is
thoroughly unconvincing, particularly when considered in light of your withholding of the research
information that supposedly underpins your environmental statements.

And finally I would point out the stupidity of continuing to produce nuclear waste with no clear idea of
how you intend to deal with it in the long term. I suggest that, rather than leave the spent fuel in our
locality, you divide it up into equal portions and store it on the properties of the eDF Board of
Directors. Let them take responsibility for the mess that the process leaves behind.

Re. the specific changes since the last consultation document:

Freight Management

If you think 500-700 HGV movements in a day is an acceptable situation to inflict upon a rural
community I suggest you think again. To be clear: I don’t want ANY additional HGVs. Your estimates
(which I don’t trust anyway, just as I don’t trust much else that EDF puts out) are not accompanied by
any recognition of the fact that in the event of interruption to rail or sea links, all of the freight would
be loaded on to the roads; and the implication at 3.1.13 that the impact of an avalanche of lorries won’t
be as bad as it sounds because some of them will be vehicles under 3.5 tonnes fails to mention that a
good number will be far in excess of 3.5 tonnes. Furthermore the proposals don’t do anything to relieve
the pressure on the roads (particularly the B1122) for the first two years - living in the area will be a
nightmare.

Increased frequency of train movements

I am concerned at the use of overnight trains which are bound to be disruptive to local residents along
the East Suffolk Line.

Enhancing the permanent BLF

The additional piling will result in more damage to the marine environment. In general the impact on
the coast is unquantifiable, and the statement at 3.3.11 that the grillage will “still allow the natural
movement of sediment as far as reasonably practicable” gives me no reassurance.Who knows what the
effect will be farther along the coast? The impact on the coastal geomorphology, in particular the
longshore bars, in what is an important conservation area has not been fully assessed: apparently
“further assessment is needed” (p.51).

And when are you going to release your previous environmental impact assessment which concluded
that a larger BLF would be too environmentally damaging?

A new temporary BLF

More disturbance of the seabed, and ongoing dredging required - all this is certain to have an effect on
fish populations which in turn will disrupt the breeding success of important bird populations along the
coast, especially little terns which return to the Minsmere-Walberswick Special Protection Area (SPA)
each year. There will also be an adverse effect on the harbour porpoise. Either the SPA designation
means something or it doesn’t. You seem to think the latter.

New, temporary BLF options

None is appropriate.



SSSI Crossing

This remains a total disaster. What you refer to as a “bridge” (4.5.7) is of course no such thing; it is an
embankment with a widened culvert. The SSSI is still being desecrated, and what is one of the most
important wildlife areas in the UK is going to suffer the constant presence of HGVs with their
attendant emissions, noise and light. And all the grand expressions about your concern to minimise the
environmental impact of your proposal were shown to be worthless when you started felling
Coronation Wood in advance of any approval and without having secured the necessary licences from
Natural England. I simply don’t believe that you care at all. You’ll do as little as you can get away
with, and if you could concrete over the whole area, you undoubtedly would.

Fen Meadow replacement

The idea that the rare fen meadow habitat at Sizewell can be somehow recreated at a site in West
Suffolk is not supportable, as it requires specific hydrological conditions. Simply dumping some
topsoil from Sizewell and playing around with the adjacent watercourses won’t begin to replace what is
proposed to be destroyed. The whole project demonstrates a level of ecological ignorance that I have
come to expect from eDF.

Water Resource Storage Area

I have doubts as to whether new foraging habitat for marsh harriers can be successfully created, let
alone that wet woodland will eventually emerge “either through natural successional processes or
through planting” (2.3.27).

Surface Water

Assuming there is some substance to the claim that this will be used only in the event of an extreme
storm event (i.e expected only once in a 30-year period) then it would seem reasonable. However it has
become common for such meteorological estimates to turn out woefully incorrect.

Other Main Site Changes

The increase in the height of the sea defences from 10.2mAOD to 14mAOD (or possibly 15mAOD -
see 4.8.12) suggests to me that you recognise what a vulnerable site this is on which to build a nuclear
facility. No predictions of what will happen to the coastline in twenty years can be relied upon and you
are proposing to keep spent fuel onsite beyond 2100. It would be laughable if it wasn’t so dangerous.

I note that in the listing of changes to the Order Limits for the main development site the reductions are
typically “minor” or “partial”, whereas the additions aren’t. At every stage the development is
swallowing more and more land.

Sizewell B Relocated Facilities

It was truly disgraceful that Coronation Wood has been felled and even more reprehensible that felling
commenced before the necessary permits had been obtained - and all for a development that may not
even get approval.

The inclusion of plans for what you might do with Pillbox Field if you secure some kind of agreement
with Sizewell A would seem entirely superfluous. Moreover any use of Sizewell A land runs counter to
previous assurances that it would be returned to the community as a greenfield site.

Associated Development Changes

It is mystifying to me how an area of arable land to the west of Westleton can provide appropriate
mitigation for the loss of marsh harrier foraging habitat over the Sizewell Marshes SSSI.



More trees removed - just what I’d expect.

In summary the changes proposed do absolutely nothing to diminish my opposition to your proposed
development which will significantly affect the quality of my life. I don’t want your reactors or your
nuclear waste on my doorstep. I don’t want your roads, your railway, your park and rides, your beach
landing facilities, your light pollution, or your hideous campus. You have done enough damage to the
AONB already.



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:Objection to Sizewell C and Farnham bypass
Dear Sir/Madam.

We live at where EDF plan to build the
proposed bypass. We have enjoyed the peace and quiet of the secluded area for nearly 50 years, and 3
generations of our family have enjoyed walking and cycling along the quiet country lanes. The proposed
bypass will be less than from our house destroying not only the value or our property but our
enjoyment of living there. , EDF has never taken proper account of
this.

EDF have consistently ignored the requests of local residents in Farnham and Stratford St Andrew, as well
as the Parish Council, to build the road to the EAST of Foxburrow Wood.

There are and another 7 which will be adversely affected by the proposed route,
all living in very close proximity to it. If the road were to be built on the eastern side of Foxburrow wood it
would only have an adverse effect on ONE dwelling, ( ) which has not been a
permanent residence for many years.

We urge EDF to actually prove that they have listened to residents living close to the proposed site of the
Farnham bypass.

How do they answer to our concerns, which are as follows: damage to grade 2 listed buildings, substantial
detrimental effects on the 19 dwellings in close proximity to the route, pollution of air quality, light and noise
during and after the construction phase, the severance of currants pathways and access routes and the
environmental impacts on Foxburrow Wood?

Yours,



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:Written Response to EDF consultation 5 on Sizewell C
EDF Consultation 5 on Sizewell C.

Comments re the Questionnaire

I welcome that EDF are looking at reducing HGV traffc. However this has come too late and
should have been addressed in earlier consultations before applying for a DCO application.

Herewith my comments on your questionnaire.
1 Freight Management. It is not possible to answer this – see subsequent comments
on 2. 3 4 and 5.

2 Increased Frequency of Train Movements.
The proposed increase in night trains is not appropriate and needs to be scheduled in such a
way so as not to disturb the local community. Please detail the number and category of
vehicles will be taken off the road so we can make an informed comparison. Until such detail
is supplied it is impossible to assess appropriately.

3 Enhancing the Permanent Beach Landing Facility. A jetty/pier of any sorts will be
damaging to the fragile Dunwich to Sizewell coastline, Construction of this beach landing
will no doubt disturb the Sizewell Dunch bank disturbing sediment and sending it down to
Thorpeness, Aldeburgh, Orford and the River Alde thereby adding further problems to an
already rapidly eroding coastline. Sea levels are rising, Sea surges happen yearly now, not
every 10 years and Coastal defences are becoming more difficult to maintain, therefore
building a jetty would not only put local seaside towns, but Sizewell A and Sizewell B in
jeopardy. I am no expert, so please read Nick Scarr’s relevant representation and his
subsequent report when it is presented.

4 A New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility. See 3 above

5 New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility Options. See 3 above

6 SSSI Crossing. Suffolk is one of the driest counties in England and thereby less rain
leaving a dry and sandy terrain with limited water levels. I share the concerns of RSPB and
SWT over restriction / alteration to water levels in the SSSI and surrounding areas.

7 Fen Meadow Replacement. Whilst any habitat creation is welcome and has a
positive benefit, replacing one area of land with multiple smaller habitats will not address
the habitat loss of Sizewell marshes. Many species will be displaced and may not survive or
translocate to new areas, especially as they are not contiguous to Sizewell marshes Whilst
the habitat creation at Aldehurst Farm has attracted some species, others have to negotiate
the busy Lovers Lane to gain access from Sizewell Marshes and Fen Meadow.

8 Water Resource Storage Area. I think that this question is Inappropriate because it
cannot be answered. The maps in the document are so poor that it is impossible to
understand what is going on. There is mention of this part of the site being a ‘foraging
habitat for marsh harriers during construction’. This is hardly likely. With a planned road
across the marshes, traffic and trains going in and out of the site, and noise and light



pollution from the construction site and contractor lay down areas, I think that it is unlikely
that there will be many birds about, or anything else, especially when you look at all the
trees and hedges that are being removed.

9 Surface Water. This is Inappropriate. The photo (Figure 4.17) shows a very ugly
pipe sticking out of a beach. This should not even be put forward in an area which is part of
an AONB. Also, the water gushing out of this outfall is going to be unsightly and will damage
the beach where it falls. Some other proposal needs to be made for getting rid of this
water. EDF are building a power station on a flood plain, so they must have thought about
this problem over many years. The whole site is likely to flooded within about 30 years. The
north sea has been washing away this coast for many years.

10 Other Main Site Changes.
a) Sea Defence. This is clearly Inappropriate because raising the height of the sea
defence means that the site will be more of an eyesore on this coastline.
b) Construction Activities and Height Limits. This is also Inappropriate. Height limits
are there for a reason and to increase height levels just because you are bringing in more
materials by sea and stockpiling doesn’t seem to be the right answer. Better to make sure
that materials do not arrive until you need them obviating the need to stockpile.
c) Tree Retention. Removing even more trees is definitely Inappropriate. Looking at
the maps there is already a massive removal of trees and hedges. Even three or four trees
are precious.
d) Boundary Changes. Since this mainly involves changes to the Fen Meadow sites,
which are Inappropriate and of little value, then I have no further comment on the Boundary
Changes.
e) Bridleway. This new bridleway appears to cross Lovers Lane and the map shows no
bridge or tunnel so is Inappropriate in its existing form. Bridleways are not footpaths as they
allow horses to be ridden on them. Lovers Lane is the very busy road into the Sizewell A and
B Power Stations site. It is not suitable as a bridleway crossing.

11 Sizewell B Relocated Facilities. Options 1 and 2 are Inappropriate. Coronation
Wood should be left as it is and alternatives found on the SZC site which would mean that
changes to the B site are not required, although sadly I fear that by the time you get these
comments you will have already felled Coronation Wood. I just hope that all the mitigation
work for the bats and badgers has been safely carried out.

12 Associated Development Changes.
a. Reduction in Land Required. It is your statement here which is Inappropriate. You
only mention one very small site, the A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham, and a small area
of land at the Darsham Northern Park and Ride which is difficult to spot on the map as it is
so small – so see below.
b. Boundary Changes. All Inappropriate. You appear to be doing some kind of a land
grab and expanding into previously unused land. The Sizewell Link road, Figures 5.4 to 5.9 (6
areas) show additional land being taken in a total of 36 different places. How could the maps
be so wrong in the first place? The Yoxford boundary change is so small it can hardly be seen
(this is actual a reduction, a sliver of land). The Two Villages Bypass. To destroy a huge
swathe of the Alde Valley with a new road is not required, especially as EDF now propose to
bring in a lot more materials by train and sea. EDF needs to make its mind up and set out a
real Freight Management Strategy with real statistics of exactly how much traffic will be
using the A12 both from the north and south, and other roads like the A1120, for example. I
note that this new proposal another area of woodland will need to be felled. Not only are all



these new roads harmful to the environment but they are disruptive for those that enjoy
walking in this area, and wildlife and the stunning countryside is what attracts people to the
area. I note that EDF are going to be diverting a lot of footpaths. This must definitely not be
allowed to happen.
c. Southern Park and Ride. Inappropriate. EDF need to review if these huge Park and
Ride facilities are needed if more trains are planned. Why can’t staff use the trains as well,
and then ride right into the site. There are plenty of stations on the East Suffolk line.
Keeping traffic off the roads is of great importance.
land grab attenuating basins dry craters over engineered, early years 600 hgvs a day, should
not start until rail and, D2 sax to the site, cc say preferred option edf not
listening. environmental

In conclusion, the Planning Inspectorate should not allow the DCO examination to
commence until all Interested Parties, Affected Parties and Stakeholders have the full
details of these new plans and they have been agreed by the appropriate stakeholder.
Please do not waste the communities and the examiners time and the tax payers money

--
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1, Page 2. Reference to reptile habitat creation 

The image shows a large expanse of grassland (Studio fields) suggesting substantial 

provisions for a sensitive species group (snakes and lizards) that will undergo massive 

upheaval and localised extirpation due to road, construction site and power plant 

development. 

Studio fields areas have been sown with a grassland mix without the appropriate nutrient 

stripping required for a successful project.  As with most if not all areas described as habitat 

creation, the land was also not de-compacted adequately after arable use. As a result the 

sward tends towards neutral, the plants struggle in the highly desiccated topsoil and the 

more natural acid grassland and heath described will not be achieved. The area is likely to 

become overgrown with thistle, bramble and scrub, becoming a maintenance headache. 

Further, instead of a detailed and sophisticated design of reptile habitat, with hibernation 

areas and good feeding capacity for them it appears that a simple gutter has been dug, filled 

with wood and chipping and covered over with turf forming a linear feature with hay bales 

that will rot and settle to ground level in a relatively few years. There is sporadic tree and 

shrub planting, some of which has died off or is struggling. 

There does not appear to be a publicly available rationale, masterplan design or 

maintenance plan but provision on an informal ad-hoc manner. The area is suitable for 

native rodents, rats and deer especially but not reptiles and while being of some low 

biodiversity value, represents a massive unrealised opportunity that is currently described 

as specialised habitat provision. 

These comments apply to the areas with the same treatment in and around Great Mount 

Walk . The mistakes have also been repeated within woodland clearance where areas felled 

have been left without ground topsoil stripping. As a result woodland regeneration (seen at 

Kenton Hills and St James’s covert for example) is constant and rapid with bramble and 

bracken creating an annual maintenance nightmare where the habitat is mechanically 

ground down or just left to return to thick bracken or woodland. 

All of these areas are either unfenced or fenced poorly with gaps under gates and due to 

lack of expansion provisions in the plastic fencing. Reptiles have colonised many of the 

excluded areas some of which are limited by shade and unsuitable habitat. 

In effect this leaves little or no provision for reptiles to be released without high risk of 

death or injury and the project has become self-defeating due to poor control and 

implementation. This is either lack of specialist advice or inadequate carrying out of 

necessary actions over the last ten years or more. An independent investigation should be 

made because, for example there are very important and sensitive meta-population of 
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adders that could be severely damaged or destroyed should the development be granted 

permission. The work is far from the exemplar status claimed on notice boards. 

 

 

Land West of Studio field, ‘Lover’s Field’ view from gate south towards thesea.  c 5 year old sparse 

grassland on nutrient rich compacted farmland with fenced enclosures and linear gutters filled with 

decomposing organic matter. 
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2, Page 6. Environment 

Studio fields and Aldhurst farm projects are described as being mitigation for habitat losses 

caused by the temporary construction area.  

Aldhurst farm was previously described as compensation for SZC habitat losses but 

terrestrial habitat there has also not been treated correctly for priority Sandlings habitats to 

be developed (see 1. above). The wetland area has high nutrient loadings due to 

watercourse pollution from Leiston. Algal blooms can be seen in the photograph on page 8 

of the newsletter even after several years of settling. 

In fact the SZC temporary construction area is mostly farmland and plantation woodland 

and the measures are more likely to be due to habitat destruction for the extensive 

permanent road  and large carpark construction on AONB habitats as well as the removal of 

the wildlife populations all over the extensive beach, dune and powerplant footprint. 

The casual language used in the newsletter is reflected in the consultation documents and 

creates confusion in stakeholder groups. It makes communications and understanding with 

respect to what exactly is being proposed difficult or impossible. This was reported to the 

SZC/EDF chief executive in 2018 during a meeting at SZC offices in Leiston over previous 

stages consultation, with undertakings to address the matter that were never actioned. The 

same matters were raised at public meetings but also apparently ignored. 

The overview maps shown on page 6 appear generous but are too small to show detail. The 

overall impression given is one of transition from arable use to ‘green’ use including 

woodland and ‘dry Sandlings grassland’. However if this is a reference to effectively 

abandoning nutrient-rich farmland with haphazard low quality features, with low nature 

conservation/biodiversity value, then a species-poor environment is being proposed.  

Again this is no substitute for a comprehensive and comprehensible bespoke biodiversity 

plan with clear markers for the major protected habitats and species. The construction of a 

permanent main road is probably one of the most significant destructive force in the 

proposals (severance, fragmentation and mortality impact of the Road Effects Zone, REZ) 

but is given only minor reference. 

There is reference to a future Trust to manage the site and to rewilding. Rewilding has 

formed no part of the plans to-date that describe a far more controlled approach than 

rewilding, which is unlikely to work in this landscape for multiple reasons, not least its 

locally high recreational use and steep sided ditches. These kind of miscommunications on 

approach and precision confound the references to Biodiversity Net Gain calculations and 

may badly undermine them. 
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Example: SZC documents  have an artists impression on the cover. The St James covert area 

currently looks nothing like the artists impression of a post-construction view (in circa 

2035?) on the cover of the Sizewell planning application. To achieve this would require the 

removal of 95% of the trees currently present, to form effectively grassland with scattered 

mature trees. In reality this would mean removal of all or nearly all of the pine trees and the 

ground litter layer and retention of mostly deciduous trees at the density shown of around 

35 trees per hectare/15 per acre. This would need to be done rapidly so the trees grow from 

now in manner capable of withstanding heavy coastal winds. Rather than as plantation trees 

to be later exposed by removal of surrounding trees when they would be unable to 

withstand coastal wind strengths. This is a further example of current ambiguity in 

environmental protection in the SZC projections. 
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3. Page 7. SSSI Crossing 

 

 

The design shown does not appear to conform to Highway Agency standards for the 

importance of this AONB setting, and the species present, nor good practice. At least a 

further four additional crossings of this type, every 200 metres or so are needed to enable 

deer and other wildlife to cross under the road between SZC and the B1122. 

The design shown is not wildlife friendly. It shows use of post and rail fence which is 

unsuitable. Deer fencing to prevent fatal vehicle collisions and accidents and constant 

wildlife deaths are essential  in this wildlife rich area. Other specialist fencing for (for 

example) protected species such as bats, birds, otter, badger, hedgehog, reptiles and 

amphibians and many other species needs to be properly and fully designed prior to 

consultation and examination. This should be located back behind the construction line and 

in front of the passage entrances. It should  be high quality, maintained and suitably angled 

towards the passage. As should the concrete wing walls of the crossing itself. The drawing 

only shows a two lane road, whereas it will be four-lane for over 9-12 years. It does not 

show the 3 metre high temporary baffle needed to protect aerial species during the 

construction period. It does not cater for all of the bat flight lines. 

Following the design work it will be possible to identify the road and wildlife excluded 

embankments and land take and hence accurate figures for Biodiversity Net Gain/Loss 

calculations. Not to do so would make the current presentations invalid, so this is a matter 

of great urgency in advance of public examination. It formed a major element of Stage 3 and 

4 comments but appears to have been overlooked yet again and apparently rejected 

according to these plans. 
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The passage is thought to be 47 metres long and 30 metres wide. Height appears to be at 

least 3 metres. Embankment as shown is perhaps 50 metres wide. This needs to be made 

clear. As above, the passages need to be designed properly for bats, otter, natterjack toad 

and snakes in particular following population viability analysis in relation to severance, in-

breeding depression and other road related factors including interference with existing, 

draft or in-need Area Recovery Plans (e.g. the hoped-for outward spread of Natterjack toad 

southwards once the population establishes fully) that will otherwise be devastated and 

confined by the massive permanent AONB severance proposals for this main road. 

As presented, the road network required for the development is grossly unaddressed in 

documents in respect of underpasses for animals between the SZC and Yoxford and 

elsewhere. There has already been withholding of the construction of an underpass with 

fencing at Aldhurst farm despite this being a condition of the planning permission. An otter 

and a badger attracted to the area after its agricultural abandonment has already been 

killed on the Lover’s lane, as predicted. This is arguably a breach of the planning condition 

and is an example of what can happen when apparently ill-conceived and de-minimis plans 

are implemented without proper care. Loss of further otters is arguably a police 

enforcement matter now as they are a feature interest of the SSSI and the breach of 

planning permission becomes more obvious. There is some information that this maybe be 

done in 2021 but no clear commitment has been made. 

Provision of ponds for amphibians is lacking, the Studio fields are was previously identified as having 

natterjack toad potential. Movement of animals across the road in a safe way is an essential element 

of protecting the AONB. 

4. Page 8. Aldhurst farm 

Aldhurst Farm was a large habitat creation project commenced with planning consent that 

made it a stand alone project from SZC and to be done whether or not permission for SZC 

was granted. The problem with the area was nutrification from farming, however no 

nutrient stripping was done and so the indication of heathland creation was impossible. The 

water supply is equally nutrified as it includes discharge water not only from Leiston Town 

surface water but also from the sewage works making this a high nutrient system. 

The project has established areas of reed bed and grassland of differing pH. This will have 

the effect of attracting some rare species such as otter and bittern but its contribution to 

SSSI quality habitats is severely limited. The crossing of a busy road without safe passage 

measures (as above) was a severe limitation flagged at the time but deemed to be too 

expensive. The legal context of this decision has not been investigated. 
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5. Page 9. Other changes 

A large area of fen meadow is to be destroyed. Because the two sites at Benhall and 

Halesworth are too small and soaked in agricultural nutrients by virtue of their agricultural 

location and proximity to sewage farms, they are hence unsuitable.  Further Natural England 

have now asked for a 9X habitat area/volume compensation package to be implemented. A 

location at Pakenham has been chosen in proximity to an SSSI where disruption to that SSSI 

has not been adequately described or addressed. 

The concept that damage can be dealt with by doing something elsewhere has not been 

justified by an explanation as to why habitat cannot be created on a part of the Sizewell 

estate. Is it just the cost that is off-putting to the developer? The matter is a serious one 

because the invertebrate and plant interest is of international importance.  

Far too little information is available to make informed comment on the proposals in these 

rushed late plans. All of the locations involve changing existing habitat by creating artificial 

bunding to try to form trapped water that is uncharacteristic of the landscape and that have 

their own invertebrate value that will be lost.  

The idea of recreating conditions for the SZC species assemblage is far-fetched. Such actions 

will deplete their value to existing local species and create the need for further mitigation to 

compensate for those losses. This is destroying one habitat to create another, as opposed to 

habitat creation and the process is questionable. Any net gain calculations will have to take 

these further losses into account. 
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6. Reptile translocation generally in and within the immediate proximity of the SZC 

application area. 

The SZC planning application are includes Coronation wood and Pillbox fields. Use of these 

areas is an integral part of the SZC enabling works and in a practical sense cannot be 

separated as a phase of the proposed development to be examined. Pillbox fields is already 

a grassland area with reptiles present.  These areas are close to the Galloper development 

area which is a cumulative impact that intrudes on the AONB. 

 

 

 

The past ecological surveys of Coronation wood demonstrated the presence of all four of 

the more common native reptile species; adder Vipera berus, grass snake Natrix natrix 

helvetica, slow-worm Anguis fragilis and common lizard Zootoca vivipara. These species of 

reptiles are protected under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and the 

Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000. It is an offence to intentionally or recklessly kill, or 

injure them 

Developers must recognise such interest and seek approval for measures to ensure 

compliance with this legislation.  
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Information received indicates that loose surface structures within the woodland were 

removed in 2019. ‘Refuge piles’ were built to the south of the woodland to ‘act as a 

receptor’ although the extent of capture and exclusion has not been adequately described.  

Indications are that there was no trapping-out of the area but just handsearching and 

removing any ‘suitable refugia’ although it is not clear what this means.  These will be  

‘safeguarded until Spring’, the implication being that tree felling has taken place with the 

knowledge that reptiles may be present under the woodland canopy (torpid overwintering) 

while heavy machinery is used. The precaution seems to be the keeping to narrow corridors 

of any heavy machinery, but this is not an approach that is endorsed in the guidelines 

referred to in the application (HGBI guidelines) and appears to be an attempt to avoid the 

normal trapping and translocation process prior to habitat destruction. In such circumstance 

displaced animals are unlikely to survive unless the surrounding habitat is shown by survey 

to hold adequate capacity, including that arising from habitat enhancement. There are 

further concerns regarding damage to reptiles and reptile habitat on pill box fields for soil 

storage. 

The original planning conditions (DC/19/1637/FUL) that specify that the developer has to be 

mindful of the provisions of the W& C Act1981 and adherence to the matters set out in 

EDF's Environmental Statement.  

This refers to reptile surveys in 2012 and 2015 and their recommendations. The 2012 survey 

was presence/absence only and the 2015 survey (now out of date) was carried out in late 

season, indicating further surveys would need to be carried out in Apr-Aug to get more 

accurate results.  The April 2019 Environmental Statement (ES) refers to very old surveys 

where details are not provided on survey method or findings beyond dot maps.  

The evidence seems to be that there was no proper reptile population survey done prior to 

habitat destruction and crushing of surface layers with the additional hazard of exposing 

previously sheltered ground to winter 2020/21 weather including waterlogging, but it is 

unclear if the recent actions were conducted under mal-practice or were even unlawful. 

A police investigation has been requested but officers have not been in touch since the 

events and an FOI request has been made to East Suffolk Council. A police officer advised 

against the writer approaching contractors on site to alert them to potentially unlawful 

actions being taken.  Their principal planning officer at ESC (Mr Ridley) has suggested 

contacting EDF on a dedicated landline but this was on answerphone and the message left 

has not been responded to for several days. An invitation to SZC to attend a site inspection 

for clarification has not been taken up. 
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How these matters reflect upon the wider reptile strategy is unclear ,but should be clarified 

in time for the postponed examination. However they do appear consistent with the lack of 

clarity in many elements of the SZC application. 

Environmental Statement extract : Vol 1, Chapter 6: Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology 

 

 

 

Continued/. 
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ES extract : Vol 1, Chapter 6: Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology 
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Coronation wood prior to destruction commencing in December 2020  



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject:Submission for the 5th EDF SZC Consultation
Comments from

. Tel: E-mail

Specific comments on the Questions in the Questionnaire

1 Freight Management: It is not possible to answer this because there are no clear
numbers about how much will be diverted to either increased train movements or
additional beach landings – see comments on 2 and 3 below.

2 Increased Frequency of Train Movements. The proposal is inappropriate because
any increase in train journeys should be during the day not at night, and this is
something EDF need to sort out with the rail companies. Night journeys will disrupt
the sleep of all those living near the railway line and if EDF is given the go ahead for
this then it will mean that these people will be unable to sell their properties for
many years.
I also find it unclear how many HGVs and other vehicles such as vans will be taken off
the roads, and which roads, if the number of trains are increased. There are no clear
numbers. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be commented on until all the
details about traffic movements have been set out clearly.

3 Enhancing the Permanent Beach Landing Facility. I cannot comment on the
construction of the beach landing facilities as I do not have the knowledge but this
section is also inappropriate. In the DCO it was stated that more materials could not
be brought in by sea without damaging the marine environment and now the
proposal is to enhance the permanent beach landing facility and build a new
temporary beach landing facility -- so has all this predicted damage to the marine
environment just gone away? It is not clearly explained. I am also concerned about
tern nesting colonies as the document seems to convey that piling will take place
during the nesting season -- this would be disastrous for them. And in Table 3.7,
under Next Steps and Further Assessments, the need for further assessments, or a
review of existing assessments, occurs twenty-two times. Why has all this work not
been done before issuing the proposals? Here again it is unclear how many HGVs
and other vehicles such as vans will be taken off the roads, and which roads -- no
clear numbers. The Freight Management Strategy cannot be commented on until all
these assessments have been done and all the detail about traffic movements have
been clearly set out.

4 A New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility. This is inappropriate for the reasons
stated above.

5 New, Temporary Beach Landing Facility Options. This is inappropriate for the
reasons above.



6 SSSI Crossing. This is inappropriate because it will reduce the water levels at RSPB
Minsmere and at Eastbridge. Suffolk is one of the driest counties in England, getting
very little rain, and putting anything in place that changes the water levels for
wading birds must be of great concern to the RSPB, as well as being an issue for local
supply, especially with all the increased housing that has been built in the area.

7 Fen Meadow Replacement. This is inappropriate and very bewildering. Fen
Meadows did not just happen miraculously when a few fields flooded, they develop
over many years. EDF seems to have just chosen odd fields and groups of fields from
various parishes and decided that they will become Fen Meadows. These are either
beside roads or have roads all around them. The problem with Aldehurst Farm in
Leiston is that although it has been colonised by some birds it has busy roads all
around it whereas the beauty of the AONB, SSSI and the whole Suffolk Coastal Area
is that it is a large continuous area of land crossed by very few roads -- there are no
roads to the beach between Sizewell Gap and the Dunwich, even the road at
Dunwich cliffs stops at the cliffs which allows mammals, amphibians and reptiles,
such as deer, otters, hares, badgers, adders and lizards to move freely. There are
great crested newts at the west of the main site and a colony of natterjack toads
breeding in a pond which will be right beside the inner station perimeter walls. To
get to the Aldehurst Farm site wildlife has to cross roads, in particular the busy
Lovers Lane road which leads to the Sizewell A and B power stations. The proposed
Fen Meadows may attract birds but they will in no way compensate for the loss of
the Sizewell Marshes. You would need a site as big as the existing Sizewell Marshes
to make any kind of significant contribution to the extensive damage that will
happen to this area which is rich in precious habitats.

8 Water Resource Storage Area. This question is inappropriate because it cannot be
answered as the maps in the document are so poor that it is impossible to
understand what is going on. There is mention of this part of the site being a
‘foraging habitat for marsh harriers during construction’ which is hardly likely with a
road being planned to cross the marshes, traffic and trains going in and out of the
site and with the noise and light pollution from the construction site and contractor
lay down areas. It is highly unlikely that there will be many birds about, or anything
else, especially when you look at all the trees and hedges that are being removed.

9 Surface Water. Figure 4.17 shows a large ugly pipe sticking out of a well-used
public beach which should not be put forward in part of an AONB. EDF are building a
power station on a flood plain; it is likely to be flooded long before it has been
dismantled as the North Sea has been washing away this coast for many years. The
sea will eventually encroach around the power station leaving a toxic legacy for
future generations. I have photographic evidence of how many yards of sand dunes
directly in front of the site have been washed away in just the 16 years I have lived
on the coast.

10 Other Main Site Changes.



Construction Activities and Height Limits. Height limits are there for a reason and to
increase height levels just because you are bringing in more materials by sea and
stockpiling doesn’t seem to be the right answer. Better to make sure that materials
do not arrive until you need them obviating the need to stockpile.
Tree Retention. Removing even more trees is definitely inappropriate as there is
already a massive removal of trees and hedges.
Bridleway. The new bridleway appears to cross Lovers Lane without any bridge or
tunnel so is inappropriate in its existing form. Bridleways allow horses to be ridden
on them and Lovers Lane is a very busy road to Sizewell A and B power stations so is
not suitable as a bridleway crossing.

11 Sizewell B Relocated Facilities. Coronation Wood should have been left for the
cover it was claimed to be in order to get planning consent to build the dry fuel store
(now conveniently deemed unnecessary) and alternatives found elsewhere as a
Visitor Centre could be located outside of the AONB. I believe that the bat survey
that was done last year should be made available to the public.

12 Associated Development Changes.
Southern Park and Ride. EDF need to review whether these huge Park and Ride
facilities are needed if more trains are planned. Why can’t staff use the trains and
be met by regular buses direct to the site as queues of cars already drive along
Sizewell Gap Road and Lovers Lane at speed at each shift end. There are plenty of
stations on the East Suffolk line and volumes of traffic could be kept off the roads.



From
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:Consultation
I am against the building of this power station.

In restarting talks with EDF, the government is proposing a new financial model that would
make taxpayers or energy bill-payers, many of whom are against it anyway, liable for cost
overruns and construction risks. This is clearly deeply wrong. Flamanville is already a decade
behind schedule and £8.2bn over budget.

Sizewell C also relies on co-financing by China which is problematic in an ever-changing
political climate.

The construction will take between 9 and12 years and we need to start meeting low-carbon
targets long before then. In its latest assessment of energy needs, the National Infrastructure
Commission advises that a renewables-based system is best and that only one new big
nuclear plant needs to be commissioned before 2025 i.e. Hinkley C. This power station itself
won't start producing electricity until 2025 at the earliest anyway.

Mr Johnson said that every household would be powered by windfarms in the future so
Sizewell C is therefore unnecessary.

The site itself is also completely unsuitable. The current newsletter indicates that it will be
necessary to increase the height of the sea defence in line with sea level rise predictions and
that the foundation design is to be developed for greater stability. Why create such a huge
construction in an unstable area threatened by sea level rise?

It will be built in the Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and right
next to Minsmere. Wildlife will be greatly disturbed by the transportation of materials by sea,
road and rail and all the land that is to be lost. There will be vast amounts of noise and light
pollution. Roads are to be built across open land and fields in order to cater for huge numbers
of HGVs. This all adds up to an environmental disaster and will be unbearable for local
residents.

The SSSI Crossing is a contradiction in terms - in order to protect an SSSI, you are going to
disturb it in order to reduce the amount of land take. Why are you building on an SSSI
anyway? This further indicates that the site is unsuitable.

"Green" jobs could be created instead of training youngsters in how to build nuclear power
stations - solar panel installation, home insulation, nature conservation, local food production,
windfarm technology, rewilding etc.

Sizewell is unnecessary and should not be built for all the above reasons.

Your sincerely



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Objection to EDF's 5th consultation
There is nothing in EDF’s latest proposals to change my view that
this proposed development is the wrong project in the wrong place.
All that this consultation has done has add further uncertainty about
the impact of this project. EDF appear to consulting on things that
they may, or may not, be able, or want to deliver. There are many
things wrong with this project that the latest consultation fails to
address. I will focus just on three of them: 1. Transport strategy.
There has been a major concern from people who live near the
Sizewell site about the level of traffic on local roads. It is astounding
after all the time and effort planning this project that there is still a
complete lack of clarity about the how materials will be moved onto
site. The possible solutions, of moving materials by sea or rail, are no
more certain than they were at the start of this process. What has
remained a constant throughout is that there will be a huge increase
in daily lorry and car traffic on the local roads. The solution of building
a “temporary” Theberton bypass is the worst of all worlds: - it won’t
be ready for the first few years of the project, so all traffic will go via
the B1122 - the proposed bypass will destroy quiet lanes, footpaths
and agricultural land and divide communities - it will (possibly) be
removed after the build is complete The alternative of the D2 link
road has not been properly considered. If this project does go ahead,
at least the D2 link road would provide some permanent benefit to
the area. The proposed Theberton bypass is the worst possible
option. It will destroy a delightful Suffolk lane, local houses and
businesses. And I doubt it will ever be removed, but will remain as a
permanent white elephant alongside the white elephant of Sizewell
C. 2. Coastal erosion Another major concern about this project is the
possible impact on the stability of the coastline. There is no
reassurance that the impact of a hard coastal defence is properly
understood. This is a very fragile and sensitive coast. Proper analysis
needs to be carried out and shared with the local community about
the impact of this project on the surrounding coastline. This does not
seem to have been done. It all seems to be guess work and wishful
thinking. 3. Temporary accommodation The proposed temporary
accommodation block in Eastbridge is totally unacceptable. It will
severely damage the local village and the local tourism industry. The
likelihood is that the facility will be underused by workers who will



choose to compete for local accommodation and drive to the site
every day anyway. Yours sincerely, , Westleton



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk @parliament.uk
Subject:EDF public briefing 5th consultation
Dear Sir/Madam
I am writing to reiterate my opposition to the building of Sizewell C.
As a resident of Westleton (roughly miles from Sizewell) I am still very unhappy about:
EDF's unwillingness to engage in discussions about replacing the proposed temporary
accommodation block in nearby Eastbridge with permanent sustainable legacy housing in a
number of surrounding towns and villages. Eastbridge, a village of 400 people, will be
swamped and ruined by this development.
the D2/W is the only feasible route for Sizewell C. Any other alternatives are inferior to this
proposed route, in terms of the detrimental effects on local villages.
At this stage of proceedings EDF should only be consulting on proposals it can definitely
deliver. Addressing serious concerns after eight years of ignoring them is not good enough,
and EDF is still using language like 'possible' and 'potential', eg with regard to sea/train
transport solutions. It shows a refusal to seriously engage with genuine and justifiable
objections raised through this and previous consultations.
Nothing in EDF's latest consultation document alters the fact that Sizewell C, if built, will be an
environmental disaster, destroying an invaluable precious landscape, (plus the area will suffer
greatly through loss of a large part of its tourist income); it will be obsolete before it is finished
(undoubtedly way over budget and schedule) as rapidly evolving cheaper energy options
emerge; it will cost taxpayers ridiculous amounts of money; it will be a white elephant, a
monument to the government's ill conceived, inflexible and outdated energy policies (not to
mention the fact it won't even help it meet its carbon reducing targets by 2030.
I write this latest email still hoping that by some miracle this indefensible project will be
cancelled but remain gloomy, given EDF's intransigence so far in reacting to the massive
concerns of people, local and beyond, and the government's seeming irrational determination
to press ahead regardless.
Yours faithfully



RESPONSE TO 5TH CONSULTATION PROPOSED CHANGES TO

DCO APPLICATION

After the best part of 10 years of planning and consulting it is

incredulous that the ideas in this DCO application have only

just come for consultation so shortly after the DCO

application.

None of the proposals have alleviated my concerns and

opposition to the construction of Sizewell C. I do not believe

any of these changes are an improvement to EDF’s plans.

EDF realises it has a serious problem in getting all the

materials on site and in particular the LGV’s required and has

been forced to rethink its policy amid a ground swell of

opposition from the public, councils and MPs as well as

environmental groups.

There is no detail on where materials are coming from and

the already inadequate A12 with Orwell bridge and A14 will

have to carry this additional traffic with the chaos that will

inevitably ensue.

There is nothing in this proposal that is firm and we are being

asked to respond on theoretical permutations that are not

evidence based.

Currently it is expected that 60% of materials will arrive by

road with 40% by rail or sea. In order to reduce LGVs, serious

increase in rail and sea freight is required.



We are told that trains and ships may take up to 20% of

materials off the road or they might not! At a recent online

meeting representatives admitted that these proposals are

not guaranteed and that this might well not be the case.

Therefore we have no confidence in this consultation.

It relies on 8 trains a day – 7 at night having to reschedule

passenger trains to accommodate and is not agreed.

Discussions are stil ongoing with Network Rail.

Extra beach landing facility will need to be constructed with

piles into the sea bed. The jetty was abandoned because of

the noise of piling affecting marine life.

Even if all this is possible it will still have no effect on traffic in

the early years of construction as well as the added traffic

burden from other major energy construction projects

coinciding with Sizewell Cs possible construction. Relocation

of buildings onto site of Sizewell A have yet to be agreed.

The culvert to the SSSI crossing across Sizewell marshes has

been widened however the reduced land take proposed is

still shaded and will be barren.

Yet more land is required for the link road to manage

drainage.

Proposed compensatory fen meadow at Pakenham is too

little too late and miles away from Sizewell. These habitats

take years to establish and will not be ready to compensate

for the destruction of the ones it is proposed to replace at

start of construction.



There is still no firm design of the hard sea defences or any

impact statement to the proposed temporary piling to

coastal processes.

In conclusion this is yet more proposals by EDF with woeful

lack of detail or substance. This has been the case of all of the

consultations so far and is an insult to everyone trying to

engage with the process.



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Yoxford Parish Council Response to Sizewell C Project
Consultation December 2020
Freight Transport

The people of East Suffolk do not want lots of HGVs on the local roads because the resulting
congestion and increased journey times will damage other businesses (especially tourism),
will impact on the quality of life for local people and will have a negative impact on the
environment and air quality. It is therefore pleasing that there are proposals for increasing the
use of rail and sea for freight deliveries and reducing the number of HGVs by road. However,
it is disappointing that this message has only properly been taken on board after DCO
submission and not during the eight years and four consultation stages that preceded it. It is
disappointing that the rail and sea proposals are only for potential changes that appear to be
far from certain and, even if these are fully delivered, there will still be a large number of
lorries on the roads that will cause the damage previously mentioned.

We find it difficult to understand why the proposals cannot be much firmer at this stage. At
consultation stages 1 and 2 there were proposals for both rail and sea led strategies. Stage 3
included a rail led strategy and stage 4 had a hybrid road and rail strategy for freight
transport. Many 100s of pages of proposals have been written about different freight
strategies, but it appears that work did not extend to working out how many freight trains can
run along the East Suffolk line each night for different scenarios of improvement works, or
what sort of beach landing facility could be used to deliver aggregates to site and that work
still has to be done now. It is hard not to conclude that sea and rail led strategies were never
serious options that have not been investigated fully. It appears that they are only being
investigated now because key stakeholders continue to oppose the heavily road dependent
freight strategy submitted to the DCO.

Rail Proposals

Looking at the rail proposals we note that there is only the "potential" to increase to four trains
per day or "even five" for a "limited peak period", "5 or 6 days a week". We would like to know
how much potential, is it four or five trains or actually neither and we are back to two and then
three when the green rail route is complete, is it 5 or 6 days per week, how long is a limited
peak period, is this period limited by some aspect of rail capacity or limited by the project's
peak demand for the materials to be delivered by rail. Most importantly, when it is clearer
what you can actually rather than potentially do, what is the actual forecast impact on the
number of HGVs on the roads and when will the work be complete? We need something
more certain to comment on. We are also concerned about the noise at night for people living
near to the railway. We cannot tell whether the proposed noise mitigations will prevent
significant disruption to the lives of those affected.

Beach Landing Facility

The beach landing facility proposals are similarly uncertain making it difficult to comment
other than to say that we support the maximisation of freight delivery by sea as it has the
least impact on local businesses and communities. A minor point as the intention appears
positive, but could you clarify how often you expect the coast path to be closed. The wording
"could be kept open...as far as it is reasonably practicable and safe to do so" used in the
proposals (2.2.18) could mean hardly ever open, hardly ever closed or everything in between.

Overall View on Freight Transport



Our overall view on the freight proposals is that delivery by sea should be prioritised over rail
and then rail over road because we believe the impacts on local businesses and communities
would be minimised by that approach. Even if the options that maximise sea and rail delivery
are chosen and fully delivered, the proposals do not reduce delivery by road enough. There
will still be far too many HGVs on the unsuitable roads causing congestion, damaging local
businesses and local communities. The proposals say "Even with unlimited rail and sea
capacity, however, the volume of material moved by HGV is unlikely to be less than 40% of
the total as this proportion of materials is best suited to road transportation". That volume of
HGV traffic will cause harm that needs to be mitigated. The harm can be mitigated by further
road enhancements which EDF have thus far been unwilling to make, and / or it can be
mitigated by increasing the proportion of materials delivered by rail and sea. Materials that
are "best suited" to road transportation do not have to be delivered by road. Some of those
materials can be delivered by sea or rail. It may cost EDF more to do that in order to reduce
the cost and impact on local businesses and communities but that is often the way with
mitigation and is not the basis to rule it out.

Main Platform

The proposals include the reduction in height of one of the pylons but the retention of the
others and no proposals for replacing the pylons with over or under ground interconnection.
We ask again that an alternative design of interconnection is considered that cause less
visual harm. We understand that Suffolk County Council have commissioned research that
identifies alternatives.

Yoxford Roundabout

The proposals for the Yoxford roundabout look reasonable. However, we would like some
reassurance that the roundabout will be safe for cyclists and pedestrians. The existing
junction is on a sharp bend which tends to calm the traffic to speeds well below 30 mph. The
new roundabout will allow traffic to approach much faster. We are particularly concerned
about traffic approaching from the north downhill at speeds above the current 40 mph speed
limit. It appears traffic will have good line of sight to opposite traffic turning right and could
therefore enter the roundabout at significant speed if they saw the junction was clear. This
would represent a risk to cyclists turning right into the B1122 and potentially to pedestrians.
This risk should be mitigated.

Overall View

Yoxford Parish Council do not want to continually oppose Sizewell C. We would like EDF to
make their proposals, be clear on the harms they cause and identify reasonable mitigations
that address those harms. We are fed up with proposals that represent the absolute minimum
EDF think they can get away with that leave a lot of harm for local businesses and
communities to pick up. The only reason we have the current proposals is because it became
obvious that the DCO submission was less than EDF could get away with. Even assuming
the best case split between sea / rail and road we believe these new proposals do not go far
enough and the number of HGVs will still create unacceptable harm for local communities
and businesses. Although Sizewell is a designated site for new nuclear builds the local
transport infrastructure and the constrained and sensitive nature of the site do not lend
themselves to a development of the size being proposed by EDF. Much more needs to be
done to mitigate the impacts of what is being proposed.

As we get nearer to a decision on whether to proceed with Sizewell C we would like to raise
again our concern about how the development is managed once underway. We are very
concerned that issues that arise during construction will increase the impacts on local
businesses and communities. It is easy to envisage scenarios where early road
improvements are delayed, it becomes difficult to run the forecast number of trains, the beach
landing capacity is lower than hoped for and so on. These scenarios are likely to lead to a
situation where the project will be delayed and / or cost more unless dispensation is given to
increase the number of HGVs on the roads with the consequential increase in impact on local
businesses and communities. We would like to see some firm commitments to HGV volumes



above which dispensation will not be sought. In particular, what would the maximum
permissible HGV volumes be on the B1122 in the early years and in the rest of the project,
what is the maximum duration of "early years" and what would be the maximum permissible
HGV volumes be on the A12 and link road throughout the whole project. If dispensation is
sought to increase HGV volumes for how many days per year would this be sought and would
there be a commitment not to seek any such dispensations during peak holiday season. It is
important that these commitments are made in advance of work beginning as we fear that
once the project is underway the pressure to keep to the plan will always lead to
dispensations that adversely impact the local community.

on behalf of Yoxford Parish Council



Sizewell C: a further public consultation by EDF 18 November to 18 December 2020

EDF Fourth Consultation: additional transport and coastal proposals.

Response from the Alde and Ore Association.

The Alde and Ore Association is a charity, with some 2000 members, which aims to preserve and

protect the Alde and Ore Estuary for the benefit of the public to enjoy.

The Association addresses only the proposed structural changes affecting the coast line.

Summary: Nothing in these latest proposals allays the Association’s basic concern that the long

term existence of Sizewell C will interrupt natural coastal processes and lead to damaging the

coast further south, including to the detriment of Aldeburgh and the long natural Orfordness

shingle spit protecting the Estuary. If anything they add to the concerns.

Detail:

The proposals involve extending the proposed Beach Landing Facility, a new temporary beach

landing facility, for which four options are given, changes to the Hard Core Defence Feature which

will defend the two SZC plants from the sea and flooding and new plans for a temporary storm water

outfall on the beach. These plans have consequences for the earlier proposals envisaged for

shoreline protection by shingle recycling.

These proposals are not an appropriate basis for a real consultation. The consultation document

admits that they involve new ideas on which there is further work to be done to assess whether or

not the impact on coastal processes and sediment movements will have significant effects. The

statement in the document that despite further work being needed, the impact of the proposals will

be insignificant cannot be sustainable as there is no evidence offered as to why that is the case.

The Hard Core Defence Feature: The design of the Hard Core Defence Feature was incomplete in the

last consultation, so assessment of its impact on coastal processes was not possible. Adjustments

have been made to that proposal making it apparently 3.8m higher and extending a further 8 metres

seaward, but the small-scale diagrams do not make clearer what the design may be. Sheet piled

walls have only a limited life but the whole structure will be in place for over 100 years. The

structure will be more intrusive into the rapidly shifting coastline and the document acknowledges

that will require more shingle recycling at an earlier date - that point again itself showing that there

will be an even more significant impact on the coast than the impact of the earlier consultation

proposals on the coast.

The Permanent Beach Landing Facility would be extended by 30 metres and would be used for

major exceptional deliveries. The impact of this is not clear but may be less than that for the HCDF.

The Temporary Beach Landing Facility proposal provides for four options but even those are still

liable to change: for example Option 4 - if it were to be essentially a floating platform it would have

less impact on the sea bed despite its size, but if, as could still happen, it was decided to make it

fixed installation, given its size the impact on coastal flows could be serious. This cannot be a proper

consultation as the questions asked are requiring answers to a moving target.

Temporary Storm Water Outfall This is a new addition. The proposals are inadequate in that the

actual placing on the beach is uncertain, as are the considerations as to its impact on the beach

profile and possible problems for walkers.



Need for remedial action on the shoreline adjacent to the power plant. The fact that the

consultation document accepts that the new proposals would require earlier remedial action to deal

with erosion and long shore drift than under the previous plan, probably by 2050, is welcome but

that is where that recognition ends.

The real point is the potential impact. The consultation does little to attempt to clarify that and so is

inadequate. It can be inferred that the earlier date of the structure starting to protrude from the

coastline could mean earlier and more build-up of sediment north of Sizewell. The plans remain

silent on what happens to the south: the original proposals made the sweeping assumption that

coastal processes within the Greater Sizewell Bay will stay within that area and that there will not be

any implications to the south, still remains to be demonstrated with evidence. This assertion remains

strange given the long evolution of the dynamic Suffolk coast, even from Dunwich to Shingle Street,

and the fact that the ness of Thorpeness itself, at the southern end of the Sizewell Bay, has moved

south in recent years. There is nothing in any of the proposals to date, including this latest fourth

round, which gives any confidence that there has been any proper consideration of the potential

damage to this dynamic coastline arising from the disturbance that will be caused by the

construction of Sizewell C and which could have substantial adverse consequences for the shoreline

of the settlements and Orfordness to the south of the Sizewell area.

One further consideration to be drawn from these shifting proposals is that the need for a future

monitoring and mitigation plan has been emphasised, yet again. The existence of such a plan, if

Sizewell is allowed to be built, will be vital to ensure changes to the coast caused by the existence of

SZC, as opposed to natural coastal evolution, are addressed and mitigation put in place. The need for

a legally binding, well governed structure which will be properly funded is firmly re-emphasised

here. It is fundamental that such effective arrangements are in place for the entire life of the project,

including the eventual decommissioning and removal phases.

Conclusion: The lack of transparency about what is planned, when the impact could be detrimental

to our coast, was and remains unacceptable. A consultation on which it is not possible to form a

view but only to express concerns is not a real consultation.

From the Alde and Ore Association Trustees

18 Dec 2020

•email comments to info@sizewellc.co.uk;



From
Sent:19/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:RE: Sizewell C

From: >
Sent: 18 December 2020 12:18
To: 'info@sizewell.co.uk' <info@sizewell.co.uk>
Cc:
Subject: Sizewell C

EDF’s new consultation proposals have not ameliorated my objections to the project; rather
they have reinforced them. In particular:

1. Why is EDF making new proposals which may or may not be realistic as their
feasibility has yet to be demonstrated.

2. I see that construction will require 3 million litres of fresh water per day ( over 1
million cubic metres per year) . Where is the water coming from?

3. The new compensatory fen meadow habitat is located at Pakenham in West Suffolk.
Like the other two compensatory habitats at Benhall and Halesworth, this site is
miles away and does not adequately compensate for rare fen habitat loss in the
Sizewell Marshes SSSI. Legally, compensatory habitats that are at least equivalent to
those lost must be put in place before construction. Suffolk Wildlife Trust says EDF’s
plans are “not even close” to mitigating the impact on the environment.

4. How is it that there is a proposal that the financing of Sizewell should fall on the
general public via a levy on all electricity bill payers. Given EDF’s track record, it is
not surprising that they are unable to produce a scheme or consortium to finance
the construction.

Regards



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:

Subject:Response to EDF's 5th consultation

18 December 2020

RESPONSE TO EDF’s 5th CONSULTATION

Our views expressed in previous consultations and our Relevant Representations are
unchanged. These proposals do not change our opposition to Sizewell C, which was
not limited to the issues you are consulting us on (primarily transport, impact on the
SSSI and coastal defences, though these are critical issues).

You are consulting us on proposals that you say are “possible” or have “potential”
which gives us no confidence they can be delivered. They claim to address issues
that should have been addressed years ago. We are also flabbergasted that you did
not pause the Section 56 period to hold these consultations (since you must have
known prior to 30 September that you would be doing so). Given that human nature
is to respond at the latest day possible, you would have saved hundreds of people
some of the time and effort they expended to prepare their Relevant
Representations.

We endorse the responses of Stop Sizewell C, Theberton and Eastbridge Parish
Council, the RSPB, AONB Partnership and Suffolk Wildlife Trust.

Rail Proposals: These proposals are uncertain. We are aware that the antisocial and
weekend hours will impact communities adjacent to the railway line (and bats in Kenton
Hills). We see no contingency plans about what will happen, should these proposals be
put forward, if there were engineering works or faults on the main lines that would
affect these deliveries. Would materials revert to HGV delivery?

Beach landing facilities and sea proposals: These proposals are equally uncertain.
Where are the contingency plans for bad weather that may reduce these deliveries?
Would materials revert to HGV? What would the impact of the two facilities on coastal
process.

We have no faith that the HGV numbers can be significantly reduced or will be capped at
a significantly reduced number, and believe there could easily be many days when they
are as high or higher than your DCO proposals state.



SSSI crossing: This is not a bridge; it is a larger culvert. It still takes too much SSSI land,
and the covered area of the culvert would be too dark to encourage movement of
wildlife.

Sea defences: We cannot understand why a complete design has not been submitted.
The possible changes to heights and extent demonstrate just how unlikely it is that these
defences can guarantee to perform, especially given that you propose to adapt them as
little as 12 years after the start of operation.

Pillbox Field should not be built on. New fen meadow compensatory habitat at
Pakenham will not be created prior to construction and is in no way adequate
compensation for the Fen Meadow and M22 habitat that will be lost. Proposed works
on the Sizewell Link Road will take even more land from our neighbours.

Yours faithfully,



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:Sizewell C latest 5th Consultation - Personal Response
Dear Sir or Madam, As a member of the

, you will have today received our joint response.
This, my personal Response, is straightforward: 1) EDF discounted
Rail and Sea freight in favour of road transport in their Stage 3
consultation, Stage 4 promoted a ‘potential’ integrated road/rail
transport solution devoid of meaningful supporting data. 2) The latest
Consultation (Stage 5) issued 18th November was forced upon EDF
in answer to severe reservations expressed regarding Stages 3/4
proposals from the Environment Agency, Suffolk County Council,
local MPs together with numerous local village councils and action
groups. 3) Stage 5 is littered with ill defined options to potentially
make greater use of both sea and rail freight - but with no firm plan
nor firm commitment. 4) My concern is that Stage 5 is full of “ideas,
initiatives, possibles, potentials, opportunities” doing little more than
paying lip service to the concerns of those offices mentioned at 2
above. 5) My plea is that EDF must be forced to finalise their plans
and commit to a formal freight strategy prior to the Inspectorate
granting Planning Consent - these finalised plans should then be
crystallised in a final 6th Consultation for approval by local
stakeholders. 6) EDF must not be allowed to renege on any element
of their finalised plan For any business entity, having spent over
10years preparing their case for investing over £20bn, not to have
finite plans of supply and freight at this late stage suggests an
unfunded or underfunded desperation. Please make any permissions
given to EDF specific and fully binding, with severe financial penalties
for any breach Thank you in advance for your attention, sincerely,

Sent by iPad



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Response to EDF Consultation 5 

 

Firstly, we find it surprising that EDF put forward another 17 potential changes 

to the DCO they submitted October 2020 and just two weeks after Relevant 

Responses were due at the end of September. Surely these changes must have 

been in the pipeline well before the DCO submission. We do not agree with the 

Sizewell C build, rural Suffolk infrastructure will never cope with the size of this 

construction whatever desperate ideas EDF come up with. As for this 5th 

consultation, EDF should only be consulting on proposals it can be sure to 

deliver with much use of the words ‘potential, considering and not 

guaranteed’. After 8 years working on the proposals these additions come very 

late in the day. 

 Freight Management. 

The problem with this colossal build will always be the lack of infrastructure in 

this part of Suffolk. Unlike Hinkley C, there is no motorway within a few miles, 

just the inadequate A12, which at the best of times has black spots of traffic 

congestion during holiday time but nothing like what will happen, even with a 

reduction of HGV’s on the roads should SZC get the go-ahead.  

Train movements   

Of course, it would be beneficial to deliver more construction materials by rail, 

if the local network, again, was suitable. We don’t believe it is. Many houses 

have been built along the East Coast- line over the years and to think there 

could be up to 8 train movements a day, of which 7 would be at night, 6 days a 

week, would be completely unacceptable and would cause misery for the 



family’s living along the line. There must be concerns that night train journeys 

to the construction site would disturb bats, birds, and mammals in this 

sensitive wildlife area. 

 Any changes to the passenger service, totally unacceptable.  

Beach landing facility 

In previous consultations EDF stated it would not be possible to bring more 

materials by sea without damaging the marine environment. What has 

changed? 

 We are now told, not only will the permanent BLF be longer, but there could 

also be a second, temporary, Beach Landing Facility up to 400m long which 

could operate 24 hrs/day, taking delivery’s between April and October, 

depending on weather conditions. Aggregates would be moved from the beach 

via an overhead conveyor belt and the coastal path redirected during use.  

Totally unacceptable, too disruptive to this fragile piece of coastline.  

SSSI Crossing  

We do not agree with any damage to the SSSI and believe no roads should 

impact the AONB. This intrusion and damage the new crossing will cause is 

intolerable, ugly, and totally out of keeping with the AONB and SSSI.  

 

Fen Meadow replacement 

The new compensatory fen meadow habitat at Pakenham in West Suffolk is 38 

miles away and like the other two sites at Benhall and Halesworth, will not 

adequately compensate for rare fen habitat loss in the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. 

Legally, compensatory habitats, that are at least equivalent to those lost, must 

be put in place before construction begins. Fen Meadow does not happen 

overnight, they develop over many years. Suffolk Wildlife Trust says EDF’s 

plans are “not even close” to mitigating the impact on the environment. 

 The site at Halesworth is next to a busy road, edged by an industrial park and 

the local sewerage plant. The Benhall site is very near the A12. Both hardly 

replacement for the peace and quiet of the of the Sizewell SSSI. As for 

Pakenham site, no idea if the local people want it or not, or if it’s in a suitable 

area.   



 

Surface Water 

Surface water during construction and heavy rainfall would obviously be a 

problem but we feel that any contaminated water from the site, pumped into 

the North Sea would be a highly irresponsible thing to do and could lead to 

more pollution to the ocean affecting fish and birds. The example of pipe Fig 

4.17 is ugly and will be another eyesore on the beach front. 

Other Main Site Changes 

a) Sea defence. The fact that SZC will be built on a crumbling coast, with 

predicted sea level rise, means this ever-increasing concrete ‘feature 

wall’ will dominate and ruin this part of the heritage coast forever, thus 

again proving this is the wrong location for the power station. 

Unacceptable. 

b) Construction activities and height limits. Any increase in height over such 

a long construction stage will be yet another appalling eyesore and 

increased stockpiling. 

c) Tree Retention. The loss of trees and established hedging over the whole 

estate, is beyond comprehension and will cause untold damage to 

wildlife in the area. 

d) Boundary Changes. See earlier comments on Fen Meadow habitat. 

e) Bridleway. It is an utter travesty that this well-used, ancient bridleway 

should suffer such drastic changes and be re-routed due to the 

inaccessibility of the main site. To re-direct it along, what will be, a very 

busy road, with a crossing is totally unacceptable. 

Sizewell B relocation facilities 

As EDF have yet to reach an agreement with the NDA for the use extra land, 

which is by no means guaranteed. I note a strip, at the back of the Pillbox, is 

being replanted. Noted, it still leaves p enty of room for a carpark, should the 

land NOT become available from SZA. This carpark would be totally 

unacceptable in the AONB. 

The sad loss of Coronation Wood is regrettable to say the least. We only hope 

that rigorous mitigation measures for the bats and reptiles, that were known 

to inhabit the area, were put in place, before the wood was felled? 

                     



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
CC:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Subject:Sizewell C
Dear Madam / Sir,

I have already written to express my opposition to

the building of 2 new reactors at Sizewell.

The new proposals by EDF cannot mitigate the devastation the

construction will wreak. They do not change the views I have

already expressed.

Yours,



From:
Sent:18/12/2020
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info
Subject:Re: RESPONSE TO SIZEWELL C - 5TH CONSULTATION

Dear Sizewell C project team,

While any improvements to EDF's proposals for SZC are to be welcomed, this 5th public
consultation document is conspicuously short of them. After 8 years of consultation on a
project to cost £20 billion one might have expected it to contain definite proposals. It's
therefore disappointing to read most of what's proposed qualified with terms such as possibly,
might and could. In particular, EDF admit that their proposals to reduce HGV traffic are not
guaranteed. It is difficult to understand why, after all this time, additional train movements are
only 'a possibility' when consultation after consultation have indicated that local communities
favour a rail and sea-led transport system. Equally, the construction of a second, temporary,
beach landing facility which 'could' operate 24 hours a day is subject to 'feasibility studies
permitting'. To be discussing the possibility of doing feasibility studies at this late stage, after
the Development Consent Order has been submitted to the Planning Inspectorate, and in the
weeks leading up to the examination process, seems extraordinary. I was under the
impression that a DCO is a legally binding document. It's hard to see how the proposals that
EDF have outlined can be binding when they are so vague. Or perhaps that's the point?

I could go on - EDF is 'still considering' what kind of sea defences it would need etc. Suffice
to say that EDF have still not adequately addressed the very many substantial issues raised
by, amongst others, the Environment Agency, AONB, Suffolk Wildlife Trust, RSPB Minsmere
and local communities. And while a landscaping bund around the Southern Park & Ride may
be a small crumb of comfort to the many locals opposed its location, a compensatory fen
meadow at Pakenham in West Suffolk does not adequately compensate for rare fen habitat
loss in the Sizewell Marshes SSSI in East Suffolk. Indeed Suffolk Wildlife Trust states that
EDF's plans are 'not even close' to mitigating the impact on the local environment.

I'm not sure why EDF chose to undertake this 5th consultation or what it was hoping to
achieve. My own view remains that Sizewell C is the wrong technology, in the wrong place,
and at an unaffordable price. These minor amendments have, I'm afraid, done nothing to
change that.

Yours faithfully,



 

 

 

 

 

RECEIVED 

1:6. DEC mg 

7th  December 2020 

Dear Sir/Madam 

We live at e and the proposed new link road is  

. 

I do fundamentally object to the project however if you are successful in your plans I 

hope you will engage with me to minimize disruption caused to us and our 

community 

As you have recently altered the plans for Sizewell can I please ask you to consider 

the comments below and contact me at your earliest convenience, as if the project 

does go ahead by making simple alterations to your existing plans you can save us all 

considerable inconvenience. I see from your press releases that you wish to engage 

with the community in the hope you can mitigate disruption to our way of life 

pre/during and after construction. 

You must be acutely aware that a project this size you must attend to our concerns 

and therefore I believe that the least you can do is meet me or call to discuss 

So your latest plan and from the planning application it appears that the proposed 

construction for the Link road will begin from the West and progress to the East, in 

my opinion the construction compound should All be to the East of the Al2 and at 

least 20 metres from the Al2 to avoid an eyesore and possible distraction for road 

users and locals. 

Where exactly will the fence go for the highway? on the current plan it seems to be 

 which is in constant use by a working farm and ourselves. if 

the construction compound was 20 feet further North the access would not be 

affected, any fencing could then be to the East of the Al2 and therefore causing 

minimal disruption and eyesore. 

Construction noise from reversing beepers and engine noise to be kept to a 

minimum hence why compound should be away from the Al2 to the East. 

To mitigate Cot can the constructors use electric vehicles ? and where are they all 

going to park on a daily basis?? 

We are lucky to have virtually black skies and amazing views of the sky at night 



Instead of ten metre light posts lighting up the approach,road and roundabout they 

should be replaced with low level smart lighting that minimises light pollution to this 

rural part of Suffolk (currently there is almost perfect dark skies.) I do not know what 

form this low level smart lighting will take but just know there must be an alternative 

to 10 metre high light columns . 

1 have recently visited little Hadham bypass in Hertfordshire and noticed that they 

are installing low level lighting in the approach to the roundabouts so a solution is 

available 

As there are more HGVs and vehicles using the Al2 and because of additional 

braking noise additional hedges and trees should be planted from the new proposed 

roundabout along the existing route for at least half a mile each way 

Should there be a bunding bank shielding the from view from across the 

field from  this would help with noise pollution as well as visual 

When this link road was first mentioned in round 41 believe the recommendation 

was for removal after construction? Has this changed as I can see no legacy use. 

Layby on East side of Al2 to have double yellow lines to prevent continuous parking 

and fly tipping 

IF road D2/W was built would that not have a legacy use for Leiston and Aldeburgh 

plus be used for other infrastructure projects. 

Please can you contact me on  or by email if that is more convenient 
initially 

Yours faithfully 

 

Please see below planning extracts from the said A120 bypass and the detail and 

simplicity of explanation they have used to keep communities on board, I cannot see 

exactly what you are planning so a meeting would be very useful. 

'The design of the proposed route has been developed with the engineers to reduce 
the potential impact on landscape character and views where possible. This has 
been achieved through the avoidance of most mature trees, developing visually 
sensitive bridge designs and identifying areas where new native planting may 
screen views of the proposed road. Extensive site walkovers have been undertaken 
and photomontages have been prepared from key locations to accurately identify 
and present the scale of potential visual impact. 



Ecology and nature conservation 
Extensive ecological surveys are being carried out including habitats, bats, badgers, 
reptiles, amphibians, hedgerows, hazel dormouse, breeding birds, otter and water 
vole. Great Crested Newts have been found east of the scheme and ponds and 
terrestrial habitat are provided in the design. Extensive badger activity has been 
observed 

A noise model of the scheme is being used to compare road traffic noise levels with 
and without the scheme. It is being validated against surveys of background noise 
made earlier this year. 
Noise mitigation is being considered to minimise the predicted adverse impacts of 
the scheme. Typical mitigation measures include noise barriers, earth bunds and 
low noise road surfacing. The use of each measure depends 
on the amount of mitigation required and operational, maintenance and 
engineering constraints. 
The guidance of the Design Manual For Roads and Bridges states that a change in 
road traffic noise of 1dB in the short term (when a project is opened) is the smallest 
change that is considered perceptible. In the long term (typically 15 years after 
project opening), a 3dB change is considered perceptible. The guidance therefore 
considers a noise change of up to 2.9 dB in the long term to be a negligible impact. 

and further surveys will take place to ensure that appropriate mitigation is 
provided so as not to sever territories with the road. Consultation with the 
landscape architect will ensure that appropriate habitat replacement and 
enhancement will be included in the scheme. " 

Construction Environmental Management Plan 
When the scheme enters into the construction stage the appointed contractor will 
produce a Construction Environmental Management Plan based on 
recommendations from the Environmental Statement. 
This will describe methods by which they will meet environmental requirements. 
Implementation of the plan will be monitored by the relevant authorities. 
The proposed Environmental Management Plan will cover: 

• defining responsibilities for the environment 
• protection measures for nature conservation and biodiversity 
• noise control and hours of working 
• traffic management 
• materials and waste management 
• air quality protection such as dust management 
• management of complaints and corrective action processes 
• monitoring and reporting processes " 



RECEIVED 
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PAKENHAM PARISH COUNCIL 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

Tel:  

Email:   
7th  December 2020 

Sizewell C consultation — Pakenham Parish Council's comments in relation to the possible 
purchase of land re Fen Meadows, Pakenham 

If EDF Power Station at Sizewell C does go ahead and the land at Pakenham is obtained the Parish 
Council would like these questions answered to inform the residents of Pakenham: 

	

1. 	What is the proposed timescale for this (start to finish)? 
II. Who will ultimately own the land and will this organisation be legally separate from EDF and a 

charity? 
III. Will a member of Pakenham Parish Council be invited to sit on the board of Charity as a 

representative of the village? 
IV. Will this land be open to access by the general public in perpetuity? 
V. Currently footpath no.3 runs through this area, will this footpath be retained and raised on 

duck boards. 
VI. Will there be further footpaths created across the new Fenland, if so, where would the access 

be and will these footpaths be raised on duckboards. 
VII. Will there be an opportunity for Pakenham Parish Council to agree the location of new 

footpaths? 
VIII. Does this Plan have the approval of Natural England who are Guardians of the existing SSSI 

meadow? 
IX. Will any changes to the Land Hydrology on the other side of the Mill Stream have any 

adverse effect on the existing SSSI meadow? 
X. It appears that the boundary of the new Fenland follows the route of Pakenham stream, how 

will this impact on the flow of the stream and in turn the listed Pakenham Water Mill. 

	

Xl. 	How will the organisation managing the new Fenland maintain the stream? 
XII. Pakenham Parish Council are concerned about the about the affect on the stream, has this 

been modelled and studied in depth to avoid any problems in the future with the operation of 
the Water Mill. 

XIII. Will this proposal have an impact beyond the immediate area and have an effect on the wider 
area including water levels. How will this be monitored and controlled, will there be any effect 
on homes and gardens. 

XIV. Pakenham Parish Council would like to be included as an interested party on future 
discussions for this site. 

 
On behalf of Pakenham Parish Council 



SZC DCO Stage consultation December 2020

Representation from Leiston-cum-Sizewell Town Council

Councillors have viewed the documentation and diagrams accompanying this latest
consultation and would make the following comments;

Overall, the ambition to reduce the number of HGV movements is admirable and
supported.

The rail option is an obvious choice if Network Rail can accommodate the increase in
train loads although, the increase in inconvenience to neighbours of the East Suffolk
Line, would need to be fully assessed. It was noted that this increase would be once
the Green Route was in and that there would still be no movements at night to the
LEEEI even if some loads continued to be delivered there after the “early years”. It
was unclear however just how a train would be parked up overnight for the LEEEI
but still allow the other, new, movements past it. We will need clarity on this.

To reduce HGV’s further, various options for a Temporary Beach Landing Facility
were presented. Operations of the permanent BLF during the summer “campaign”
period will block the coastal path a lot and, with the vagaries of tide and weather,
could mean a substantial loss of amenity during the holiday season. Separate from
this the first two temporary options now being consulted on look as though they will
operate in a similar fashion to the permanent BLF but, along with Option 3 and 4,
look as though they will cause less disruption/closure of the coast path by using an
overhead conveyor. The worries of members is the effect on the bars caused by the
piers and the plough dredging of the later options and the long term effects on
coastal process and marine ecology. This will be looked at closer when SZC decides
on an option (if any). I am sure lighting for night operations would be regulated by the
maritime requirements.

An aside to this is that, when the coastal path is closed, clear and accurate signage
is displayed at the Sizewell Gap entrance for walkers arriving by car to see, should
they wish to go elsewhere. This should be linked to site operations electronically and
accurately updated to prevent frustration.

Bottom line with all the above options though is that they are not being put forward
as definite and still have some work to be done. Even if all of them come to fruition
SZC Co. will rely heavily on the Link Road and it is essential that this is in place for
the construction and beyond as early as possible, preferably in the first element of
“early years”.

The next item we would like to comment upon is the raising in height (and
presumably the footprint) of the sea defences. Members cannot comment on this as
they need a visual representation of how this new change would look against SZB
defences (for comparison) and an aerial mapped view to see how far they would now
encroach onto the frontage and foreshore. It was very tight before and this will
exacerbate it. The relevant information has been requested. There is still concern
about how walkers will be “directed” past all the above works to get to minsmere. We



have mentioned before that the fencing used during SZB construction is an
unacceptable solution and we would be looking to establish this in any SoCG.

The change to the causeway is welcomed.

We are seeking to see where the marine outfall is to be situated and whether it is
being trenched in or done by direct drilling. It is suspected that this will be done by
the former which would damage another section of the dunes. This needs to be
installed with minimal disruption to the surface fauna. An aerial depiction of siting is
requested please.

The new bridleway crossing of Lovers Lane to meet Kenton Hills and Bridleway 19 is
welcome. It is hoped that this can be achieved during the construction once the early
years traffic has decreased from Lovers Lane and not after construction.



















From:
Sent:10/12/2020
To:planning@eastsuffolk.gov.uk sizewell@edfconsultation.info

Subject:DC/20/4646/FUL

We understand from Stop Sizewell C that EDF are trying to short cut their hybrid planning

application by getting the District Council Local Planning Authority to pass the application,

this should be considered as part of Sizewell C Development Consent Order (DCO)

only. We believe It would be inappropriate to approve a development when the DCO
request for Sizewell C remains under consideration by the Planning Inspectorate, when
energy policy is being reviewed and the National Policy Statement on site selection for
new nuclear reactors is under review, and therefore urge you not to put EDF in their
place by declining this underhanded behaviour.

EDF are under the assumption that local residents are happy with Sizewell C if road, rail and

sea transport of goods is sorted out, however, this is wrong. Local residents don’t want

Sizewell C under any circumstances as it will ruin this beautiful coastal area forever!

Could you let us know if EDF have informed all the wildlife around the Sizewell C site that

they will have a compulsory purchase order placed on their homes and have to travel 30 miles

plus to Pakenham in West Suffolk to start a new life? Is EDF going to collect all the wildlife

in the area and transport them to Pakenham or will they just give them all the GPS

coordinates and have to fend for themselves? As a wildlife enthusiast we are extremely

worried what will happen to all the wildlife around Sizewell C site, ANOB, SSSI, Suffolk

Wildlife site and the RSPB Minsmere, as we expect EDF will just go in with diggers and

dumper trucks and start work and the wildlife will have to look after themselves!

Planning for the demolition of Coronation Wood should never have been passed until the go-

ahead decision for Sizewell C from the government was made. The government wants

low carbon and cutting down trees before a decision is made is ludicrous as trees take in

carbon! If Sizewell C does not get the go-ahead this wood which has been there for thousands

of years will have been demolished for nothing!



















"My response is it's a huge amount of money for a
technology which is out of date and with rising oceans, we
should be using more renewables. It is decimating
Coronation Wood and the area. We've always been
against all the nuclear power use."

Response given over the community line on 18/12/20
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7th  December 2020 

To Whom it Concerns 

Sizewell C 

In response to the consultations regarding the building of Sizewell C, we would 
like to register our concerns regarding the numerous factors affected by the 
ultimate decision to approve the project. 

Whilst we welcome the changes in the reduction of numbers of HGV deliveries 
by road and of course any opportunities for job creation locally, but beyond the 
smiling faces of youngsters in the Community Newsletter, by the time they are 
trained for any employment, the work will have been accomplished by skilled 
staff from both home and abroad. 

It is unthinkable what will happen. Even with the reduced proposed movement 
of HGV's on our roads which are already at full capacity in normal times 
and will certainly be gridlocked during the holiday periods. This in itself 
will have a devastating effect on our existing and much needed tourist economy. 
This will undoubtedly cost jobs over an extremely long period. It is essential, in 
our opinion, that all deliveries should be made by sea. The additional effect on 
the B1078 road, which has already become a cut-through route for lorries and 
cars from the Al4 onto the Al2, will be nothing but a race track. This is a 
narrow and dangerous road totally unsuitable for lorries and additional cars and 
service vehicles. 

The impact of the construction will have catastrophic consequences on the 
RSPB sites surrounding Sizewell and beyond. Sites which have taken many 
years to establish will be eroded and destroyed from any natural habitation. 



The following Major Important Issues have not even been mentioned in the 
Community News - 

1) What provision is being made to ensure that Nuclear Power Stations 
are 100% safe from hostile terrorist attacks, both from home and 
abroad? 

2) What is happening to the Nuclear Waste and can we be assured of its 
long-term safety and disposal? 

3) Why is it not possible for all deliveries to be made by Sea? 

4) The project will have a serious impact on prices for the younger 
Suffolk residents seeking and securing accommodation when so 
many additional staff coming to Sizewell will also be competing for 
these houses. 

5) Why is it not possible to create more Wind Power for the generation 
of electricity which causes less disruption than Sizewell C will cause? 

It is interesting to note that the cleverly written Community newsletter does not 
seem to mention any of these practical concerns. 

Yours faithfully 





































Aldringham-cum-Thorpe Parish Council Response to
Sizewell C 5th Consultation

Introduction

Our Parish includes three important business locations - a large caravan Site (Beach
View Holiday Park), Sizewell Hall and The Warden's Trust, all very close to the
proposed site and yet our Parish has been consistently overlooked as a Consultee. In
our response to your Stage 3 proposals dated March 2019 this Council expressed
concern over EDF Energy’s commitment to the long-term benefits to our community
after the construction of two new nuclear reactors to the north end of our Parish
Boundaries. We begged the question of how this massive construction could enhance
the quality of life of our residents without overwhelming our limited resources during the
lengthy construction period. We have yet to see any indication of a long-term benefit.,
legacy or sustainability that we require. We felt at the time, and still do, that EDF Energy
are doing the bare minimum required to meet the statutory obligations required for the
construction and operation of these reactors. Now, eight years into the consultation, an
additional consultation phase is required to analyse a new set of proposals post DCO
submission. Some of these proposals are distinctly lacking in detail or viability
assessment and yet we are expected to offer an opinion.

Environmental Impact

Our previous response expressed concern over the environmental impacts of the site
on the Suffolk Coast AONB, the Sizewell marshes SSSI and the RSPB reserve at
Minsmere. Some activity has taken place to create new fen meadow habitats at three
sites in the county, but a lot more time is required for these sites to develop enough to
mitigate the loss of the habitats within the SSSI. The Suffolk Wildlife Trust has written
that EDF Energy’s current plans were ‘not even close’ to meeting the habitat
replacement requirement. RSPB Minsmere maintained in a recent video that
construction of Sizewell C would be ‘catastrophic for wildlife’ and ‘does not believe that
Sizewell is a suitable location for a new nuclear power station’. They have yet to be
appeased by EDF’s words in claiming to work with them ‘as a valued neighbour’. At all
times, wildlife and habitat will be under threat from noise, light and dust pollution.
We worry also about the nature of Sizewell’s sea defences and the effects of rising sea
levels. The permanent nature of the structures, up to fifteen metres high and eight
metres nearer the shoreline, could disrupt the coastal process at both ends of the site.
This autumn has seen dramatic cliff collapses to the northern end of Thorpeness, far
more than expected, and could be further at threat. It is vital that any construction
activity does not add to this significant risk.



Transport

At previous consultations EDF have been heavily criticized for a too-heavy reliance on a
road led strategy for movement of materials and personnel throughout the construction
phase of the project. They had appeared to pay only ‘lip-service’ to using other means,
namely rail and sea. However, they have now decided to propose some alternatives.
The sea route entails a temporary Beach Landing Facility which could be used day and
night moving aggregates ashore, although the long-term effects on the extremely
unstable coastline to the south around Thorpeness do not seem to have been closely
examined. This, along with the proposal to introduce a working rail route would make a
serious dent in the HGV numbers on any given day. However, 700 lorry movements
daily still equate to one every 2 minutes throughout a 24-hour period. Their proposal for
eight daily train movements is welcome, even though these are mostly at night. Perhaps
a legacy move on this could be a permanent rail station at Leiston. There is no escaping
the fact there will be a massive increase on traffic loads in the existing road network,
especially in the early years before the by-passes and park and ride schemes are
operational. We feel that the Sizewell link road should be taken up at the scheme’s
conclusion and the land returned to its former uses. At present, EDF admits that these
changes are not guaranteed, but for a smoother and less chaotic construction process
this council feels that they must be implemented.

People and Economy

There will, of course, be great employment opportunities for this area in both the
construction and the operational phases of Sizewell C. EDF claim that during the course
of construction 25,000 job opportunities will be created and 1,500 apprenticeships
provided, hopefully coming in the large part from the local area. 900 further permanent
local jobs will be created for the reactor’s operation. However, as the ‘local’ area is
defined as anywhere within a 90 mile drive, this might attract more commuter traffic and
be less beneficial to the immediate area than first appears.
A large number of the construction workforce will be transferred from the Hinckley site
and will be housed in the accommodation campus at Eastbridge. This council opposes
this move and has, at the Stage 3 consultation, supported the D2 proposal roadlink, tied
into much greater use of the old Leiston airfield site, to create a more integrated
approach combining the accommodation campuses, park and ride facilities and
temporary construction areas. This would reduce the impact on the AONB and provide
a great legacy opportunity for satellite industrial units etc. An improved rail link could
facilitate a future technology park, recalling Leiston’s historic industrial past.



Conclusion

Whatever changes EDF Energy may make to this scheme there is no getting away from
the questionable nature of Nuclear Power as a future clean resource. We are still
decommissioning Sizewell A, at great cost, with many more years to go before
completion. The advances in renewable energy over the last decade have been
enormous, and by the time that Sizewell C is operational it could well be superfluous. A
fraction of the £20 billion that this project will cost, if used for nationwide insulation
installation, will give immediate and lasting results to reduce our carbon footprint. It is
estimated that the carbon footprint in building this reactor will not be recouped until at
least 2040. Furthermore, the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority has recently reported
that cleaning up after the reactors we already have, never mind what we may have in
the future, will cost £132 billion over the next 120 years – a sad legacy for our
grandchildren and their childrens’ children.

This area will soon be ‘blanketed’ by an array of wind farms which will be using proven
technology at an ever-decreasing cost. We note that both of EDF’s EPRs have been
beset with design and technical problems with huge overruns of costs and time.

There is little doubt that this scheme is a massive incursion into the lives of the people
in this area, and a massive strain on our already stretched infrastructure. The
construction duration, between nine and twelve years, will be a lot to bear for us all and
will cause untold damage to our AONB and our quality of life, which EDF are promising
to restore and improve but have yet to provide a realistic view of how this will be
achieved. The upside of this project is that at the end of it there will be a facility that will
produce low carbon electricity for sixty years and nine hundred permanent well paid
jobs created in an area where they are much needed. EDF Energy have made eleven
updated pledges to ’minimise disruption and enhance the opportunities for Suffolk from
Sizewell C’ of which they must be held accountable. Throughout the consultation
phases EDF have had to be dragged ‘kicking and screaming’ to a point where perhaps
the advantages of this development now have the potential to outweigh its
disadvantages, assuming that EDF choose to implement the most environmentally
friendly options and not the most cost-effective options. They have a long way to go to
prove that they will be the beneficent partner to our area that they claim. Whilst we
cautiously welcome some of these proposed changes the lack of supporting
documentation falls short of providing a realistic option for us to review against our
substantial concerns.
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Response to SZC Co.’s Consultation on Proposed Changes –

In my responses to past consultations tp Sizewell C I have emphasised - in addition to the damage
that will be done to the heritage countryside of East Suffolk by the building of this power station -
the damage that is inevitable by the diminishing sustainability of EDF’s freight proposals.

In the last proposal the delivery of this project was intended to be almost wholly road dependent.
It seemed that EDF had discounted the only solution that would cause least environmental impact
to the county, in the name of causing less environmental impact. However National Planning
policy states that waterborne or rail transport should be preferred to road transport at all stages.

Marine delivery: I therefore welcome the proposal for an additional Beach Landing Facility at
Sizewell Beach to bring construction materials in by sea. I am interested to see this is now seen as
possible when in the past, marine delivery was speedily discounted with the excuse of damage to
marine environment.

However this new plan is not well fleshed out.

It also begs the question, why cannot all or most materials be delivered to the site by this means?
It would, for example, be helpful it we knew from where EDF is sourcing the construction
materials.

If Sizewell has to be built, it could only be done by eliminating the impact of the scheme on
Suffolk’s unique and ancient natural environment: minimising, mitigating, or compensating for its
destruction is not enough.

The impact on the population has also to be considered along with the countryside.

_________________________________________________

Tel: 7

Email:

Web: http://www.suffolk.gov.uk

Date: 18 December 2020
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Rail delivery: The belated mitigation of a road-led strategy by proposals that provide more night
trains may help the environment but it will be at the expense of the population who live along the
East Suffolk railway line, the residents I represent being among them.

Currently passenger trains operate on the East Suffolk Line between Saxmundham and Ipswich
between 0620 and 2250. The current rail proposal is for a night train every hour for the next ten
years. We are told that these are likely to be Class 66 locomotives with up to 20 wagons – that is,
nearly 350m long, and capable of carrying up to 1,250 tonnes of construction materials. The noise
and vibration made by these will be considerable, and it will be a 24 hour issue, as there are hourly
passenger services during the day.

Depending on where EDF is sourcing the construction materials, this will impact most heavily on
dwellers alongside the track from Ipswich to Saxmundham, and the residents of Woodbridge most
particularly. Indeed, as the rail-track in Woodbridge runs alongside the estuary and the town itself
is built on land rising from the estuary to the west, the noise of the trains can be heard all over
Woodbridge.

The trains being so long and there being several crossings close to Woodbridge Station (both
North and South): this will also impact on accessibility by foot and vehicle

My particular concerns are:

 the impact on passenger services generally: the proposed augmentation of services

provides no ‘recovery time’ for any train breakdowns, points failure or timetabling delays

or line obstructions such as animal encroachment, fallen trees or human tragedy.

 the impact of both noise and vibration from passing trains on residents’ wellbeing and

sleep

 the length of south-bound trains at Woodbridge station preventing emergency services

access to residential properties and house boats east of the railway line; north-bound

trains preventing emergency services access to businesses East of the line such as the

Woodbridge boatyard and the Tea Hut, and to riverside organisations such as Woodbridge

Boat club and Woodbridge Cruising Club.

 noise and air pollution caused by trains idling at the station

The proposals lack any detail or assessments of the impact on residents or businesses affected –
by access, noise, or vibration. and as I have just said, this extends beyond those living close to the
track to those within earshot. In Woodbridge alone this is the best part of 10,000 people. The
extend of the impact needs to be assessed now and measures must be proposed and costed well
in advance, rather than when (if) rail becomes an agreed solution.

Road freight transport This brings us back to the HGVs again. EDF claim by their belated move
from an almost wholly road-led strategy it would be possible to reduce the numbers of HGVs on
the busiest days from 1,000 to 700, and on a typical day, from 650 to 500 during the building
phase. Again - it would help if we knew from where EDF is sourcing the construction materials.
And, of course, it would seem HGVs are the default should there be any issue with rail or shipping.
For example, if the rail option were progressed ( despite all the issues outlined above) it could not
come into effect immediately and would not have any impact on reducing traffic during the first
two years.
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During these years in addition to all other Sizewell C traffic, 650 HGVsd per day would use the A12
and B1122. (And of course, this is before we factor in any Brexit increase or that caused by
building the Friston substation).

Sizewell C would therefore still generate a huge number of extra vehicle journeys each day,
massively increasing traffic on the A12, the Orwell Bridge and surrounding roads and making rat
runs more likely.

As far as Woodbridge is concerned, the northbound A12 becomes an unrestricted single lane
carriageway after the Seckford Hall turnoff until just short of the A12/B1069 roundabout. Between
that point and just north of the entry of Manor Road onto the A12 the dual carriageway is
restricted to 40mph and includes a signal-controlled pedestrian crossing. After this, speed is
restricted to 50mph. Even with current traffic levels, queues develop in both directions at peak
periods, which leads to ratrunning through Woodbridge town.

EDF assures us that HGV drivers will be sanctioned for using routes off the A12, however they
cannot make such provision for unintended consequences: that is, other traffic wishing to escape
the queues or intimidated by the HGVS who may turn off the A12 and seek the safety of
backroads. Basically, any increase in traffic levels on the A12 northbound and southbound will lead
to more frequent, and longer, queues and thus to more regular choice by drivers to divert through
Woodbridge. This can only add to Woodbridge’s air quality issues ( Lime Kiln Quay
Road/Thoroughfare traffic light-controlled junction).

Such additional through traffic will adversely impact the town’s economy by making it less
attractive a shopping centre and tourist centre. It could be mitigated if funding were provided for
the provision of the Suffolk County Council approved 20mph zone through Woodbridge along the
B1438 and other cross-town roads to reduce the attractiveness of the B1438 for through traffic.
Conclusion The residential outskirts of Woodbridge are built beside, and locally traversed by, the
A12, beside which is sited the large Farlingaye High School (2000 plus students) with a catchment
area of about 400 sq miles. The playing and recreation field abuts the A12 Air quality is a specific
issue in young peoples’ health. Increased traffic would worsen the situation.

Residential properties lie both sides of the A12 between the A12/B1069 roundabout and the A12
junction with Manor Road to the north.

The eastern part of Woodbridge is defined by the B1438 – which is where traffic escapes queues -
which runs from a roundabout junction with the A12 southwest of Woodbridge (with a significant
amount of sheltered and old persons housing build on both sides. Air quality is also a specific issue
with older people’s health. Increased traffic would worsen the situation.) It continues via the
commercial centre of Woodbridge, continuing (as ‘the Old Yarmouth Road”) through Melton,
Ufford and Wickham Market before returning to the A12 just north of the proposed Southern Park
and Ride, north of Wickham Market.

The East Suffolk railway line traverses the eastern part of the town and its centre. Both the B1438
and railway pass through the residential and conservation area of Woodbridge over extended
lengths. The railway forms the boundary to the Deben Estuary AONB
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In short, Woodbridge, squeezed as it is between the A12 at the top of the town and the railway at
the bottom and with the B1438 running through is between a rock and two hard places when any
form of delivery, excepting marine delivery is proposed for the construction and running of
Sizewell C.

Both road and rail use impacts heavily on the town – the only option that will not is a marine
option.











































 

    

18 December 2020  
 
Our reference: DCO/2013/00021 
 
Dear   
 
The Sizewell C Project – Consultation on Proposed Changes 
 
Thank you for inviting the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) to participate in The 
Sizewell C Project Consultation on Proposed Changes (18 November – 18 December 
2020), regarding changes to the Sizewell C Development Consent Order (DCO)  
Application that was submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 27 May 2020. The MMO 
notes that this consultation is to allow the public, landowners and other stakeholders to 
comment on the changes to the Sizewell C (SZC) Project (the Project) prior to NNB 
Generation Company Limited (SZC Co.) formally proposing the changes to the Planning 
Inspectorate. It will then be for the Planning Inspectorate to decide if the changes can be 
made to the Application before it is examined.  
 
This document comprises the MMO’s initial comments in respect of the DCO Application 
changes. Our feedback on the proposed changes can be found in section 2 of this 
document. However, firstly, the MMO would like to highlight concerns that we share with 
the Defra Group regarding a lack of detail in the DCO Application, proposed changes 
documents, and the challenging timescales involved in the DCO application changes. We 
are concerned about how this may affect the ability of our organisations to provide advice 
to the Examining Authority as part of the examination process. 
 
This document is without prejudice to any future representation the MMO may make about 
the DCO Application throughout the examination process. This is also without prejudice to 
any decision the MMO may make on any associated application for consent, permission, 
approval or any other type of authorisation submitted to the MMO either for the works in 
the marine area or for any other authorisation relevant to the proposed development. 
 
 
 
 

--LW Marine Licensing 
Lancaster House 
Hampshire Court 
Newcastle upon Tyne 
NE4 7YH 

T +44 (0)300 123 1032 
F +44 (0)191 376  2681 
www.gov.uk/mmo 

 
 

 
 

EDF Energy 
 
 
 
 
 

  

(By email only) 
 



 

1. General Comments  
 
The MMO wish to update you on our stance regarding the application.  
 
On 20th January 2020 the Defra organisations (Environment Agency, Natural England, and 
MMO) approached the Planning Inspectorate to highlight key areas of environmental risk 
prior to the application being submitted (please find the meeting note here). 
 
Since that meeting, it is the view of the MMO and the Defra group that no agreement on a 
number of key issues has been reached, yet there are further changes being proposed in 
the “Consultation on Proposed Changes” review. The MMO is concerned that there will not 
be enough time to give the Examining Authority the best advice due to the large number of 
updates presented late in the engagement process. 
 
Whilst we welcome the regular contact with SZC Co., through a number of issue specific 
meetings, we wish to highlight that it will be difficult for the MMO to advise on any new 
information which is to be formally submitted to the Planning Inspectorate due to very 
challenging timeframes. 
 
We wish to stress that we are not objecting to the proposed changes to the Project, but 
merely raising our concerns (which echo those of the Defra group) about substantial 
workloads with short timescales, which may affect the ability of our organisation to provide 
robust advice to the Examining Authority. 
 

2. Comments on Proposed Changes 
 
Our comments are divided into sections based on the questions that are posed within ‘The 
Sizewell C Project Consultation on Proposed Changes Questionnaire’. Please note that 
we have only included the questions that are relevant to the MMO’s remit. These relate to 
the changes to the following project elements: Enhancing the permanent Beach Landing 
Facility (BLF); Adding a second temporary BLF; Adding a temporary surface water outfall; 
Change to the Hard Coastal Defence Feature; Change to certain parameter heights and 
activities on the main development site to facilitate the construction process. 
 
2.1 Questionnaire Question 3 - Enhancing the permanent beach landing facility 
 

2.1.1 Making the BLF 30 metres (m) longer will extend the dredged area further into 
the Outer Bar. This will include more capital dredging and likely more 
maintenance dredging at the Outer Bar. However, the profile for the additional 
dredged area and the dredging volumes are not sufficiently clear at this stage. 
Additionally, it is not clear if there is going to be deeper dredging at the Inner Bar 
to maintain the required flat form on the seabed. This information is required 
before the MMO can conclude the significance of the impacts from this 
additional dredging.  
 

2.1.2 Due to the additional dredging at the Outer Bar, and the potential use of 
backhoe dredging to remove sediment from the area, there will be an increased 
risk that the sediment transport pathway for the Outer Bar will be interrupted 
without a well-established sediment management plan. The new potential 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-Advice-00065-1-200120%20Sizewell%20C%20DEFRA%20group%20meeting%20draft%20note.pdf


 

impacts of backhoe dredging and sediment removal are mentioned, however, 
details on how the impact of the sediment removal (if undertaken) is to be 
assessed, are not included. 
 

2.1.3 The BLF jetty piles are proposed to cover the Inner Bar, which will lead to a risk 
of local scour and will interrupt sediment transport along the Inner Bar. 
 

2.1.4 The additional horizontal piles, parallel to the coast, will also lead to a risk of 
scour at the jetty structure. Although the piles may not have an effect on the 
alongshore transport, there is no detail provided to demonstrate this. 
 

2.1.5 There is now proposed to be roughly 100 uses of the BLF per season, which 
compared to the 30 per season assessed in the original application, will result in 
a significant increase in the barge and tug effects on the seabed. There is 
therefore an increased requirement for management of the dredged area. 
 

2.1.6 The effect of extending the permanent BLF into the Outer Bar and the 
management of sedimentation in this area are a key issue, particularly if Option 
1 or 2 for the temporary BLF (as discussed below) are pursued. 
 

2.1.7 The MMO is not convinced that the extended jetty with grillage will not result in 
more impacts than previously identified in the DCO application documents. The 
overall structure of piles plus grillage may become a single scouring element or, 
alternatively, accretion under the BLF may start to alter the sediment transport 
patterns. Table 3.7 correctly identifies an increase in the level of impacts on 
coastal geomorphology and hydrodynamics from the enhanced permanent BLF 
and recommends further assessment via modelling and scour assessment. An 
initial assessment of minor impacts (rather than negligible in the previous 
assessment) is presented. The MMO’s view is that this will depend on a reliable 
management plan to avoid effects on the sediment transport along the outer bar. 
Consequently, these further assessments and details of a reliable sediment 
management plan are required for the MMO to be able to agree that the effects 
of the enhanced permanent BLF will be minor.  
 

2.1.8 The MMO welcomes that the modelling proposed will assess the potential for in-
combination effects from the permanent and temporary BLFs. 
 

2.1.9 As the BLF options are now interacting more directly with the offshore bar, the 
MMO advise that sediment transport modelling is undertaken using a coupled 
wave, current morphological change model. 
 

2.1.10 The interaction of the enhanced permanent BLF with the new grillage that is 
proposed requires a similar approach to demonstrate whether it will accumulate 
sediment, hence interrupting the sediment movement along the inner bar and 
foreshore. The MMO requires information on how this will be managed. 
Additionally, the scour assessments at the inner bar should take the grillage into 
account. 
 



 

2.1.11 The change of the BLF design to a piled structure, requiring approximately 60 
piles, and the increased vessel traffic that will use the enhanced BLF will create 
additional noise and visual disturbance to protected species in the area, 
potentially causing displacement from habitat, auditory injury, collision risk, and 
changes in prey availability. In particular, this could impact the harbour porpoise 
feature of the Southern North Sea Special Area of Conservation (SAC), and the 
red throated diver feature of the Outer Thames Estuary Special Protected Area 
(SPA) which are both sensitive to noise and visual disturbance. This disturbance 
will be increased by the addition of a temporary BLF, as all options will require 
piling and will create additional vessel traffic. The MMO defers to Natural 
England on the impacts of this additional noise and visual disturbance.  
 

 
2.2 Questionnaire Question 4 - A new, temporary beach landing facility 
 

2.2.1 The addition of a second BLF, in addition to the increase in size of the 
permanent BLF, will create new habitat loss of supporting habitat in the Outer 
Thames Estuary SPA that could cause displacement and reduce the foraging 
success for bird species. The larger the temporary BLF, the more significant the 
impacts will be. At this stage the MMO is not clear which BLF option will be 
taken forward, and the exact design and parameters of the temporary BLF have 
not been provided. In order to conclude that there will be no adverse effect on 
the site integrity of the Outer Thames Estuary SPA from this additional habitat 
loss, the MMO needs to be certain beyond reasonable scientific doubt what the 
impacts of this additional habitat loss will be. Due to the lack of detail on the BLF 
design, the MMO cannot determine that there will be no adverse effect from this 
additional habitat loss or other pressures. 
 

2.2.2 The addition of a second BLF will also add new visual impacts to the seascape, 
increase the risk to navigation and further impact the recreational users of the 
sea in the area. Those risks cannot be fully assessed until further information is 
provided relating to the final design of the BLF. 
 

2.2.3 The MMO would also like to be provided with a diagram of where the BLF 
options are located in relation to the bar levels.  

 
2.3 Questionnaire Question 5 - New, temporary beach landing facility options 
 
Option 1: lowest capacity 
 

2.3.1 The MMO notes that there is no mention of the need to dredge a flat area for 
barges grounding at the BLF, but this is likely based on the available bed depths 
of -2m Ordnance Datum Newlyn (ODN). 
 

2.3.2 The impacts of Option 1 are the same as the impacts of the enhanced BLF listed 
above in section 2.1 and summarised below.  
 

2.3.3 The BLF jetty piles are proposed to cover the Inner Bar which will lead to a risk 
of local scour and will interrupt sediment transport along the Inner Bar. 



 

 
2.3.4 The additional horizontal piles parallel to the coast will also lead to a risk of 

scour at the jetty structure. 
 
The alongshore piles may not have effect on alongshore transport, however, no 
detail has been provided to demonstrate this. 
 

2.3.5 There will be another area of capital dredging and maintenance dredging into 
the Outer Bar. Backhoe dredging may be used to remove sediment from the 
area, and this will cause an increased risk that the sediment transport pathway 
for the Outer Bar will be interrupted and there could be effects on morphology 
and water quality without an established sediment management plan. This plan 
should take into account dredging management at the enhanced permanent 
BLF. The new potential impacts of backhoe dredging and sediment removal are 
mentioned, however, how the impact of the sediment removal (if undertaken) is 
to be assessed is not stated. 
 

2.3.6 The volumes of capital and maintenance dredging that will be required have not 
been clearly provided. This information is required before the MMO can 
conclude on the significance of the impacts from this additional dredging.  
 

2.3.7 Table 3.7 correctly identifies an increase in the level of impacts on coastal 
geomorphology and hydrodynamics from the temporary BLF options and 
recommends further assessment via modelling and scour assessment. An initial 
assessment of moderate, significant impacts is presented for Option 1. The 
MMO’s view is that this will depend on a reliable management plan to avoid 
effects on the sediment transport along the outer bar. Therefore, these further 
assessments and details of a reliable sediment management plan are required 
for the MMO to be able to agree that the effects of this BLF option will be 
moderate.  
 

2.3.8 The MMO welcomes that the modelling proposed will assess the potential for in-
combination effects from the permanent and temporary BLFs. 
 

2.3.9 As the BLF options are now interacting more directly with the offshore bar, the 
MMO advise that sediment transport modelling is undertaken using a coupled 
wave, current morphological change model. 

 
Option 2: short pier, low capacity 
 

2.3.10 For this option, the barges that use this BLF are proposed to moor over the 
Outer Bar. The MMO notes that it is unknown whether there will be a need to 
reprofile the berth area to remove any local high spots. Additionally, the need to 
monitor and potentially maintain depths will remain, although to a lesser extent 
than Option 1. 
 

2.3.11 The denser piling of the T-shaped end of the pier that is proposed has the 
potential to cause more blockage effect for sediment transport and to cause 
combined scour around the structure. 



 

 
2.3.12 The BLF jetty piles are proposed to cover the Inner Bar which will lead to a risk 

of local scour and will interrupt sediment transport along the Inner Bar. 
 

2.3.13 The additional horizontal piles, parallel to the coast, will also lead to a risk of 
scour at the jetty structure. The alongshore piles may not have effect on the 
alongshore transport, however no detail has been provided to demonstrate this. 
 

2.3.14 There is the potential for some small areas of capital dredging and maintenance 
dredging at the Outer Bar. Backhoe dredging may be used to remove sediment 
from the area. This will cause an increased risk that the sediment transport 
pathway for the Outer Bar will be interrupted and there could be effects on 
morphology and water quality without an established sediment management 
plan, however there is less risk of this happening than Option 1. The new 
potential impacts of backhoe dredging and sediment removal are mentioned, but 
how the impact of the sediment removal (if undertaken) is to be assessed is not 
stated. 
 

2.3.15 The volumes of capital and maintenance dredging that will be required have not 
been clearly provided. This information is required before the MMO can 
conclude on the significance of the impacts from this additional dredging. 
 

2.3.16 There is a risk of barges and tugs operating at low water depths over the Outer 
Bar which could cause vessel induced scour and erosion. 
 

2.3.17 Table 3.7 correctly identifies an increase in the level of impacts on coastal 
geomorphology and hydrodynamics from the temporary BLF options and 
recommends further assessment via modelling and scour assessment. An initial 
assessment of moderate, significant impacts is presented for Option 2. The 
MMO’s view is that this will depend on a reliable management plan to avoid 
effects of the sediment transport along the Outer Bar. Therefore, these further 
assessments and details of a reliable sediment management plan are required 
for the MMO to be able to agree that the effects of this BLF option will be 
moderate.  
 

2.3.18 The MMO welcomes that the modelling proposed will assess the potential for in-
combination effects from the permanent and temporary BLFs. 
 

2.3.19 As the BLF options are now interacting more directly with the offshore bar, the 
MMO advise that sediment transport modelling is undertaken using a coupled 
wave, current morphological change model. 

 
Option 3: medium pier, high capacity 
 

2.3.20 For this option, the additional, self-elevating platforms and the barges that visit 
the BLF are proposed to be over the outer face of the Outer Bar. Whether there 
will be a need to reprofile the barge berth area to remove any local high spots is 
unknown. A potential to reprofile the bed under the self-elevating platforms is 
mentioned, however it is not stated if they are anticipated to ground or come 



 

close to it. There may still be a need to monitor and potentially maintain depths 
for the barge berths or for the platforms (if they ground, although bed levels 
under the platforms may be self-scouring). 
 

2.3.21 The BLF jetty piles are proposed to cover the Inner Bar which will lead to a risk 
of local scour and will interrupt sediment transport along the Inner Bar. 
 

2.3.22 The additional horizontal piles, parallel to the coast, will also lead to a risk of 
scour at the jetty structure. The alongshore piles may not have effect on 
alongshore transport, however, no detail has been provided to demonstrate this. 
 

2.3.23 There is the potential for some small areas of capital dredging and maintenance 
dredging at the Outer Bar. Backhoe dredging may be used to remove sediment 
from the area. This will cause an increased risk that the sediment transport 
pathway for the Outer Bar will be interrupted and there could be effects on 
morphology and water quality without an established sediment management 
plan, however there is less risk of this happening than Option 1. The new 
potential impacts of backhoe dredging and sediment removal are mentioned, 
however, how the impact of the sediment removal (if undertaken) is to be 
assessed is not stated. 
 

2.3.24 The volumes of capital and maintenance dredging that will be required have not 
been clearly provided. This information is required before the MMO can 
conclude on the significance of the impacts from this additional dredging. 
 

2.3.25 There is a risk of scour at the self-elevating platforms, if they ground there could 
be interruption of the sediment transport pathway along Outer Bar. 
 

2.3.26 There is a risk that barges and tugs will operate at low water depths over the 
Outer Bar due to increased number of vessel operations. This could cause 
vessel-induced scour and erosion. 
 

2.3.27 It should be noted that now the elements of some of the structures are outside 
the Outer Bar they will be acted on by larger waves and hence have a greater 
risk of effects on coastal geomorphology and hydrodynamics.  
 

2.3.28 Table 3.7 correctly identifies an increase in the level of impacts on coastal 
geomorphology and hydrodynamics from the temporary BLF options and 
recommends further assessment via modelling and scour assessment. An initial 
assessment of moderate, significant impacts is presented for Option 3. The 
MMO’s view is that this will depend on a reliable management plan to avoid 
effects on the sediment transport along the outer bar. Therefore, these further 
assessments and details of a reliable sediment management plan are required 
for the MMO to be able to agree that the effects of this BLF option will be 
moderate.  
 

2.3.29 The MMO welcomes that the modelling proposed will assess the potential for in-
combination effects from the permanent and temporary BLFs. 
 



 

2.3.30 As the BLF options are now interacting more directly with the offshore bar, the 
MMO advise that sediment transport modelling is undertaken using a coupled 
wave, current morphological change model. 

 
Option 4: long pier, highest capacity 
 

2.3.31 It is not clear for this option whether there will still be a need to reprofile the bed 
under the self-elevating platforms which are over the Outer Bar. Whilst the 
platforms where the barges moor may move with the tide, this may not be 
necessary for the other platforms. If the platforms are all to move with the tide 
then the MMO notes there may be a need to monitor and potentially maintain 
the depths of seabed under the platforms (if they ground). 
 

2.3.32 The BLF jetty piles are proposed to cover the Inner Bar which will lead to a risk 
of local scour and will interrupt sediment transport along the Inner Bar. 
 

2.3.33 The additional horizontal piles, parallel to the coast, will also lead to a risk of 
scour at the jetty structure. The alongshore piles may not have effect on the 
alongshore transport, however no detail has been provided to demonstrate this. 
 

2.3.34 There is the potential for some small areas of capital dredging and maintenance 
dredging at the Outer Bar. This will cause an increased risk that the sediment 
transport pathway for the Outer Bar will be interrupted, however, there is less 
risk of this happening than Option 1.  
 

2.3.35 The volumes of capital and maintenance dredging that will be required have not 
been clearly provided. This information is required before the MMO can 
conclude on the significance of the impacts from this additional dredging. 
 

2.3.36 There is a risk of scour at the self-elevating platforms, if they ground there could 
be interruption of the sediment transport pathway along Outer Bar. 
 

2.3.37 There is a risk that barges and tugs will operate at low water depths close to the 
Outer Bar due to increased number of vessel operations. This could cause 
vessel-induced scour and erosion, however, there is less risk than from Option 
3. 
 

2.3.38 Table 3.7 correctly identifies an increase in the level of impacts on coastal 
geomorphology and hydrodynamics from the temporary BLF options and 
recommends further assessment via modelling and scour assessment. An initial 
assessment of minor impacts is presented for Option 4. The MMO’s view is that 
this will depend on a reliable management plan to avoid effects on the sediment 
transport along the outer bar. Therefore, these further assessments and details 
of a reliable sediment management plan are required for MMO to be able to 
agree that the effects of this BLF option will be minor.  
 

2.3.39 The MMO welcomes that the modelling proposed will assess the potential for in-
combination effects from the permanent and temporary BLFs. 
 



 

2.3.40 As the BLF options are now interacting more directly with the offshore bar the 
MMO advise that sediment transport modelling is undertaken using a coupled 
wave, current morphological change model. 

 
2.4 Questionnaire Question 9 - Surface water 
 

2.4.1 The MMO agrees with the conclusions that there will be very localised and minor 
effects on coastal geomorphology and hydrodynamics from the temporary 
surface water outfall. This is due to the location of the outfall being above the 
Mean High Water Springs tide, and the proposal for the use of the outfall to be 
limited to during extreme storm events only. 
 

2.4.2 It is identified that there will potentially be erosion on the updrift side of the 
outfall and accumulation of material on the down drift side. However, this will be 
limited to the periods when the outfall is inundated (approximately 6-8 tides per 
spring-neap cycle, 150-200 tides a year), and hence only a small effect is 
expected. The MMO advises that there will be no likely effect on overall 
longshore transport from this.  
 

2.4.3 Additionally, the MMO agrees that the flow from the outfall is too seldom to 
cause any long-term effect on littoral drift. When the outfall operates in a storm 
event there is likely to be some movement of the sediment in the area between 
the outfall and the sea, but this is likely to be ‘smoothed out’ by littoral and cross 
shore sediment movement when the outfall is not discharging. 
 

2.4.4 The MMO agrees that no further assessment is required as stated in Table 4.6. 
However, we advise that there should be some monitoring of the shore around 
the outfall in its early life to confirm the anticipated lack of significant effect. This 
monitoring should be included within the Coastal Processes Monitoring and 
Mitigation Plan. 

 
2.5 Questionnaire Question 10a - Other main site changes, Sea defence 
 

2.5.1 The MMO notes that the proposed temporary Hard Coastal Defence Feature 
(HCDF) is set back from the coastline and at such a level that it is not likely to 
interact with coastal processes, except at times of very extreme water levels and 
wave conditions. Should an extreme event occur during the lifetime of the 
temporary sea defence some sediment redistribution in the area immediately 
fronting the sheet pile wall may occur. However, the probability of this event is 
very low. The MMO therefore agrees that it is reasonable to conclude that there 
is likely to be no effect on morphology from this feature. 
 

2.5.2 The MMO notes that the permanent HCDF is now proposed to be higher and will 
extend closer to the coastline. However, again, at present day conditions it 
remains set back from the coastline and at such a level that it is not likely to 
interact with coastal processes except in very extreme conditions. Therefore, the 
MMO agrees that there will be no changes to the impact assessments included 
in the original DCO application from these changes. 
 



 

2.5.3 The MMO highlights that there is uncertainty as to whether the change to the 
HCDF means that the soft coastal defence feature will be smaller, and therefore 
active in supplying sediment for a shorter period – this should be clarified.  
Additionally, the MMO notes that Table 4.6 states that the seaward extension of 
the HDCF will make it a more effective sediment trap until a new equilibrium is 
reached. The MMO notes that there will be an increased effect due to these 
changes, although for a temporary period. It is advisable for this time period to 
be defined, and the impact assessment updated accordingly. 

 
2.6 Questionnaire Question 10b – Other main site changes, Construction activities 

and height limits 
 

2.6.1 The MMO agrees that there will be no change to the impact assessments 
included within the original DCO application from the changes discussed in this 
section. 

 
MMO Conclusion 
 
There is still significant uncertainty regarding the proposals. In particular, the dredged 
profile and volumes of capital and maintenance dredging that will be required for the 
construction and operation of the enhanced BLF and temporary BLF options have not 
been clearly provided. Additionally, the MMO believes that further modelling and scour 
assessment should be provided to demonstrate that there will be no significant effects on 
coastal geomorphology and hydrodynamics from the enhanced and second BLF options. 
This further assessment should demonstrate how sediment will be managed to avoid 
effects to sediment transport along the Outer Bar throughout the lifetime of the project. 
This information is required before the MMO can agree that there will be no significant 
effects from the enhanced BLF and additional BLF options. 
 
Additionally, there will be a significant increase in noise and visual disturbance to birds and 
marine mammals and an increase in habitat loss from the addition of a second BLF to 
facilitate deliveries to the site by vessel, and the use of piling to construct the BLFs. We 
advise that this will have HRA implications and further assessments are required to 
demonstrate that there will be no adverse effects on site integrity.  
 
If you require any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me using the 
details provided below. 
 
Kind regards, 
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