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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1.1 This report provides SZC Co.’s response to the Examining Authority’s first
Written Questions and requests for information (ExQ1) issued on 215t April
2021 [PD-016 to PD-022] and the Rule 17 letter issued 6™ May 2021 [PD-

025].

1.1.2 A total of 1,548 written questions and requests for information were issued
on 215t April in six parts [PD-017 to PD-022], as set out below.

o Part 1:

o 59 general and cross-topic questions;

o 39 questions on Agriculture and Soils;

o 79 questions on Air Quality;

o 37 questions on Alternatives;

o 40 questions on Amenity and Recreation;
o Part 2:

o 273 questions on Biodiversity and Ecology;

o 10 questions on Habitats Regulation Assessment;
o Part 3:

o 20 questions on Climate Change;

o 33 questions on Coastal Geomorphology;

o 84 questions on Compulsory Acquisition;

o 17 questions on Community Issues;

o 51 questions on Cumulative and Transboundary;
o Part 4:

o 170 questions on Draft Development Consent Order (DCO);

o 75 questions on Flood Risk and Water;
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o 30 questions on Health and Wellbeing;
o 59 questions on Historic Environment;

o 128 questions on Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment and
Design;

o Part 5:

o 12 questions on Marine Water Quality;

o 4 questions on Marine Navigation;

o 101 questions on Noise and Vibration;

o 32 questions on Radiological Consideration;
o Part 6:

o 48 questions on Socio-economics;

o 134 questions on Transport; and

o 13 questions on Waste and Materials.

1.1.3 In addition, the Examining Authority raised a further 72 questions in the
Rule 17 letter, dated 6" May 2021 [PD-025], on the draft Section 106
agreement.

1.1.4 Whilst some of the above written questions were not directly addressed to

the Applicant, a response has been provided where SZC Co. has
considered it may be appropriate and helpful to do so.

1.15 This report contains 25 individual topic chapters and follows the same
guestion referencing format, as provided by the Examining Authority.

1.1.6 This report contains Examination Library References in square brackets

(e.g. [APP-001]).
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2. The Planning Inspectorate
'~ Yr Arolygiaeth Gynllunio

Application by NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited for an Order Granting Development Consent for
The Sizewell C Project

The Examining Authority’s written questions and requests for information (ExQ1)

Issued on 21 April 2021
Responses are due by Deadline 2: Wednesday 2 June 2021

PART 1 OF 6

Chapter 2 G. 1 General and Cross-topic Questions
Chapter 3 Ag.1 Agriculture and soils

Chapter 4 AQ.1 Air Quality

Chapter 5 Al.1 Alternatives

Chapter 6 AR.1 Amenity and recreation
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ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1 Question to: Question:

Chapter 2 - G.1 General and Cross-topic Questions

G.1.0 The Applicant Limits of deviation

As drafted the DCO has no limitation on the depth to which works could be undertaken.
Please explain how this aligns with the assessment carried out within the ES.

In order to reflect the assessment within the ES does the DCO not require a maximum
depth of excavation - with a potential for a limit of deviation? If this is not considered to
be necessary, please explain how the ES has assessed the potential effects of unlimited
excavation.

Response The depth of excavations at the main development site, where relevant, is described
within the Description of Construction chapter of the Environmental Statement (ES)
(e.g. refer to Volume 3, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES Addendum, paragraphs 3.4.30,
3.4.176, 3.4.184 [AS-202]).

Requirement 8 of the draft Development Consent Order (DCO) (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)) sets
out the requirement for the construction works to be undertaken in general compliance
with the Construction Method Statement (which comprises the Volume 2, Chapter 3
(Description of Construction) of the ES (refer to Volume 3, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES
Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A) for the latest version). Any material exceedence of the
depths of excavations described would therefore be a breach of Requirement 8. The DCO
as drafted does therefore effectively limit the depth to which works could be undertaken.

The ES has assessed the works as described within the Description of Construction chapter
of the ES.

G.1.1 The Applicant Plans

The Planning Statement, Plate 3.2, identifies the nominated site area for Sizewell C from
NPS EN-6. Please provide a set of the Figures from the original Government Appraisal of
Sustainability for the site, and an overlay of the DCO Application site highlighting any
additional land included or excluded from that assessed including identification of the
temporary construction area.

Response Please refer to Figures 2.1 and 2.2 appended to Part 1.
Please also refer to the response to Question G.1.10 in Part 1.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

G.1.2

The Applicant

Plans

On an appropriately scaled ordnance survey plan show the land within the DCO for the
main development site and the lines of latitude and longitude referred to in paragraph
C.8.88 of NPS-6 Vol II.

Response

Please refer to Figure 2.3 appended to Part 1.

G.1.3

The Applicant

Local and Parish Council Boundaries

A number of local and parish councils have made Relevant Representations. To assist in a
full understanding of their relationship to the sites, provide a plan showing the
geographical boundaries of County, District, Town and Parish Councils that have made
Relevant Representations.

Response

Please refer to Figure 2.4 appended to Part 1.

G.1.4

The Applicant

Policy approach

The Planning Statement, section 1.7, provides a summary of the Applicant’s approach to
legislation and policy. Section 3 sets out those matters in more detail. Please provide an
update to and/or expansion of that approach including reference to any subsequent

Government responses or publications and the changes made to the original application.

Response

The Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) provides an update of the planning
policy position set out in the Planning Statement [APP-590]. It presents a review of
relevant changes and developments in national policy and law which have arisen since the
submission of the application in May 2020 and how they may affect the approach to
decision making presented in the Planning Statement.

This includes a review and assessment of the implications of the following:
e Updated Energy and Emissions Projections 2019 (October 2020)!

! DBEIS (2020) Updated Energy and Emissions Projections 2019 (October 2020) Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/energy-
and-emissions-projections
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

e Government response to CCC progress report (October 2020)?

e The Ten Point Plan for a Green Industrial Revolution (November 2020)3
e National Infrastructure Strategy (November 2020)*

e Response to the National Infrastructure Assessment (November 2020)°
e The Sixth Carbon Budget: The UK’s path to Net Zero (December 2020)°
e Energy White Paper — Powering our Net Zero Future (December 2020)’

The Planning Statement Update also addresses the outcome of challenges in the Courts
to the DCO decision on the proposals for two gas-fired generating units at the Drax Power
Station, which have arisen since the preparation of the Planning Statement as well as a
review of the recommendation report of the ExA on the Wylfa Newydd Power Station
Project published after the withdrawal of the application.

The Planning Statement Update considers the implications of the above for the
application of the NPS policy to the Sizewell C Project.

The changes made to the application do not affect the approach and interpretation of
legislation or policy set out in the Planning Statement as updated by the Planning
Statement Update.

2 DBEIS (2020) Government response to CCC progress report (October 2020). Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/government-responses-to-the-committee-on-climate-change-ccc-annual-progress-reports

3 HM Government (2020) The Ten Point Plan for a Green Industrial Revolution (November 2020). Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/the-ten-point-plan-for-a-green-industrial-revolution

4 HM Treasury (2020) National Infrastructure Strategy (November 2020). Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-
infrastructure-strategy

> HM Treasury (2020) Response to the National Infrastructure Assessment (November 2020). Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/937949/Response to the NIA final.pdf

6 CCC (2020) The Sixth Carbon Budget: The UK'’s path to Net Zero (December 2020) Available at: https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2020/12/The-Sixth-Carbon-Budget-The-UKs-path-to-Net-Zero.pdf

7 DBEIS (2020) Energy White Paper — Powering our Net Zero Future (December 2020). Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-white-paper-powering-our-net-zero-future
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

G.1.5 The Applicant Policy approach

The Planning Statement, paragraph 3.9.11, identifies matters identified in the NPSs as not
relevant for the decision-maker, principally because they have already been considered by
the Government or because they are subject to control through other regimes. Please
explain further why those matters should not be regarded as relevant considerations?

Response The individual matters identified in paragraph 3.9.11 of the Planning Statement [APP-
590] are addressed in turn below.

The need for the NSIP (NPS EN-1 paragraph 3.1.3)3

The national need for energy NSIPs, including new nuclear power stations, is a matter for
consideration by Government through the process of National Policy Statement ("NPS")
policy-making and review under the Planning Act 2008 (“PA 2008”)°. The terms of the
policy and its implications for the consideration of need in this case are clear. Recent
decisions of the court have emphasised that it is not the role of an examination into an
individual application for development consent to consider the merits of that policy or
whether it is up to date.

As the Supreme Court has explained in R (Friends of the Earth Ltd.) v. Heathrow
Airport Ltd.*°, and as reflected in the Judgments of the High Court!! and Court of Appeal??
in R (ClientEarth) v. Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial
Strategy, the objective of the separate statutory system for decision-making on NSIPs
under the PA 2008 was for policies on matters such as the need for infrastructure to be
formulated and tested through the process leading up the decision to adopt a NPS, and to

8 Department of Energy and Climate Change, Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1). (London: The Stationary Office, 2011)

° Parliament of the United Kingdom. Planning Act 2008. (London, 2008)

10 [2020] EWCA Civ 214, paragraphs 20 to 28. Available at: https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Heathrow-judgment-on-
planning-issues-27-February-2020.pdf

11 [2020] EWHC 1303 (Admin), paragraphs 26 to 3. Available at: https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Heathrow-judgment-on-
planning-issues-27-February-2020.pdf

12120211 EWCA Civ 43, paragraph 105. Available at: https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Heathrow-judgment-on-planning-
issues-27-February-2020.pdf
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:
that extent would not be open to challenge through subsequent consenting procedures?s.
As Holgate ] explained, one of the underlying principles reflected in the PA 2008 was that:

“New evidence, such as a change in circumstances since the policy was adopted,
would be addressed by the Secretary of State making a revision to the policy, in
so far as he or she judged that to be appropriate” ([31]).
Section 6 of the PA 2008 is of central importance in this respect. Holgate J summarised the
implications of section 6 within the overall statutory framework as follows:

“Thus the 2008 Act proceeds on the legal principle that significant changes in
circumstances affecting the basis for, or content of, a policy may only be taken
into account through the statutory process of review under s.6 (Spurrier at
[108]).” ([38])
The role of section 6 as an exclusive means of considering these matters is reflected in the
restrictions to be found in sections 87(3), 94(8) and 106(1) of the PA 2008. The effect of
this was summarised by Holgate J at paragraphs 106 to 108 as follows:

“The merits of policy set out in a NPS are not open to challenge in the examination
process or in the determination of an application for a DCO. That is the object of
ss5.87(3), 94(8) and 106(1).

Furthermore, section 104(7) cannot be used to circumvent s.104(3), so, for
example, where a particular NPS stated that there was a need for a particular
project and ruled out alternatives, it was not permissible for that subject to be
considered under s.104(7), even where a change of circumstances has occurred
or material has come into existence after the designation of the NPS (see Thames
Blue Green Economy Limited [2015] EWHC (Admin) at [8] to [9] and [37] to [43]
and [2016] JPL 157 at [11] to [16]; Spurrier at [103] to [105] and [107]).

This inability to use s.104(7) to challenge the merits of policy in a NPS also
precludes an argument that there has been a change in circumstance since the
policy was designated so that reduced, or even no, weight should be given to it.
Although that is a conventional planning argument in development control under
the TCPA 1990, it "relates to the merits of policy” for the purposes of the PA and

13 See also paragraph 3.2.2 of the Planning Statement and the reference to what was said about this issue in the contemporaneous Nuclear White
Paper in 2008.
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ExQ1 Question to:

Question:

therefore is to be disregarded. The appropriate procedure for dealing with a
contention that a policy, or the basis for a policy, has been overtaken by events,
or has become out of date, is the review mechanism in s. 6 (Spurrier at [107] to
[108]).”

That approach was subsequently upheld by the Court of Appeal®.

Whilst the ClientEarth case was concerned with an application determined under section
104, that does not affect the application of the legal principle identified by Holgate J at
paragraph 38. Sections 6, 87(3), 94(8) and 106(1) apply equally to applications dealt with
under section 105.

As the Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) explains, in this case the issue of
need has been determined in NPS EN-1, which remains extant Government policy unless
and until replaced. Insofar as any issue arises as to whether the assessment of need in the
NPS is up to date, that is a matter exclusively for the Government to consider through the
process of NPS review pursuant to section 6 of the PA 2008. It is not a matter that can or
should be determined on a case-by-case basis in response to individual applications for
development consent.

The identification of a need for a particular type of development in a NPS which remains
extant does not disappear (or change in any material way) simply because an individual
application is being considered pursuant to section 105 rather than section 104. The
existence of the need is settled by extant Government policy, and the statutory provisions
identified above makes clear that the Secretary of State may disregard representations
which go to the merits of policy set out in a NPS.

The availability of alternatives to the proposed development - either in terms of
alternative technologies or alternative sites. In particular, the NPSs are clear that
they do not create any requirement to consider alternatives; that there are no
alternatives to the sites listed and that these sites are not to be regarded as
alternatives to one another (NPS EN-1 paragraph 4.4.1 and EN-6 paragraphs 2.4.3
and 2.5.4).

14 See paragraphs 100, 103 and 105.
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

Where there is a legal obligation to consider alternatives in this case, the relevant obligation
has been identified in response to Al.1.0 and an explanation provided as to how it has been
complied with.

The NPS does not contain any policy obligation to consider alternatives to the proposed
development. That policy position remains unchanged whether an individual application
falls to be considered pursuant to section 104 or section 105. It is a matter determined by
what the policy says (the interpretation of which is a matter of law), and the meaning of
policy cannot change from one application to another.

In this case, there are three particular factors which mean that the availability of alternatives
would not otherwise be “important and relevant” for the purposes of section 105(2)(c)® in
this case.

The first is the fact that the Government has considered the issue of alternatives (both
alternatives to new nuclear generating capacity and alternative sites for new nuclear power
stations) in the policy-making process (see e.g. NPS EN-1 sections 2 and 3, and EN-6
sections 2.4 and 2.5). The examination of an individual application for development consent
cannot properly be used as a vehicle for questioning the merits of the policy which has
emerged through that process®. The failure to appreciate the latter point, and its legal
consequences, led the Examining Authority in the ClientEarth (Drax) case into forbidden
territory and thus legal error'’.

The second and related factor is that the Government is now actively engaged in the process
of considering alternatives through its review of the NPS and preparation of a new NPS for
nuclear power. As a consequence, if the ExA and the Secretary of State sought to consider
those matters themselves in determining an individual application for development consent,

15 And thus an obligatory consideration under section 105(2).

16 As the Supreme Court noted in the Heathrow case at paragraphs 27 to 28, the PA 2008 imposed for the first time a transparent procedure for the
public and other consultees to be involved in the formulation of national infrastructure policy in advance of any consideration of an application for a
DCO. The draft NPS must go through an appraisal of sustainability, public consultation and publicity, Parliamentary scrutiny and Strategic
Environmental Assessment before it can be designated. The rigour, transparency and democratic accountability involved in that process is an
important factor in understanding why it is inappropriate and unlawful for the ExA or an individual Secretary of State to seek to use an examination
into a particular proposal to bypass those statutory processes and undertake a non-statutory review the merits of such a policy.

17 See per Holgate ] at paragraphs 129 to 136.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

they would necessarily be trespassing on - and duplicating - that process!®. In the
meantime, the Government has provided a clear statement of its position in the Energy
White Paper:

“This white paper shows that the need for the energy infrastructure set out in
energy NPS remains, except in the case of coal-fired generation. While the review
is undertaken, the current suite of NPS remain relevant government policy and
have effect for the purposes of the Planning Act 2008. They will, therefore,
continue to provide a proper basis on which the Planning Inspectorate can
examine, and the Secretary of State can make decisions on, applications for
development consent.”*®

Not only would any duplication of the NPS review and preparation process be inappropriate
as a matter of legal principle (see paragraphs 3 to 6 above) and incompatible with the clear
statement made in the Energy White Paper, it would also be something for which the process
for examining an individual proposal is manifestly unsuited. The ExA could not, for example,
properly be asked to review all of the myriad factors involved in forecasting energy demand,
balancing issues of energy-security, deliverability, comparative environmental and
economic impact etc. required to determine what types of energy generation are required
across the United Kingdom over future decades, and at what scale. Nor could it properly
be asked to undertake its own review of the comparative merits, impacts and deliverability
of the individual sites being considered by the Government in the process of formulating a
new NPS for nuclear power. These obvious difficulties were intended to be - and were -
overcome by the PA 2008 (see, for example, what was said by the Supreme Court in the
Heathrow case at paragraph 21).

The third factor is that, even if the ExA was persuaded that for some reason it was subject
to a legal obligation to consider alternatives beyond those identified in response to EXAQ
Al.1.0, the principles identified in paragraph 4.4.3 of EN-1 would still fall to be applied having

18 The Government’s Response to consultation on siting criteria and process for a new NPS for nuclear power (July 2018) explained at paragraph 2.10
that “Government considers that the need for nuclear remains and that the overarching process to assess the potential suitability of sites at a
national strategic level prior to statutory licensing and permitting continues to be appropriate”. It also explains that the new NPS will identify the
sites which are potentially suitable for the deployment of a new nuclear power station between 2026-2035 (p. 10).

19p. 55
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

regard to the established level and urgency of the need for new nuclear generating. These
principles include, amongst other things, the following:

"Where, as in the case of nuclear, there is reason to suppose that the number of
sites suitable for deployment on the scale and within the period of time envisaged
by the relevant NPSs is constrained, the [ExA] should not reject an application for
development of one site simply because fewer adverse impacts would result from
developing similar infrastructure on another suitable site, and it should have
regard as appropriate to the possibility that all suitable sites for energy
infrastructure of the type proposed may be needed for future proposals.”

In the case of new nuclear the conclusion reached by Government and set out in NPS EN-6
at paragraph 2.5.4 was that it does not believe that there are any alternative sites to those
listed that meet the requirements of the NPS. Subject to any contrary legal requirements,
the decision-maker should judge an application on a listed site on its own merits and a
comparison with any other listed site is unlikely to be important to its decision (paragraph
2.5.5).

If the ExA wished to depart from that settled policy approach, it would first need to
undertake its own assessment of how many new nuclear power stations are needed and the
degree of urgency with which they are needed. It would then have to undertake its own
review of the comparative merits of the potentially available sites. That is quite clearly a
matter that is exclusively for the Government to consider through the section 6 policy review
process, and not one that is suitable of appropriate for this examination (see above).

The Government has made clear in the 2020 Energy White Paper that, having regard
amongst other things to the associated energy security and climate change benéefits, its
policy is to bring at least one large scale new nuclear power station to the point of a Final
Investment Decision by the end of the current Parliament?. As the Updated Planning
Statement (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) explains, only Sizewell C is capable of meeting that objective.
No Interested Party has identified an alternative site which is capable of doing so.

In the meantime, the Government has made clear that sites listed in EN-6 on which a new
nuclear power station is anticipated to deploy after 2025 will continue to be considered

20 page 16
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

appropriate sites and retain strong Government support during the designation of the new
NPS2t,

The effects of any necessary Grid connection which can be promoted and assessed
separately where this makes sense in terms of timescale and the delivery of the
Sizewell C Project (EN-1 paragraph 4.9.2)

The approach to Grid connection set out in section 4.9 of NPS EN-1 is of general application
and there is no basis on which a different approach could properly be said to be warranted
depending on whether a particular application for a generating station fell to be determined
under section 104 or section 105. None of the considerations identified in section 4.9 would
be any different in either case.

Although the Planning Statement makes reference to the effects of any necessary Grid
connection being promoted and assessed separately, that is of course subject to the
acknowledged need to provide sufficient information to comply with the requirements of the
EIA Directive including undertaking an assessment of the indirect, secondary and cumulative
effects, which will encompass information on grid connections. Similarly, SZC Co.
recognises that it must satisfy the decision-maker that there are no obvious reasons why
the necessary approvals for the grid connection are likely to be refused (EN-1, paragraph
4.9.3).

The Applicant has provided a Grid Connection Statement (Document 7.1) which addresses
these matters. Further information is provided in response to Question Cu.1.20 and in the
Statement of Common Ground with National Grid.

In due course the necessary Grid connection will be subject to its own assessment in the
usual way??,

Matters covered by other regimes including pollution control (EN-1 paragraph
4.10.3)

The approach set out in paragraph 4.10.3 of EN-1 to the relationship between the planning
process and the control of processes, emissions or discharges is clear and unambiguous.
The approach applies equally to all energy NSIPs. It is also reflective of both the legal and
policy position in the determination of applications for planning permission under the TCPA

21 Government Response to Consultation on Siting Criteria and process for a new NPS for nuclear power, paragraph 3.10.
22 As is reflected in the final part of paragraph 4.9.3 of EN-1.
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ExQ1 Question to:

Question:

1990, which has been held to apply to applications for development consent made pursuant
to the PA 2008 (see R (An Taisce (The National Trust for Ireland)) v. Secretary of
State for Energy and Climate Change?3. The reasons behind that approach are set out
by the Government in paragraph 4.10.1 and 4.10.2, and the merits of the Government’s
policy position are not for debate in this examination (see above).

The focus of attention in examining an application for development consent is on whether
the development itself is an acceptable use of land, and on the impacts of that use, rather
than the control of processes, emissions or discharges themselves. The EXA should,
therefore, work on the assumption that the relevant pollution control regime and other
environmental regulatory regimes, including those on land drainage, water abstraction and
biodiversity, will be properly applied and enforced by the relevant regulator. It should act
to complement but not seek to duplicate these parallel consenting regimes.

The same approach is reflected in paragraph 183 of the NPPF, and the essential principle
was summarised by Lindblom LJ in Gladman Developments Ltd. v. SSCLG?* as being
that ‘the planning system should not duplicate those other regulatory controls, but should
generally assume they will operate effectively’. He went on to explain that the policy in the
NPPF to that effect ‘was directed to situations where some proposed process or operation ...
is subject to control under another regulatory regime ... its purpose was to avoid needless
duplication between the two systems of statutory control’®>.

The legal principle does not depend on whether the application is being determined pursuant
to section 104 or section 105. It is a matter of general approach, applicable in all cases.

Paragraph 4.10.7 of NPS EN-1 provides that the decision-maker should be satisfied that
development consent can be granted taking full account of environmental impacts. The
impacts on air quality, water quality, land quality etc. are fully assessed in the ES and ES
Addendum, and taken into account in the planning assessment contained in the Planning
Statement. Paragraph 4.10.7 also identifies the limited extent to which it is appropriate
for the decision-maker to consider matters regulated by the relevant pollution control
network, and how it should approach this task in close co-operation with the relevant bodies.

23 [2013] EWHC 4161 at paragraphs 177 to 193
24 [2020] Env. L.R. 15 at paragraph 43
25> paragraph 45
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Question:

Paragraph 4.10.8 of the NPS provides that consent should not be refused on the basis of
pollution impacts unless the decision-maker has good reason to believe that any relevant
necessary operational pollution control permits or licences or other consents will not
subsequently be granted. There are no good reasons to reach such a conclusion in this
case.

Safety matters which are subject to other regimes (EN-1 paragraph 4.11.3)

Paragraph 4.11.3 provides that the same principles apply here as for those set out in section
4.10 on pollution control and other environmental permitting regimes. The same
explanation therefore applies here but is not repeated.

Health issues, in respect of which NPS EN-1 advises: “"Generally those aspects of
energy infrastructure which are most likely to have a significantly detrimental
impact on health are subject to separate regulation which will constitute effective
mitigation of them, so that it is unlikely that health concerns will either constitute
a reason to refuse consents or require specific mitigation under the Planning Act
2008. However the IPC will want to take account of health concerns when setting
requirements relating to a range of impacts such as noise” (EN-1 paragraph
4.13.5)

Again, the same essential principle is engaged. To the extent that health issues are not
subject to separate regulation, these are fully assessed in the ES and ES Addendum?®,
taken into account in the planning assessment contained in the Planning Statement, and
reflected in the suite of controls and mitigation that the Applicant has proposed.

The question of whether effective arrangements exist to manage and dispose of
nuclear waste, because this has been addressed by the Government and the
Secretary of State should not consider it further (EN-6, paragraph 2.11.4).

Annex B of NPS EN-6 sets out how the Government has satisfied itself that effective
arrangements will exist for the management and disposal of the wastes produced by new
nuclear power stations. The reasoning is summarised in section 2.11 of the NPS, leading to
the conclusion in paragraph 2.11.4 that the decision-maker should not consider this matter
further.

The merits of that decision are not for consideration in this examination (see above).

26 See in particular ES Vol. 2, Chapter 28
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ExQ1 Question to:

Question:

Furthermore, whether the Government is or is not satisfied that effective arrangements will
exist is a matter of fact. The Government made its position on this point clear in the July
2018 Response to consultation on siting criteria and process for a new NPS for nuclear
power:

“Government policy is that before development consents for new nuclear power

stations are granted, the Government will need to be satisfied that effective

arrangements exist or will exist to manage and dispose of the waste they will

produce. In 2011, the Government set out in the national Policy Statement for

Nuclear Power Generation why it was satisfied that such arrangements will exist.

The Government considered these conclusions in the production of the 2014

Implementing Geological Disposal White Paper and the draft National Policy

Statement for Geological Disposal Infrastructure and continues to be satisfied that

they apply.”?’
Security - where the Centre for the Protection of National Infrastructure, the
Office for Civil Nuclear Security (now the Office for Nuclear Regulation) or the
Department for Energy and Climate Change (now the Department for Business,
Energy & Industrial Strategy) are satisfied that security issues have been
adequately addressed in the Sizewell C Project when the application is submitted
to the Secretary of State and have confirmed this to the Secretary of State (EN-1
paragraph 4.15.3).

Paragraph 4.15.3 of NPS EN-1 both explains and justifies the approach to be taken to
security considerations when examining applications for development consent for new
energy NSIPs. The merits of that approach are not for consideration through this
examination (see above).

The application is subject to the requirements of the Nuclear Industries Security Regulations
(2003) Ionising Radiation Regulations and Security Assessment Principles (SyAPS), 2017
and will be assessed by the Office for Nuclear Regulation Civil Nuclear Security and
Safeguards. SZC will need to satisfy the requirements of the SyAPS to allow construction,
operation and decommissioning.

27 paragraph 3.27
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

In accordance with paragraph 4.15.3, the ExA should not need to give any further
consideration to the details of the security measures in its examination.

Emergency Planning (EN-6, paragraph 3.5.3)

Paragraph 3.5.3 contains a list of ‘Flags for Local Consideration’ for the Office for Nuclear
Regulation ("ONR"), and paragraph 3.5.4 makes clear that because these are for the ONR
rather than the ExA to consider, they are not covered by detailed policy in the NPS. The
list includes emergency planning, in respect of which the ONR will work together with the
local authority or other Emergency Planning Authority.

This should be considered together with section 2.7 of the NPS which explains the
relationship between the regulatory framework for nuclear power stations and the
planning regime. Paragraph 2.7.3 explains that when considering an application for
development the ExA should act on the basis that the relevant licensing and permitting
regimes will be properly applied and enforced, that it should not duplicate the
consideration of matters that are within the remit of the nuclear regulators, and that it
should not delay a decision as to whether to grant consent until completion of the
licensing or permitting process. The Nuclear Regulators are responsible for, amongst
other things, those matters listed in paragraph 3.5.3 (see paragraph 2.7.4).

G.1.6

The Applicant

Policy approach

The Planning Statement, paragraph 3.9.13, states that: “The principle of a new nuclear
power station at Sizewell, therefore, has been accepted and that acceptance is important
and relevant and continues to carry significant weight.” Please explain further why that ‘in
principle’ acceptance and the overall policy approach of the NPSs should continue to carry
significant weight?

Response

Section 4 of the Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) addresses the
implications of the updates in policy and law since the submission of the application (as
listed in response to G.1.4) for the application of NPS policy. The assessment set out
there explains that the Government has confirmed the continued weight and importance
of the matters set out in the NPSs.

G.1.7

The Applicant

Policy approach

The Planning Statement, paragraph 11.1.5, makes reference to the consideration of
alternative energy sources and sites by Government in developing national policy and
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ExQ1
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Question:

states that they do not need to be considered again in the determination of this
application. Please provide an update to include reference to the National Infrastructure
Strategy (NIS) and National Infrastructure Commission (NIC) Government response
statements.

Response

In respect of the question of the appropriateness of examining alternatives, please see the
response to Question G.1.5.

The Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) provides a review of the National
Infrastructure Strategy (November 2020) and Response to the National Infrastructure
Assessment (November 2020) along with other documents published since the application
submission (most notably the Energy White Paper).

Annex A of the Planning Statement Update explains the implications of the
Government’s latest published assessment of alternative energy sources.

G.1.8

The Applicant

Policy approach

The CCC’s 6% Carbon Budget December 2020, recommended pathway requires a 78%
reduction in UK territorial emissions between 1990 and 2035 and sets out a number of key
recommendations including for electricity generation and in relation for uncertainties that
need to be resolved. Please comment on the implications of that report for the proposed
development and the role of nuclear in electricity generation generally.

Response

The role of nuclear energy in electricity is a matter for Government to address through
national policy.

The Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) (Section 2) addresses the CCC’s 6th
Carbon Budget December 2020. The CCC report identifies a preferred scenario which
would meet the objectives of the budget. This preferred scenario would see new nuclear
projects restore nuclear generation to current levels by 2035 despite the retirement of
older nuclear plants. That cannot be achieved without the deployment of Sizewell C.

The Planning Statement Update identifies the consistency between the findings of the
CCC report and the latest BEIS modelling which underpins the Energy White Paper (which
commits to bringing one large scale new nuclear project to FID by 2024) and which
projects the need for between 20-30GW of new nuclear new build capacity by 2050.
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Question:

G.1.9

The Applicant

Policy approach

The Government recently provided a Response to the CCC’s 2020 Progress Report to
Parliament and also announced a 10 point plan for a ‘Green Industrial Revolution’. Please
comment on that response and announcement with particular reference to the role of
nuclear power generation of the type proposed by the scheme as part of that plan?

Response

The Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) provides a review of both the
Government response to the CCC 2020 progress report to Parliament and the Ten Point
Plan. Both strengthen and support the need for new large scale nuclear projects.

The Government response to CCC in October 2020 recognises the challenges of increasing
demand for electricity in meeting 2050 net zero targets and finds that renewable sources
like wind and solar will need to be complemented by non intermittent sources of power to
deliver a reliable system, and that this will need to come from low carbon sources,
including nuclear. The report does not make any recommendations or targets in relation to
large scale nuclear but informed Government publications and policy in November and
December 2020 (including the Energy White Paper).

The Ten Point Plan followed the response to CCC in November 2020 and set out actions for
the next ten years necessary to accelerate the path to net zero and, by doing so, support
the economic recovery from the impact of coronavirus. This includes 'Delivering New and
Advanced Nuclear Power’ as Point 3, which highlights the increasing need for low carbon
electricity and that new nuclear power will both produce low carbon power and create jobs
and growth across the UK. It confirms that Government is ‘pursuing large-scale nuclear as
well as future technologies through investment in SMRs and AMRs’.

G.1.10

The Applicant

Policy approach

The Planning Statement, section 3.8, considers whether there has been a change in
circumstances since the EN-6 site specific assessment. Please identify and list all changes
to the site area/circumstances for the Sizewell C Project application compared to what was
considered by EN-6.

Response

This response is concerned directly with the matters covered by Section 3.8 of the
Planning Statement [APP-590] (i.e. matters related to the site boundary).
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Question:

Plate 3.2 of the Planning Statement identifies the boundary of the site that was
nominated into the SSA process by EDF Energy in March 2009 and contained within NPS
EN-6 Volume II (at page 261).

Figure 2.1 shows the comparative extent of the nominated site area and the application
site boundary for the main development site. This shows that the main development site
application boundary extends beyond the nomination site boundary to accommodate the
whole of the temporary construction area (although this is in part within the nomination
boundary), the Land east of Eastlands Industrial Estate, the Offshore Works Area and the
Sizewell B Relocated Facilities and National Grid land (although again this is in part
included within the nomination site boundary).

Figure 2.2 overlays the extent of the Permanent Development Site Boundary (as shown
on the Main Development Site Main Platform Proposed General Arrangement (Operations)
drawing [APP-017]). This shows that the main platform is almost entirely contained within
the original nomination site boundary - including the Nuclear Island, Conventional Island,
Ancillary buildings, Cooling water pumphouses and associated infrastructure.

The only exceptions are minor differences where the main platform extends beyond the
nomination boundary:

1. to the south of the main platform where its boundary marginally extends beyond
the nomination site boundary; and
2. to the south west of the main platform. The nomination boundary was drawn to

follow the line of the eastern bank of the Sizewell Drain which would be realigned.
The application boundary, therefore, follows the straight western boundary of the
platform.

The majority of the other permanent development within the main development site is

also contained within the extent of the nomination site boundary, including:

1. Power Infrastructure (including Sizewell C pylons, Sizewell C monopoles, National
Grid gantries and the National Grid substation)

2. the Operational and ancillary car parks (and Off-site delivery checkpoint).

3. Some of the Sizewell B relocated facilities (namely the Sizewell B outage car park at
Pillbox Field)
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Question:

The exceptions to this are the marine works, the remainder of the Sizewell B relocated
facilities and peripheral buildings (the Emergency equipment store, Back-up generator and
Ancillary substation).

The majority of land within the application site boundary for the main development site,
but outside the nomination site boundary, is required for construction. The description of
construction activities is provided within Volume 3, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES
Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) which at Figure 2.2.33 [AS-191] provides an illustrative
construction masterplan. This shows the locations of the Site Entrance Hub, the
Accommodation Campus, borrow pits, stockpile areas, contractor compounds, water
management areas etc.

The boundary of the nominated site in 2009 included (as described in EDF Energy’s
nomination report):

“land in the Goose and Kenton Hills to provide for an access road and other facilities which
may be located outside the nuclear power station boundary” as well as “a secondary area
to the south of Sizewell A and B power stations, between Sizewell Wents and the hamlet
of Sizewell. This area has been identified because it may be needed to accommodate
ancillary facilities to meet operational requirements”. The nomination also noted that other
operational infrastructure would be required outside the boundary but could not yet be
defined, stating “It will be necessary to construct cooling water intake and outfall
structures and possibly also coastal defences and marine off-loading facilities beyond this
boundary. It is not possible to define these features in any detail at this time and their
requirement, siting and design would be subject to detailed investigations at the local
level. The appropriate measures to mitigate potential adverse environmental effects
associated with these facilities would be considered during these detailed investigations”.

Figure 2.1 shows that some of the land identified in the hominated site boundary is not
included within the application site boundary. This includes land at Kenton Hills which
reflected the potential alignment of a site access road. The exclusion of this land from the
application site boundary reflects the relocation of the access road north of Kenton Hills
(to avoid increased land take within the SSSI) and relocation of the junction to a more
favourable location. This change was reflected in EDF Energy’s response to the nomination
process in November 2018 which included a revised nomination site area (for a new
nuclear NPS). This also identified other amendments since the 2009 nomination as a
result of operational requirements including the increase in size of the foreshore area to
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tie into Sizewell B sea defence. The amended boundary also addressed the minor
discrepancies between the extent of the main platform and the original 2009 nomination
boundary to the south and south west (as noted above).

Neither the nomination site submitted in 2009, nor the revised boundary in 2018 identify
the full extent of the land required for construction activities.

NPS EN-6 is clear that differences between the nomination site and the application site
boundary are likely. Paragraph 2.3.3 advises:

"The boundary of the nominated area may...vary from the site boundary that is proposed
for development consent. It was not considered reasonable to expect nominators to have
established, at the time of requesting nominations, detailed lay-outs for the whole of their
proposed developments, including for example any additional land needed for construction
or decommissioning.” Paragraph 2.3.4 goes on to state that: "The SSA has therefore been
carried out on the basis that applications for development consent may also include land
additional to the boundary of the listed site for other elements of the power station, such
as car parks, access roads or marine landing facilities, or for the construction and/or
decommissioning of the nuclear power station”.

Paragraph C.8.117 then states, specifically in relation to Sizewell, that ‘the SSA has not
assessed in detail proposals for associated works such as access roads. Such details could
change without affecting the overall strategic suitability of the site. The Government
believes that this type of proposal is more appropriately considered by the IPC’.

In summary, in considering and comparing the nomination site boundary with the
application site boundary for the main development site, it is important to note that:

o The nomination site boundary was indicative at the time of that nomination.

o The extent of the main platform as proposed is entirely within the nomination site
boundary (with the exception of some minor boundary alignment).

o Most other permanent development as proposed in the application is also within the
nomination site boundary.

. The NPS recognises that the application boundary may include additional land for
other elements of the power station including for construction activities.

o The majority of additional land within the main development site boundary is to

accommodate construction activities.

Page 20 of 236




ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

. The NPS confirms that details relating to construction were not assessed through
the SSA process and such details could change without affecting the overall
suitability of the site.

The response to Question AIL.1.5 addresses the relationship of the nomination site
boundary and the application site boundary further.

G.1.11

The Applicant

Policy approach

The Planning Statement, paragraph 3.6.4, draws support from the Secretary of State’s
decision in respect of a DCO application for a new gas-fired power station at Drax:

(i) Please provide an update in the light of the Court of Appeal judgment dated 21 January
2021 in the case of R (0ao) Client Earth and Secretary of State BEIS (1) and Drax Power
Ltd (2)?

(ii) Please comment on what represents a realistic, and not an exaggerated, view of the
weight to be given to ‘considerations of need’ in this particular case?

Response

Section 3 of the Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) addresses the
implications of the Drax Court of Appeal judgement.

The implications of what this means for the weight to be given to considerations of need
are then set out at Section 4.

In summary, the NPS must continue to be treated as an up to date and authoritative
statement of Government policy on the need for new nuclear. This is now further
bolstered by recent clear and unequivocal Government policy statements explaining that
the need assessments that the NPS are based on themselves remain up to date. The
Planning Statement Update provides a review of the more recent analysis which has
informed the Energy White Paper which confirms the scale and urgency of the need and at
Section 4(b) provides a summary of the contribution of the Sizewell C Project in meeting
the need for new nuclear generation.

Consistent with NPS EN-1 paragraph 3.2.3, substantial weight should be given to
considerations of need in this particular case.
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G.1.12

The Applicant, SCC, ESC

Policy approach

The Planning Statement, paragraph, 3.9.2, states that it is appropriate to treat EN-1 and
EN-6 as providing the primary policies relevant to the determination of the application.
Likewise, section 3(10)(b), paragraph 3.10.2, refers to EN-1 (paragraph 4.1.6) as stating
that other matters which the decision-maker may consider both important and relevant to
its decision making include development plan documents or other documents in the local
development framework. However, it goes on to say that in the event of a conflict
between the NPS and local policy, the NPS prevails for the purposes of decision making
given the national significance of the infrastructure:

(i) Does that correctly reflect the position where both the NPS and the development plan
fall within the scope of s105(2)(c)?

(ii) Alternatively, in such a case, do NPS policies not “sit alongside” other national and
local planning policies?

(iii) How should the weight to be attributed to those matters and the question of primacy
be assessed by the decision-maker in each case?

Response

S105(2)(c) requires the Secreatary of State to have regard to any other matters which the
Secretary of State thinks are both important and relevant. It does not deal with the
guestion of primacy.

NPS EN-1 paragraphs 4.1.5 and 4.1.6 deal with primacy and provide not only that the NPS
prevails for the purposes of (DCO) decison making but also explain the reason why that is
the case that the NPS prevails ‘given the national significance of the infrastructure’.

That is a statement of policy, giving a clear public interest reason for the approach. Itis
not a statement purporting to explain the application of s104(3). The NPS prevails as a
matter of public policy, whether the decsion falls to be made under s104 or s105.

The reasons for this policy approach do not fall to be questioned in decision-making on
individual applications but they are apparent. Paragraph 4.1.5 makes clear that the NPSs
are, for the most part, intended to make existing policy and practice of the Secretary of
State in consenting nationally significant energy infrastructure clearer and more
transparent. The clear intention is that they provide the primary basis for decision making
and they are designed for that purpose.

The NPSs are prepared in order to address the issues specifically associated with NSIPs.
They are based on assessments of the need for such developments, the benefits and
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impacts of the proposed policy for assessing proposals which seek to meet that need, and
they set out to make clear what would be the right policy approach in the public interest
balancing those needs, benefits and impacts. The proposed policies are subject to
strategic environmental impact assessment and other formal assessments as part of that
process. The proposed policies are then examined and voted on by democratically
accountable MPs in Parliament based on their suitablity for that specific purpose.
Paragraph 4.1.5 makes clear that, in doing so, they take acount of other policy
considerations. Other policy documents are prepared for different purposes - their
perspective is partial and none address - or seek to address - the balance that must be
struck in considering nationally important infrastructure. That is reflected in the process
for the preparation and testing of such policies, which does not include consideration of
the need for, benefits and impacts of, and alternatives to nationally significant
infrastructure projects of any type.

Other policy documents may therefore be relevant, but unlike national policy statements
they are not prepared or assessed on the basis that they will set policies for determining
the acceptability of NSIPs. That hierarchy of policy is reflected in paragraph 5 of the
NPPF, which makes clear that the Framework does not contain specific policies for NSIPs,
which are determined in accordance with the decision-making framework of the PA 2008
and relevant national policy statements, as well as other matters that are relevant (which
may include the NPPF). That clear statement of national planning policy applies directly
also to policies within local plans, which are required by paragraph 35 of the NPPF to be
consistent with the policies in the NPPF.

That position is also reflected in relation to the Local Plan in this case, as explained at
paragraph 3.10.7 of the Planning Statement. The Local Plan recognises the primacy of the
NPSs. The Applicant’s response to Question G.1.15 records that this was recognised by
the Inspector conducting the local plan examination.

The Energy White Paper (at page 55) confirms that the current NPSs will *continue to
provide a proper basis on which the Planning Inspectorate can examine, and the Secretary
of State make decsions on, applications for development consent’. Accordingly:

(i) The Planning Statement correctly reflects the posiiton where an application falls
to be determined under s105;

(i) NPS policies have primacy and do not simply sit alongside other policies for this
purpose;
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(iii)  Inherent in the policy position that the NPSs have primacy over other policy
documents is the fact that significant weight attaches to the policies of the NPSs.
These matters are addressed in the Updated Planning Statement (Doc Ref 8.4Ad),
particularly in sections 3 and 4. The balancing of all important and relevant matters
is @ matter for the decision maker but, in balancing the relative weight to be applied
to policy documents, primacy must be given to the policies of the NPSs.

G.1.13

The Applicant, SCC, ESC

Policy approach

The Applicant’s Planning Statement, paragraph 3.10.13, sets out a number of regional or
other policy documents which are relevant to the Sizewell C Project and have been
considered within the ES technical assessments. The Applicant indicates that this is not a
complete list. Are there any other policy documents that should be drawn to the ExA’s
attention to at this stage?

Response

Section 3.10 of the Planning Statement [APP-590] summarises the regional and local
planning policies of relevance to the Sizewell C Project. This is also reflected in the
Volume 1 Chapter 3 (Legislation and Policy Context) of the ES [APP-174].

Paragraph 3.10.13 of the Planning Statement presents a non-exhaustive list of other
regional or other policy documents that have been considered within the technical
assessments within the ES.

Each ES topic chapter contains an appendix setting out the assessment methodology.
These are contained at Appendices 6D-6Y of the ES [APP-171]. Each of these
appendices (section 1.2 of each appendix) identifies and describes legislation, policy and
guidance of relevance to that particular technical discipline.

This includes ‘regional or other’ policy and guidance. These are not repeated in the
Planning Statement.

Where any other existing policy or guidance is not listed in either the Planning Statement
or the ES it would not add to or affect the clear policy approach established in the NPS.
It is understood that a full list of policy documents is to be set out in the Councils’ joint
Local Impact Report.

Please see also the response to Question AlL.1.0.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

G.1.14 SCC, ESC Policy approach
If not already provided, please submit complete copies of all relevant development plan
and emerging policies and indicate in LIRs whether the status of any of those plans has
changed.
Response No response from SZC Co. is required.
G.1.15 The Applicant, SCC, ESC Policy Approach

The ESC Local Plan was adopted towards the end of 2020, please advise on the current
position in respect of the policies that should now be considered and whether this change
affects the assessment of policies set out by the Applicant.

Response

Paragraph 3.10.5 of the Planning Statement [APP-590] identified the development plan
at the time of submission. This comprised:

. The Suffolk Coastal Local Plan remaining Saved Policies - July 2018;

. The Suffolk Coastal District Local Plan Core Strategy & Development Management
Policies (July 2013);

. The Site Allocations and Area Specific Policies Development Plan Document (January
2017);

o The Area Action Plan for the Felixstowe Peninsula (January 2017); and

o The Leiston Neighbourhood Plan 2015-2029.

The adopted East Suffolk Council Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (SCLP) now supersedes the

Suffolk Coastal Local Plan remaining Saved Policies, Core Strategy & Development

Management Policies, the Site Allocations and Area Specific Policies Development Plan
Document and the Felixstowe Area Action Plan.

Paragraphs 3.10.9 - 3.10.12 of the Planning Statement also refers to the Suffolk
Coastal Final Draft Local Plan, which was the version of the SCLP submitted for
Examination. These are now also superseded by the adopted versions of the policies
(although a number remained materially unchanged).

Appendix B of the Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) provides a review of
modifications that were made to the draft policies prior to adoption. This includes:

o Policy SCLP3.4 - Major proposals for energy infrastructure
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Question:

. Policy SCLP10.4 - Landscape character

. Policy SCLP12.35 - Land at Innocence Farm

. Policy SCLP7,1 - Sustainable Transport

. Policy SCLP10.1 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity

Appendix B of the Planning Statement Update explains the implications of these
changes for the assessment of policy as presented in the Planning Statement. It also
notes that the Planning Statement makes reference to other policies as they existed in
draft form in the Final Draft Local Plan. This includes some which have been amended in a
non-material way (to correct typographical errors for example) and other draft policies
which have not been altered in their adopted form.

The review of these matters in Appendix B of the Planning Statement Update
concludes that:

e The extent of amendments to these policies was relatively minor and it is considered
that the Sizewell C Project continues to be consistent with relevant local planning
policy.

e Even where policies have been subject to significant alterations (i.e. SCLP3.4 and
SCLP10.4), the revised text tends to enhance the consistency of the policy with that
set out in the NPS and does not affect the assessments carried out within the Sizewell
C DCO application or raise any new matters which are not already identified and
addressed within the Planning Statement [APP-590].

The final Local Plan policies are in accordance with National Policy and are, therefore, not
materially different from the policy framework that was relied upon in the Planning
Statement. The assessments made within the Planning Statement [APP-590] continue
to be appropriate.

G.1.16

The Applicant, ESC

Policy approach

The Applicant’s Planning Statement section 3.10(b), paragraph 3.10.8, states that where
the strategies of the Local Plan relate to generic issues such as the protection of the
environment, the relevant policy tests are those set out in the NPS. Likewise, paragraph
3.10.11 states that for Policy SP13 of the emerging local plan, which sets out a series of
matters against which the Council believes that major infrastructure proposals should be
considered, the NPSs would prevail in the event of any conflict with local and national

Page 26 of 236



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002208-SZC_Bk8_8.4_Planning_Statement.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002208-SZC_Bk8_8.4_Planning_Statement.pdf

ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

policy:

(i) Does that reflect the correct position and is the primacy of the NPSs agreed between
ESC and the Applicant?

(ii) If not, please identify and explain any areas of disagreement?

Response

Matters relevant to this question are also set out in response to Question G.1.12 and in
the Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad).

The Applicant’s response to Question G.1.15 also addresses this issue.

Paragraph 3.54 of the adopted Local Plan confirms that decisions on NSIPs are taken at a
national level taking into consideration relevant National Policy Statements. Policy
SCLP3.4 is clear that it sets out matters which the Council will take into consideration in
its role as consultee. The Local Plan does not set policy tests for the NSIP, and nor would
it be appropriate for it to do so.

The Planning Statement Update identifies that this approach was recognised by the
Inspector conducting the Local Plan examination, who reported:

“"Proposals for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) are
considered against the designated National Policy Statements in a specific
consenting process, rather than through the Town and Country Planning process.
To be effective, the Policy and text should be amended so that it is clear as to
how the Policy would be applied in the NSIP process.”

As explained above in response to Question G.1.12, this approach is consistent with the
NPPF (paragraph 5) which confirms that the Framework ‘does not contain policies’ for
NSIPs. Policies in the Framework and in Local Plans prepared under the Framework are
not policies prepared or tested for use in the determination of DCO applications.

The reasons for this are explained in response to Question G.1.12.

(i) There is no disagreement between the Applicant and ESC. The Planning
Statement Update has been shared with ESC and there is no disagreement about the
position which it sets out on these issues. SZC Co. understands that this will be directly
confirmed in ESC’s response to this question.
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ExQ1 Question to:
G.1.17 The Applicant, MMO

Question:

Policy approach

The Planning Statement, section 3(10)(c), paragraph 3.10.19, refers to EN-1 (paragraph
4.1.6) which states that “The IPC must have regard to the MPS and applicable marine
plans in taking any decision which relates to the exercise of any function capable of
affecting the whole or any part of the UK marine area. In the event of a conflict between
any of these marine planning documents and an NPS, the NPS prevails for purposes of IPC
decision making given the national significance of the infrastructure.” Given that the
decision in this case would be made pursuant to s105 PA 2008 and not s104 PA 2008,
should the NPS still prevail in the event of a conflict or is the weight to be attributed to
those matters a question for the decision-maker to assess in the light of the particular
circumstances of each case?

Response

The Marine Policy Statement is unchanged since the drafting of the Planning Statement
[APP-590]%8, whilst the Energy White Paper has confirmed the continuing appropriateness
of the Energy NPSs for the purposes of this examination.

The Applicant’s resonse to Queston G.1.12 addreses the relationship of the NPS to
applications determined under s104 or s105 of the Planning Act 2008.

Accordingly, the position set out in the Planning Statement remains appropriate and up
to date.

G.1.18 The Applicant

Policy approach

The Planning Statement, paragraph 3.9.15, and Tables 3.2 and 3.3 provide an NPS
tracker. The Applicant is requested to provide a more comprehensive NPS Accordance
Table (NPS Tracker) for both EN-1 and EN-6 setting out the relevant NPS paragraph
number, the requirement of the NPS, the compliance with the NPS by way of reference to
submitted documentation and summary explanation, together with any subsequent
update. The updated tracker to be submitted at each Examination deadline as specified in
the Examination Timetable. This should record any changes and supplements to the

28 Guidance to the UK Marine Policy Statement from 1 January 2021 was published in September 2020 but its purpose was to explain how references
to EU law in the MPS should be interpreted following the UK’s withdrawal from the EU. It does not affect the substance of the MPS or its relationship

with the NPSs.
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Question to:

Question:

Applicant’s position on NPS compliance demonstrated by submissions during the
Examination.

Response

A separate NPS tracker has been prepared for the purposes of responding to this
question (Doc Ref. 9.14) and in response to the requirements set out in the Rule 8 letter
[PD-015].

G.1.19

The Applicant

Need

The Planning Statement, section 3.5, sets out why the Applicant considers that EN-1 and
EN-6 establish an urgent need for new nuclear power generation in the UK. This is
disputed by a number of IPs. For example, the relevant representations of Leiston Labour
Party [RR-0678], Mark Hoare [RR-0752], Friends of the Earth Grassroots Nuclear Network
[RR-0400], Stowarzyszenie 'Wspodlna Ziemia' (Association Common Earth) [RR-1163],
Swilland and Withesham Grouped Parish Council [RR-1198], and Stop Sizewell C
(Theberton & Eastbridge Action Group) [RR-1162] advocate the use of other technologies
as being preferable. Likewise, Together Against Sizewell C (TASC) [RR-1231], contends
that there is no NPS which establishes the “need” for a new nuclear power station post
2025, or the appropriateness of SZC for that purpose, when judged against the
reasonable alternatives. The Applicant is requested to provide further justification and
explanation in the light of these comments for its stance that the principle for the need for
new nuclear plants such as Sizewell C is established in EN-1 and that significant weight
should be attached to the statements of need set out in EN-1 and EN-6.

Response

The Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) addresses this question.

In summary, it records that the Energy White Paper helpfully establishes that the current
NPS *will continue to provide a proper basis on which the Planning Inspectorate can
examine and the Secretary of State can make decisions on applications for development
consent’. (Energy White Paper page 55).

The White Paper (also on page 55) also establishes that ‘the need for the energy
infrastructure set out in energy NPS remains, except in the case of coal-fired generation’.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Appendix A of the Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) presents a summary
of the up to date modelling which underpins the position set out in the Energy White Paper
on the need for new large scale nuclear power stations.

G.1.20

The Applicant

Need

The Planning Statement, section 3.7, considers the EN-1, EN-6 site specific assessment
and amongst other things, asserts that, in principle, Sizewell C is identified as a site
suitable for the development of a new nuclear power station. The relevant representation
of Walberswick Parish Council [RR-1257] submits that this potential suitability is no longer
valid since it was based on an ability to use a sea-based transport strategy. Please provide
a specific response to that matter in the light of the changes to the original application.

Response

The Parish Council’s Relevant Representation [RR-1257] is concerned that:

“The Government’s National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power Generation concluded
that Sizewell is a potentially suitable site for new nuclear power stations before 2025. This
potential suitability is no longer valid because of the following: o It was based on an ability
to use a sea-based transport strategy. Once that was deemed unviable by EDF, the
project should have been declared unsuitable because land based transport cannot be
properly mitigated.”

NPS EN-6 explains in sections 2.3 and 2.4 how potentially suitable sites for new nuclear
power stations were identified for the purposes of the NPS. The process involved a
Strategic Siting Assessment, an Alternative Sites Study and an Appraisal of Sustainability
for the NPS policy itself and for individual sites.

Transport issues were considered under the heading of Communities: Suporting
Infrastructure. The Appraisal of Sustainability: Site Report for Sizewell (October 2020)
recognised that the construction of Sizewell C could generate effects on the road network
but reported:

“5.32... However, these issues are primarily localised and can likely be mitigated, provided
the design includes transport management plans, green travel plans and consideration of
alternatives to road for the transport of large loads (for example, transport by sea).
Nevertheless, further studies should be undertaken by the developer.

There is a strategic intent to improve capacity on the East Suffolk Rail Line in order to
improve links between Ipswich and Lowestoft. East Suffolk Rail Line improvements would
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

be of strategic importance in developing increased nuclear capacity. A primary access to
rail and sea transport routes is the local road and rail infrastructure.”

Access by sea, therefore, was not a pre-condition of the identification of Sizewell C.

Similarly, Annex C of NPS EN-6 sets out ‘why the sites have been found to be potentially
suitable’ (paragraph C.1.1). In relation to Sizewell, the Annex confirms (at paragraph
C.8.123) that the Appraisal of Sustainability assessed there to be potential for some
adverse impacts locally from additional traffic during construction and wider negative
effects on regional transport infrastructure but does not state that it set out any
requirement or conclusion that the transport solution must be sea-based. Instead, the
Annex refers to the general policies on tranport in NPS EN-1.

Those policies are set out in NPS EN-1 at section 5.13. They apply to all of the potentially
suitable sites and contain no pre-condition for sea-based transport at Sizewell. Paragraph
5.13.10 expresses a preference for rail or water-borne transport over road transport
where cost-effective, but no specific requirement for either.

G.1.21

The Applicant

Need

The Planning Statement, paragraph 7.2.11, states that based on current grid intensity the
operation of Sizewell C would displace the equivalent of its construction emissions within
the first 6 years of operation. The representation of Ian Marshall [RR-0490], states that
“the carbon footprint of Sizewell C’s construction will have an adverse impact on carbon
targets; it cannot positively contribute to UK’s carbon neutral timetable until 2040 at the
earliest”. Please comment on that assertion and set out the anticipated timetable for the
displacement of construction emissions and the achievement of a positive contribution to
the UK carbon neutral timetable.

Response

Volume 2, Chapter 26 of the ES [APP-342] stated that the Sizewell C Project would take
6 years to offset its construction emissions. This estimate was based on a comparison of
Sizewell C output with long-term forecasts for the grid average carbon emissions (the grid
average comparison approach). The approach used in the ES is consistent with the
approach taken in a number of other Environmental Statements for nationally significant
infrastructure projects (NSIPs) to contextualise potential offsets.

Following the receipt of comments on the assessment, SZC Co. has considered the issue
further and concluded that within the context of Sizewell C - and any other new low
carbon generation project - the grid average comparison approach used in the ES is overly
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

conservative and has significant limitations as a means of assessing the carbon savings
that new low carbon generators can provide. Some of the issues that give rise to this
conclusion are explained further below.

In summary, the grid average comparison approach involves comparing a new project
(such as Sizewell C) with the carbon intensity of a hypothetical future electricity mix (in
the years to 2050). It is assumed that any hypothetical future electricity mix will be
delivered even without the new project under consideration. The hypothetical electricity
mix is based on an assumption that large amounts of new low carbon generation
electricity capacity throughout the period will have been delivered (up to a fourfold
increase in low carbon electricity between today and 2050). This is because of the large
amount of new low carbon electricity is heeded in order to a) decarbonise the electricity
grid and b) meet rising demand for electricity caused by electrification of other parts of
the economy (e.g. heating and transport). However, most of the new low carbon
generation electricity capacity which is assumed in the hypothetical energy mix is also
hypothetical (i.e. is not represented by a project under construction). Therefore, a more
appropriate comparison of Sizewell C (or any other new low carbon project) would be to
evaluate the new project in the context of the currently unmet need for new low-carbon
generation capacity.

This does not affect the overall conclusion of the assessment presented within Volume 2,
Chapter 26 of the ES [APP-342] namely that the Sizewell C Project will provide a
significant contribution to reducing the greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the long term.
In the short-term the GHG emissions associated with the construction of Sizewell C will
not affect the ability of the Government to meet its relevant carbon budgets. These
conclusions remain robust.

The grid average comparison approach

Under the grid average comparison approach, new generation projects are compared with
a future projection for the electricity grid. The new project is assumed to displace carbon
to an amount equal to the carbon intensity of the forecast grid. In turn, the projected grid
intensity would be derived from a long-term forecast for the electricity sector (which
would incorporate assumptions about changes in demand and rates of new build
technologies and other key variables).

To illustrate the grid average comparison approach: If the future grid was assumed to be
20% fossil fuelled, then 20% of the additional output from a new low carbon generator
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ExQ1 Question to:

Question:

would be assumed to displace fossil fuels. A consequence of this approach is that the
lower the carbon intensity of the hypothetical future grid, the lower the carbon saving that
any new low carbon project is forecast to have. For example, if the future grid was
assumed to be only 10% fossil fuelled (rather than 20% as above), then only 10% of the
additional output from a new low carbon generator would be assumed to displace fossil
fuels.

The grid average comparison approach implicitly assumes that the forecast grid carbon
intensity would be achieved without the specific project in question. For example, if
Sizewell C was being compared to a grid that was forecast to have decarbonised to a point
where only 10% of the power was from fossil fuelled sources (for reference, the UK grid is
currently around 40-50% fossil fuelled), then it is assumed that this level of
decarbonisation would happen without Sizewell C. I.e. Sizewell C would not help the grid
reach the level of decarbonisation where only 10% of the grid is fossil fuelled.

It is important to note that this is not a Sizewell C (or new nuclear) specific issue. Any
new low carbon generation project which was compared to a future grid projection would
also be assumed to not be contributing to the level of decarbonisation achieved in the
projection.

UK power market forecasts are for a low carbon system. Under the grid average
approach, this results in low implied carbon savings from new projects.

Forecasts for the future UK grid are typically developed through a modelling exercise
during which the party undertaking the modelling will set out assumptions and constraints
on key parameters which influence the modelling outputs (outputs include generation
technology capacities, power demand and the average carbon intensity of the electricity
grid). These modelling exercises typically reflect the UK’s decarbonisation requirements
and objectives (including carbon budgets which require falling levels of UK carbon
emissions and the 2050 net zero obligation). For example, the model will be set up so that
the output is consistent with net zero in 2050 (in the most recent BEIS Energy and
Emissions Projections there are two illustrative scenarios which specifically achieve net
zero®®). More generally, as the modelling exercises that provide forecasts for the future

29 DBEIS (2020) Updated Energy and Emissions Projections 2019 (October 2020) Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/energy-

and-emissions-projections
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

electricity grid tend to take account of the UK’s decarbonisation objectives, it follows that
as a result, prevailing electricity forecasts show very low levels of future carbon intensity.

Consequently, the grid average comparison, when applied with prevailing forecasts for an
electricity system which is mostly decarbonised, implies that any (and all) new low carbon
generation projects (nuclear, wind, solar etc) would provide minimal carbon emissions
savings. On this basis, new projects appear to take a long time to displace their
construction emissions. This can be seen in the Sizewell C calculation in Volume 2,
Chapter 26 of the ES [APP-342] and has been highlighted in the relevant
representations, but a similar effect would apply if the new project in question was for any
other low carbon technology.

Power sector forecasts show a large amount of new build low carbon capacity

In order to achieve the low grid average carbon intensities which are implied in the
electricity sector forecasts used in the ES calculation (and other forecasts for the UK
electricity sector), large increases in low carbon generation output will be required relative
to today’s levels:

« Low carbon generation output would need to roughly double between today and the early
2030s; and

e increase 3-4 times compared to today’s outputs by 2050 depending on which forecast is
considered.

In other words, achieving the low future levels of grid carbon intensity assumed in
forecasts for the electricity grid would require a significant build of new low carbon
projects from today and continuing through to 2050.

Importantly, this means continuing to build a large number of low carbon projects after
the electricity grid has reached a very low (or even zero) carbon intensity in order to meet
the continually increasing demand for low carbon electricity. This increasing demand for
low carbon electricity occurs because other sectors within the economy (for example
transport, heating, and industry) are anticipated to achieve decarbonisation by
electrification (i.e. the energy sources of these sectors will switch from hydrocarbons to
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ExQ1 Question to:

Question:

low carbon electricity). This is considered extensively in the CCC net zero report and
technical appendices and can be seen in the BEIS Energy and Emissions Projections°.

Carbon savings calculated using the grid average comparison approach in the
context of the forecasts described above

If enough low carbon generation is built to achieve the level of carbon intensity assumed
in the Government’s forecasts, then the new capacity would serve to avoid carbon
emissions by:

e reducing the amount of fossil fuelled generation required in the electricity sector to the
extent reflected in the model, in effect, this is displacing carbon emissions in electricity
production. Within the model, new low carbon generation will be mostly or entirely
displacing fossil fuelled power generation; and

e meeting increasing demand for low carbon electricity from e.g. heating, transport and
industry, in effect new low carbon generation is displacing carbon emissions from
other sectors.

In other words, the projected new capacity in power market models are effectively
modelled to achieve carbon ‘savings’ via either (or both) effects (a) and (b) above.

As the grid average comparison assumes that the projected future mix would occur
without Sizewell C (or any other new low carbon project) being constructed and becoming
operational, the consequence is that an appropriate proportion of the benefits of (a) or (b)
is not ascribed to the new project being assessed. Instead, the only benefit implied by the
grid average calculation is to remove a proportion of the residual grid emissions in the
modelled outcome.

This approach does not reflect the following important factors:

e the large amount of new build capacity that is required to achieve the future forecast
(many times the output that Sizewell C would generate);

e the fact that most of this forecast capacity is hypothetical (i.e. not yet operating or
committed to be built); and

30 DBEIS (2020) Updated Energy and Emissions Projections 2019 (October 2020) Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/energy-

and-emissions-projections
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e the fact that a large amount of new build will be required to come online throughout
the period to 2050 (including after Sizewell C comes online) for the future forecast to
be achieved.

Sizewell C and other new build low carbon projects will contribute to achieving the large
amount of low carbon generation required to decarbonise the electricity grid and other
sectors embedded in power sector forecasts. Having regard to the factors listed above,
decarbonisation of the grid (and the resultant carbon savings) can only occur if significant
numbers of new low carbon generating stations are authorised and constructed.
Therefore, the actual carbon savings delivered from the new low carbon projects are much
greater than would be implied through comparison against grid average, as the electricity
generated would be consumed instead of fossil fuelled power generation (for example a
gas plant) and/ or provide low carbon electricity to replace fossil fuels in other sectors
(e.g. through the electrification of motor vehicles). Government policy to achieve net zero
requires the decarbonisation of these other sectors and cannot be achieved without
projects like Sizewell C.

To provide some context of how much need there is for new low carbon generation and
how much Sizewell C will contribute to meeting that need, using the BEIS UEP net zero
‘low demand’ scenario, Sizewell C will provide 7% of the total projected 2035 low carbon
power and 4% of the total 2050 total; while in the *high demand’ scenario the equivalent
numbers are 6% (in 2035) and 4% (in 2050).

Illustration of the potential carbon savings provided by Sizewell C’s generation
and the implied length of time to offset carbon emissions

As described above, one of the benefits of new low carbon power generation is that it is
expected to replace fossil fuelled power generation that would otherwise be operating. In
the UK the fossil fuelled generator would likely be a combined cycle gas turbine (CCGT). If
the full output from Sizewell C replaced a CCGT, the carbon emissions saved would be
enough to offset the Sizewell C construction emissions in 4 to 5 months. As described
above, low carbon power will also help reduce emissions in other sectors such as transport
and heating. If the low carbon power were compared to the emissions from a petrol
vehicle or gas boiler the carbon savings would be expected to be even greater than the
CCGT comparison provided above.
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Question:

G.1.22

The Applicant

Need

The Planning Statement, paragraph 7.2.12, compares the lifecycle GHG emissions with
lifecycle emissions from other sources. The representations of IPs such as East Suffolk
Council on behalf of Green, Lib Dem & Independent Group [RR-034], assert that nuclear
power compares unfavourably, in terms of GHG emissions, to wind power. Please explain
further the derivation of the figure of 4.5g CO2e/kWh for lifecycle GHG emissions for the
scheme.

Response

The greenhouse gas assessment presented in Volume 2, Chapter 26 of the ES [APP-
342] provides a lifecycle carbon intensity for Sizewell C of 4.5g CO2e/kWh. This carbon
intensity factor was calculated by combining all estimated emissions from the construction
and operation of Sizewell C and dividing it by the electrical output.

Since the preparation of the ES, SZC Co. has commissioned an updated Life Cycle
Assssment to assess the carbon footprint of the project, with the aim of producing an
Environmental Product Declaration (EPD) that considers other environmental impacts as
well as the carbon footprint. A copy of the carbon focused life cycle assessment report,
hereafter 'LCA’ (which provides the asssessment of Sizewell C’s potential future carbon
footprint) is provided within Appendix 9A of the written responses and the full EPD
report, covering categories beyond carbon is expected to be generated and published in
the coming months.

The LCA was carried out by Ricardo Energy and Environment under the most relevant
Product Category Rules (PCR) for electricity generation. PCRs specify how a LCA should be
conducted and reported via an EPD for products that fulfil similar requirements. The PCR
the LCA has been conducted under is that for 'Electricity, Steam and Hot Water Generation
and Distribution PCR2007:08, version 4°. This PCR was created by the International EPD®
System (IES) in accordance with standards such as ISO 14025 and ISO 14044. The LCA
has been independently reviewed and verified by a third-party (WSP), with the verification
statement certificate attached to the report.

The LCA provides a more detailed calculation of the GHG emissions from the Sizewell C
Project over its lifetime than the carbon assessment provided in the ES, with updates to
data (where available), and was performed using different software tools. The LCA
includes the full ‘cradle to grave’ lifecycle activities of Sizewell C including:
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e all upstream activities required for the supply of nuclear fuel (including uranium
mining, conversion, enrichment, and fuel fabrication);

e construction materials and activities;
e Sizewell C operational activities (in addition to the supply of nuclear fuel);
e decommissioning and waste management infrastructure and activities.

Inventory data covering the activities described above were used to calculate the potential
carbon footprint per kWh generated by Sizewell C. In addition, the PCR requires that a
measure of carbon per kWh ‘distributed to a potential consumer’ is provided with an
assessment of the carbon impact of downstream infrastructure (the UK’s transmission and
distribution electricity grid). It should be noted that downstream impacts of a similar
magnitude would be expected to apply to all large power generators.

The updated assessment provides a carbon intensity of 6.10g CO2e/kWh for electricity
generated.

A range of CO:ze intensities for other grid electricity generation modes including as gas,
solar photovolataics, onshore and offshore wind is also presented in the Volume 2,
Chapter 26 of the ES [APP-342], paragraph 26.4.53. This data was sourced from BEIS
(2019) 2018 UK greenhouse gas emissions, provisional figures (statistical release:
national statistics)*' and CCC (2013) Reducing the UK’s Carbon Footprint CCC (2013)
Reducing the UK’s Carbon Footprint3?. The carbon intensity of offshore wind is presented
as 7-24 gC0O2e/kWh while onshore wind is 7-20gCO2e/kWh.

Based on Government published data, the carbon intensity of Sizewell C for every kWh
generated is similar or lower than the estimated carbon intensity of the other forms of
low-carbon power generation considered here.

G.1.23 The Applicant Need

The Institute for Resource and Security Studies [RR-0499] states that it is untrue that
Sizewell C's CO2 equivalent emissions would be “similar to wind and lower than solar ".
When the carbon footprint of its full uranium ‘fuel chain’is considered - from uranium

31 BEIS (2019) 2018 UK greenhouse gas emissions, provisional figures (statistical release: national statistics)
https://documents.theccc.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2013/04/Reducing-carbon-footprint-report.pdf

32 CCC (2013) Reducing the UK'’s Carbon Footprint https://oesg.org.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2014/12/CCC-Reducing-carbon-footprint-report.pdf
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mining, milling, enrichment (which is highly energy intensive), fuel fabrication, irradiation,
radioactive waste conditioning, storage, packaging to final disposal - nuclear power's CO2
emissions are between 10 to 18 times greater than those from renewable energy
technologies. Please comment on the criticisms made and indicate whether the
comparisons made by the Applicant take account of the factors mentioned and, if not, why
not?

Response

As described above, since the preparation of the ES, SZC Co. has commissioned an
updated LCA which is provided within Appendix 9A of the written responses.

The updated assessment provides a carbon intensity of 6.10g CO2e/kWh of electricity
generated. Importantly with respect to this question, the LCA includes the impacts of the
full value chain for the production of nuclear fuel including uranium mining, conversion,
enrichment and fabrication. The carbon footprint associated with these upstream activities
is estimated to be 2.75g CO2e/kWh of electricity generated.

As explained within response to G.1.22 above, the LCA indicates that the carbon intensity
of Sizewell C is similar or lower than other forms of low carbon power generation.

G.1.24

The Applicant, Relevant local
planning authorities

Benefits - Economic

The Planning Statement, paragraph 7.2.18, states that home-based jobs generated by the
project would equate to around 1% of all employment in Suffolk. This is regarded by the
Applicant as a significant increase in employment and a major beneficial change to
employment in the area:

(i) What reliance can be placed upon the estimate that around 2,000 home based workers
would be employed on the main development site at peak?

(ii) What weight can be placed upon such relatively temporary employment benefits in the
overall balancing exercise?

Response

i) Evidence of strong home-based (HB) recruitment at Hinkley Point C means that the
Sizewell C Project is confident of the reliability of its peak recruitment estimates.

The assessment of local and regional socio-economic effects for the Sizewell C Project
including assumptions on the number of home-based workers at peak and throughout the
construction phase - set out and evidenced within Volume 2, Appendix 9A (Technical
Note 1 — Workforce Profile) of the ES [APP-196] - draws on evidence from Hinkley Point C.
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As reported to the Socio-economic Advisory Group for the Project33, this shows there are
currently (as at January 2021) 1,717 home-based (HB) workers out of a total workforce of
4,769. Many of these HB workers are in roles that will be available to local residents at
Sizewell C, and which are not attractive to non-home-based (NHB) workers, because they
do not have a subsistence allowance to support working away from home. Evidence from
Hinkley Point C also suggests that higher skilled MEH roles are likely to be filled by local
residents, supported by changes in work packages and local training to increase the HB
number at peak.

For clarity, the 2,000 workers referred to in the question does not include staff operating
the Associated Development sites as these are outside of the Main Development Site
security gate, or remote, and does not include pre-operational and commissioning staff
who have the potential to be home-based.

As also set out in response to Question SE.1.33, estimates of the total, HB and NHB
employment for each year of construction, by phase/work package are set out in Table
1.9 of Volume 2, Appendix 9A (Technical Note 1 - Workforce Profile) of the ES [APP-
196] with supporting text to evidence the assumptions.

Volume 2, Chapter 9 (Socio-economics) of the ES [APP-195] uses a conservative
assessment case for assumptions about HB and NHB workers - this is to ensure mitigation
for the NHB component is sufficiently robust. Some of the additional workforce (resulting
from changing assumptions about the scale of workforce required as presented through
Stage 2 and Stage 3 Consultation) may be home-based, but the ES has taken a ‘worst
case’ position with regards to knock-on effects on socio-economic factors.

The scale of HB workforce was based on assumptions by broad contract package - though
it may represent an underestimate given advances in higher-skilled operative recruitment
for MEH roles. At Hinkley Point C, the proportion of HB workers is currently 36%, and has
been above 50% in early years.

SZC Co, ESC and SCC are working to develop iterative and responsive governance for the
implementation of employment, skills and training interventions (set out in Schedule 7 of
the Draft Deed of Obligation (Doc Ref. 8.17(C))) that take into account real data from

33 HPC Socio-economic Advisory Board (2021) Available at: https://www.sedgemoor.gov.uk/media/9721/SEAG-Dashboard-
Accommodation/pdf/SEAG Dashboard - Accommodation.pdf?m=637511338094670000
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Question:

contractors for each Workforce Delivery Strategy at each phase of the Project, and review
data to understand the effectiveness of such interventions, in order to maximise local
labour market benefits and local recruitment. This is likely to be even more effective than
similar measures applied at Hinkley Point C, having had the benefit of lessons learnt about
the targeting of investment form Hinkley Point C.

ii) Despite being temporary, the construction phase will:

» Represents over 42,000 years of construction employment output, much of which is
supported by the long-term gain in skills for individuals that will develop their
sustainable careers in the industry well beyond the construction phase of this project;

» Is equivalent to twice the median job tenure in the UK and far longer than the average
job tenure on a construction site - as set out from paragraph 3.3.9 to 3.3.11 of the
Economic Statement [APP-610].

Whilst construction employment is often short-term and peripatetic, the length of this
particular construction project provides valuable opportunities for people to cycle through
different roles on the Project (using the SZC Jobs Service), gain long-term skills and
develop genuine long-term sustainable careers.

SZC Co. has worked with SCC, ESC, the New Anglia Local Enterprise Partership (NALEP)
and local skills and training providers to generate a suite of measures for the labour
market and supply chain to not just deliver the workforce for the Project, but maximise
the local opportunities for sustainable careers, transferrable skills, and particularly
supporting breaking down barriers to employment and raising aspiration via an Outreach
Fund, Sizewell C Bursary and Young Sizewell C. Other elements include long-term
investment in revenue for the existing capital projects in the region, with the aim of
supporting the legacy benefits for the region. Further detail is set out in response to
question SE.1.17 and within Schedule 7 of the Draft Deed of Obligation (Doc Ref.
8.17(C)).

The construction employment benefits are only one part of the benefits, with significant
permanent benefits in the operational phase as well which represents a permanent uplift
in employment, skills and supply chain benefits. Although they are temporary, they are
relatively long-term, especially in the context of the typical duration of a construction job
(typically only between 13% and 23% expect to be working on the same site for more
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than a year, and up to half less than six months) and in the economy more generally,
where the median job tenure is 5.6 years.

There are also important qualitative elements in providing a pipeline into the industry,
including the HPC-SZC skills conveyor, leaving behind a more skilled and productive
workforce.

Further information on the scale of the benefits generated by the Project is outlined in the
Economic Statement [APP-610] and summarised in an appendix to this response
(Appendix 2A), which also sets out how the Project will secure interventions and funding
for regional skills infrastructure, and support the region to focus on long-term, legacy
skill-sets to the benefit of sustainable economic growth forecast to be demanded by both
the region and the Project.

Substantial weight should be placed on the long-term, substantial economic benefits that
this Project will bring to the region. Its scale — and the ways in which its benefits will be
retained and enhanced - draw on the same successful measures for business and
skills/employment as at Hinkley Point C, where to-date:

e £2.7bn has been spent on local businesses who have been supported into the project’s
supply chain through engagement activities;

e Currently 36% of the workforce is from within the 90-minute area, and for much of
the construction period so far this has been higher, up to around 50%;

e 9,494 people have registered for the Jobs Service, and 1,240 of them have been
placed into work on the HPC Project;

e 1,500 young people have benefitted form the Young HPC Programme; and
e 734 apprentices have been employed on the Project.

Hinkley Point C is yet to reach its peak of construction activity, but the Project has already
substantially outperformed its aspirations for local (economic) benefits, which the
Secretary of State considered ‘significantly outweighed’ residual adverse impacts of the
HPC Project (SoS HPC Decision Letter, Section 6.6).

The Ten Point Plan for a Green Industrial Revolution identifies the importance of the
benefits of construction employment associated with new nuclear projects, using Hinkley
Point C (HPC) as its case study. Furthermore, regional supply chain benefits are also
supported by the Energy White Paper (page 56), which sets out that ‘Developing the
domestic supply chain for the sector has the potential to transform the prosperity of these
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regions. It provides high-value and skilled employment opportunities, unlocking
investment to support infrastructure projects and growing manufacturing and industrial
capability’

G.1.25

The Applicant

Benefits - Economic

The Planning Statement, paragraph 7.2.20, states that the project would also create
extensive supply chain opportunities:

(i) What reliance can be placed upon the experience of development at Hinkley Point C by
way of a comparator for such opportunities given the different location and circumstances
of the Sizewell site?

(ii) What is the likelihood of a similar level of spending on the regional supply chain at
Sizewell C taking place and how would that be secured?

Response

() The Economic Statement [APP-610] sets out the Applicant’s assumptions
regarding the scale of local and regional supply chain benefit at Section 3.4. This
includes several assumptions about replication of the regional supply chain
procurement experienced at Hinkley Point C to-date to estimate a proportion of the
overall Sizewell C Project Value that would be retained in businesses in the region.
Overall, reliance can be placed on upon the experience of development at Hinkley
Point C by way of a comparator for such opportunities for the following reasons:

a) Sizewell C is essentially a replication of Hinkley Point C (with the exception of
some differences in ground conditions and site preparation) and as such will
have the same spending profile on supply chain as Hinkley Point C, which has
(so far) spent £2.7bn on goods and services procured from local and regional
suppliers;

b) Sizewell C will apply broadly the same measures as are in place for Hinkley Point
C to engage, support local and regional firms to win work on the Project (and in
fact has the benefit of lessons learned for effectiveness from Hinkley Point C, as
well as a running start with a willing and informed Sizewell C Consortium already
geared up for the Project and a Supply Chain Portal already in place);

c) The fact that interventions to be secured by the Draft Deed of Obligation (Doc
Ref. 8.17(C)) are focused on local and regional firms, and support is being
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provided to local/regionally-focused bodies such as the Councils, NA LEP, and
Suffolk Chamber of Commerce; and

d) The regional economy in the East of England is not substantially different to the
South West in terms of the relative scale of business, employment, output and
sectoral representation. Tier 1 contractors will not have the resource capacity to
deliver all of the work packages directly - they will need to draw on local firms
at Tier 2 and Tier 3 in the supply chain across a range of construction and non-
construction contracts. Local and regional firms have a competitive advantage in
winning work (even without the proposed measures in the Draft Deed of
Obligation (Doc Ref. 8.17(C)) - they have shorter travel times, smaller carbon
footprints, and logistical benefits that translate into economic advantages.

To expand on (b) - in terms of measures already underway:

In developing the approach to delivery of supply chain benefits, SZC Co. has
provided resourcing to the Suffolk Chamber of Commerce for several years, and
currently supports a team of seven people who undertake supply chain engagement
activities with local businesses. This activity includes the investigation of developing
local consortia (similar to successful consortia at Hinkley Point C), and the running
of ‘meet the buyer’ events (next event planned for July 2021). The activity has also
included the development and maintenance of a Sizewell C Supply Chain Portal,
which currently has 1,385 registered businesses, of which 747 are in Suffolk and
575 are outside of Suffolk, but within the region. The companies registered cross-
cut a range of sectors relevant to the work packages that the Project will need -
including 177 Suffolk-based professional/technical services companies, 89
transport/logistics companies, and 47 civil construction (on-site) firms.

Registration does not guarantee that a company will work at Sizewell C, but allows
the Chamber of Commerce to ‘Supplier Match’ local and regional companies to
specific work packages that will be necessary to deliver the Project. As such, local
and regional companies are potentially in a stronger position to win work than they
might ordinarily be.

To further improve the potential opportunities for local and regional companies to
win work at Sizewell C, the Chamber of Commerce actively engages with those local
and regional companies to support their business development and accreditation
alignment in accordance with the requirements of the Project.
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e Suffolk Chamber of Commerce notes that statistical evidence from portal
registrations suggest that the Local and Regional content pledged in the DCO can
be delivered. There are a significant number of local and regional companies
already registered and it is predicted, with reasonable certainty, that this will
continue to grow. Further, there is a breadth of local and regional capability that
would be able to deliver against a range of work packages necessary during the
Sizewell C Project.

By undertaking similar interventions to those at Hinkley Point C, to be secured by the
Draft Deed of Obligation (currently in draft at Doc Ref 8.17(C)), focused on local and
regional firms, the approach to Sizewell C essentially replicates the successful approach to
supply chain engagement currently being enacted for Hinkley Point C in the South West,
which has:

e Resulted in £2.7bn being spent with regional businesses on goods and services -
exceeding the anticipated level for the whole project (£1.5bn) in just the first 5
years34;

e Delivered innovative consortia from local firms such as the Somerset Larder;

e Enabled brokerage between Tier 1-2 contractors and local firms - in 2019 alone
1,657 South West companies were recommended for a total of 141 work
packages®®.

The market is confident that this level of retention of spending in local and regional supply
chains is realistic (and in fact represents a conservative estimate). This is demonstrated
by an independent assessment of the potential local and regional supply chain benefits
has been undertaken by the Sizewell C Consortium, a collection of more than 200 leading
companies and organisations from across the country, leading to a Memorandum of
Understanding (MoU) being signed between the group, MPs and regional stakeholders.
The group estimates that the Sizewell C Project may exceed estimates for local/regional
supply chain benefit estimated by the Applicant (estimated at c. £1.5bn within the
Economic Statement [APP-610] at paragraph 3.4.13), estimating that £4.4bn may be
retained in the East of England. This demonstrates market confidence in the supply chain

34 HPC Socio-economic Advisory Group. Available at: https://www.sedgemoor.gov.uk/SEAG
35 EDF Energy (2020) HPC Socio-economic Brochure https://www.edfenergy.com/sites/default/files/hpc socio-economics brochure 2020.pdf
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capacity available, and the fact that potential contractors are willing to sign up to the MoU
proves that they are willing to make a commitment to local and regional investment.

(i)  As set out in Part (i), there are several factors that result in confidence that a
similar level of spending on the local and regional supply chain at Sizewell C as at
Hinkley Point C is realistic.

Specific levels of spending cannot of course be secured through the DCO - that depends
on local businesses wanting and being able to take advantage of the opportunity. SZC
Co.’s commitments to support the process, however, can and will be secured through the
Deed of Obligation which (as set out at Schedule 7, Paragraph 3 of the Draft Deed of
Obliagtion (Doc Ref. 8.17(C))) requires the Applicant to implement or procure measures
described in the Supply Chain Strategy [APP-611].

Further information regarding the detail, delivery and securing mechanism, governance
and monitoring for supply chain activities is set out in response to question SE.1.27

G.1.26

The Applicant

Benefits - Education, Jobs and skills

Please provide further explanation and details to support the claim set out in the Planning
Statement, paragraph 7.2.33, that the economic effects of Sizewell C Project on skills,
employment and the labour market would be substantial given the relatively short-term
nature of many of those economic effects.

Response

Please refer to G.1.24.

G.1.27

The Applicant, Relevant local
planning authorities

Benefits — Tourism

The Planning Statement, section 7.2 (e), explains the provision of the proposed Tourism
Fund and what that is anticipated to achieve:

(i) Please explain further why the provision of such a fund could be relied upon to mitigate
the potential for adverse impacts on tourism as anticipated by the ES distinguishing
between construction and operational impacts?

(ii) Please list the locations of particular concern and explain how the provision of a
Tourism Fund would specifically assist those particular aspects of the tourist economy
most likely to suffer an adverse impact?
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Response

SZC Co. recognises the importance of the tourist economy within and around the Suffolk
Coast, and has undertaken an assessment of the effects of the Sizewell C Project on
tourism, in-line with the requirements of National Policy Statement EN-1, as part of
Volume 2, Chapter 9 (Socio-economics) of the ES [APP-195]. This concludes that there
is limited empirical evidence that the Sizewell C Project would lead to a quantifiable
reduction in visitor numbers, a change in visitor behaviour, or a change in expenditure or
business viability in the sector over and above normal variation. Nevertheless, based on
stakeholder engagement, experience from Hinkley Point C, and in order to be
precautionary, SZC Co. recognise that there would be benefit in the establishment of a
Tourism Fund to market and promote the area so as to attract new potential and returning
tourists. Such measures would be expected to pre-empt any adverse effects and reduce
the likelihood of them occurring.

There is a debate between SZC Co. and the local authorities about the messages to be
drawn from surveys carried out in advance of Sizewell C about its potential impact on the
area. A paper setting out further details of SZC Co.’s consideration of ex-ante stated
preference surveys, and experiential evidence of the actual effectiveness of a Tourism
Fund drawing on Hinkley Point C evidence is included within Appendix 2A to the written
responses.

(i) SZC Co. commissioned an ex-ante stated preference survey to identify potential
sensitivities to change for existing and potential visitors, in order to identify
measures that could effectively be implemented by a Tourism Fund to reduce the
risk of stated intentions to change visiting behaviour from manifesting in practice.
[The results of this survey are summarised within the Environmental Statement at
Volume 2, Chapter 9, from paragraph 9.7.82 to 9.7.89 [APP-195] and set out in
full at Volume 2, Chapter 9, Appendix 9F (Ipsos MORI Suffolk Coast Visitors
Survey) [APP-196] The survey identified a link between people’s certainty of
intention and their level of knowledge - (i.e. the evidence that people who knew
more about the Project and the area in general were less likely to be concerned
about the effects and state their intention to change their behaviour). Therefore,
SZC Co. and stakeholders recognise that a Tourism Fund is a reasonable and
sensible way to be precautionary about these risks.
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As such, use of a Tourism Fund for marketing, promotion, and other projects to benefit
the image of tourism at the Suffolk coast is considered an effective way of providing
precautionary mitigation for perceived risks as demonstrated by:

e Experience at Hinkley Point C — where similar concerns about potential adverse
effects were raised by Interested Parties, but have not manifested into actual
effects on tourism in Somerset - has provided evidence for the positive effect of a
Tourism Fund used to promote and market the area and provide information to
visitors and prospective visitors. Monitoring of business confidence through
governance (via SEAG), as well as public datasets such as tourist-sector
employment (via BRES, 2019) and tourism spend (via GBTS, 2018), has shown no
adverse effect on the Somerset tourist economy from the construction activity at
Hinkley Point C where a Tourism Fund has been applied; and

e By Visit Britain (2019) who suggest that every £1 invested in promotional,
marketing and research activity within the British Tourist Authority delivered up to
£23 to the British economy through visitor spend.

The principle of a Tourism Fund is supported by East Suffolk Council [RR-0342] -
paragraphs 1.185 to 1.187 - subject to agreement on the scale of the Fund.

SZC Co. and regional stakeholders agree that a Tourism Fund is an appropriate way to
ensure potential changes in visitor activity do not result in economic consequences. SZC
Co. has shared with East Suffolk Council and Suffolk County Council a proposed approach
to the Tourism Fund including its release, scope, implementation (including Tourism
Programme Manager Role), and governance. These matters are detailed in the Draft
Deed of Obligation (Doc Ref. 8.17(C)) and largely agreed with details of areas of
disagreement set out within the Draft Statement of Common Ground between SZC
Co, ESC and SCC (Socio-economics) (Doc Ref. 9.10.12).

SZC Co. and stakeholders agree that the operational phase effects of the Project are not
anticipated to lead to adverse effects on tourism.

(i) While the Environmental Statement at Volume 2, Chapter 9, from paragraph
9.7.92 [APP-195] summarises that, before mitigation, there is potential for very
local effects on tourism businesses and activities where there is a combination of
significant residual environmental effects, and perception-related effects as a result
of sensitivities to different aspects of the Sizewell C Project, it does not explicitly
identify these locations. Doing so would pre-empt the inherently uncertain nature
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of effects, and would limit the ability of the Tourism Fund to be effective and wide-
ranging. Local effects can be mitigated by promotional and marketing campaigns
focused on wider areas. [A portion of the Tourism Fund will be allocated to
monitoring and market research may be funded through the Tourism Fund in order
to identify any such local effects. Where such local effects are identified, the Annual
Tourism Fund Implementation Plans which are to be approved by the Tourism
Working Group to direct the use of the Tourism Fund may identify specific
attractions and events to be promoted and specific funding for initiatives which are
focused on particularly sensitive attractions and/or locations within the Suffolk
Coast and Heaths AONB.

In some cases, where potential effects on sensitive receptors cross-cut socio-economic
and environmental topic areas and would benefit from comprehensive and holistic
mitigation, separate Resilience Funds are proposed to be agreed bilaterally with RSPB
Minsmere and National Trust Dunwich Heath. This will ensure that the activities funded
through those measures do not overlap but can complement the plans, programmes and
projects supported by the proposed Tourism Fund (and other funds, where applicable).
The Tourism Programme Manager will monitor such funds in order to identify opportunities
for complementary activites. Details are included in the Draft Deed of Obligation (Doc
Ref. 8.17(C))

G.1.28 The Applicant Indicative Construction Programme [APP-599]
The early years assessment of traffic is done for an assumed year of 2023. On the
indicative programme the years are not referenced. Annotate the years on the programme
so it can be easily referenced to other submission documents.
Response The Implementation Plan (Doc Ref. 8.4I(A)) has been updated to include the assumed
years and is included as Revision 2 as part of the Deadline 2 submissions.
G.1.29 The Applicant Construction Phases

Figures 2.2.34 to 2.2.38 in [AS-191] show Construction Phases 1 to 5. They do not appear
to relate to the Implementation Plan provided in [APP-599]. Provide:

(i) Information on other construction phases, given temporary access and haul roads are
still in place in Phase 5; and
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

(ii) Cross reference these documents so that the construction phases can be identified in
the Implementation Plan.

Response

Figures 2.2.24 to 2.2.38 relate to the sequence of construction phases described within
the Construction Method Statement (refer to Volume 3, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES
Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) for the latest version). The Implementation Plan (Doc
Ref. 8.4I(A)) then relates entirely to the timing of delivery of the following environmental
mitigation measures and sets the proposed sequence in which these mitigation measures
would be delivered:

e Accommodation Campus (Work No. 3).

e Ecological Compensation Sites (Work No.s 6, 7 and 8).

e Highways Improvements and particularly:

o Sizewell Link Road (Work No.s 12A to 12D).

o Two Village Bypass (Work No.s 11A to 11C).

o Yoxford Roundabout and other highway improvements (Work No.s 14 to 17.
Requirement 8 of the Draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)) obliges the construction works to be
undertaken in general accordance with the sequence set out in the Construction Method
Statement. This ensures that the primary mitiagtion measures assumed for the main
development site are appropriately secured.

Phase 5 is the final phase of construction and during this phase temporary infrastructure
would be removed as described in Volume 3, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES Addendum

(Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) and annotated on Figure 2.2.38 of [AS-191]. There are therefore no
other construction phases.

G.1.30 The Applicant Main Platform - Underground Construction
Provide long and cross sections of the main development platform showing the cut-off wall
extent and also any deep excavations proposed, including marine tunnelling shafts.
Response Please refer to Figures 2.5-2.8 of this chapter.
G.1.31 The Applicant Main Platform - Underground Construction

Explain how dewatering will be undertaken for the revised marine tunnelling area outside
of the cut off wall.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Response

The shafts for each of the three marine tunnels are constructed and designed to extend
into the Harwich formation (clay), so as to form an internal groundwater seal/cut-off at
their base.

The shaft construction method is assumed to be a diaphragm wall (i.e. reinforced
concrete), which is the same construction method as the cut-off wall. The shaft is circular
in shape, and once the circle is completed, will also form a groundwater seal around its
perimeter. It should be noted that although there is an effective seal, water will still very
slowly infiltrate into the shafts through the clay material, as clay is not completely
impervious.

Once the construction is complete, dewatering will be carried out in the three tunnel
shafts before the earth is excavated. Groundwater would then be pumped out of the
sealed shafts before the majority earth is excavated, whether by a sump or well pump
method. The sump pump method would involve an excavation of a sump within the shaft,
whereby a pump is then lowered into it to draw down the groundwater. The sump is
progressively excavated and advanced ahead of the main excavation. The well pumping
method would involve installation of a dewatering well, which would then have a pump
installed in it, and the pumping would be carried out as a single activity

G.1.32

The Applicant

Permanent SSSI Crossing

In paragraphs 2.2.135 and 2.2.136 of [AS-181] the crossing bridge is said to be 30m long
and 45m wide, in paragraphs 2.7.7 and 2.7.9 of [AS-202] the crossing bridge is said to be
approximately 40m long and 40m wide and in paragraph 3.2.3 of the FRA Addendum [AS-
157] the bridge is said to be 30m wide. In the plan SZC-S5Z0100-XX-000-DRW-100205
[PDA-005] it is 40m long and 30m wide. Confirm the following:

(i) The length of the proposed bridge (north /south); and
(ii) The width of the proposed bridge at soffit level (east/west).

Please update the plans to record the conclusion.

Response

(i) The distance between the bank seats located at either end of the bridge would be
approximately 30m. Please refer to Section A-A of Drawing SZC-SZ0100-XX-
000-DWG-100205 [PDA-005]. This is considered to be consistent with paragraph
2.2.135 of [AS-181]. This is replicated at Paragraph 3.4.35 of [AS-202].
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

(iil)  The width of the proposed bridge (east/west) at crest level would be 40m during
the construction phase. Please refer to Section B-B of Drawing SZC-SZ0100-XX-
000-DWG-100207 [PDA-005].

In response to ecological concerns raised by stakeholders, SZC Co. has further optimised
the design and proposes to reduce the width of the bridge to approximately 15m once the
power station has been built. This would be achieved by removing part of the bridge deck.
It is also proposed to raise the soffit level of the bridge in response to stakeholder
feedback. Updated indicative plans and further details will be submitted at Deadline 4.
Requirement 12C of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)) will be updated at the same time to
secure primary mitigation.

G.1.33

The Applicant

Permanent SSSI Crossing

Explain in detail why the width of the crossing needs to be around 40m at crest level given
only the permanent access road will remain at operation.

Response

SZC Co. has further examined whether the crossing needs to retain a width of 40m in its
permanent operation. As stated in response to Question G.1.32, in response to feedback
from stakeholders following the January 2021 change application, SZC Co. commissioned
a design review to determine if the structure could be optimised to further reduce impacts
on Sizewell Marshes SSSI. This included consideration of the adaptive design. SZC Co.
now proposes to reduce the width of the bridge to approximately 15m once the power
station has been built. This would be achieved by removing part of the bridge deck.
Updated indicative plans and further details will be submitted at Deadline 4. Requirement
12C of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)) will be updated at the same time to secure
primary mitigation

G.1.34

The Applicant

Permanent SSSI Crossing

A number of IP’s have referred to a crossing option of a three span bridge, that was
considered at Stage 2 consultation. This is outlined in Appendix D7 [APP-072]. In Table
7.2 of that document it sets out the relative merits of a number of options including a
three span bridge. This three span bridge option is stated to have the least land take from
the SSSI and also has the least width of 35.5m, which includes the temporary bridge that
would be ultimately removed. The current proposal has a final footprint width of 70m. This
width is greater than any option in that previous consultation and presumably has a
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Question:

higher land take from the SSSI especially as there would be no removal of temporary
incursion into the SSSI. Provide:

(i) Explanation in detail why the three span bridge approach in the Stage 2 consultation is
no longer being proposed, given the implications for the SSSI set out in Table 7.2 and
Table 7.3; and

(ii) The estimated land take of the current single span bridge proposal.

Response

(i) The triple-span bridge is not proposed because of its substantial effect on the
construction programme. This is because it would delay the movement of bulk earthworks
from the deep excavation to the Temporary Construction Area. The 6-12 month
programme saving benefits of the proposed SSSI Crossing are considered to outweigh the
impact caused by the permanent loss of a small additional area of the Sizewell Marshes
SSSI.

The triple span bridge is estimated to take 35 weeks to provide its first crossing (a short-
term modular bridge), compared with 17 weeks for the proposed solution. During the 18-
week delay associated with the triple span bridge, no bulk earthworks at all can be
transported to the Temporary Construction Area.

The second milestone under the triple-span bridge option would be when the temporary
triple-span bridge is complete next to the modular bridge. This is when full-size haul
vehicles can use the SSSI Crossing. It would take approximately 30 weeks longer in total
to reach the point where full-size haul vehicles, which have a much greater carrying
capacity, can use the triple span bridge compared with the proposed solution.

The final milestone is when the SSSI Crossing is complete. The proposed solution can be
constructed in a total of approximately 55 weeks, whereas the triple-span bridge option
would take more than twice as long (approximately 108 weeks in total). Whilst full-size
vehicles can use the crossing from the second milestone, the capacity for bulk earthworks
movements is substantially constrained because the temporary triple-span bridge would
need to be shared with other construction-related vehicles whilst the permanent triple-
span bridge is under construction.

Overall, the effect of constraints to bulk earthworks movements that would be caused by
implementing the triple span bridge option is a 6-12 month delay to the overall
construction programme of SZC.

(ii) The permanent SSSI land-take for the proposed SSSI Crossing, as defined by the

Page 53 of 236



ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

footprint of the embankments located at either end, is approximately 0.21ha.

The permanent SSSI land-take for the triple span bridge option, as defined by the
footprint of its (smaller) embankments and areas of permanent ground improvement
required for the temporary bridge, is approximately 0.19ha. This area of ground
improvement is included in the permanent land take even though the temporary bridge
would be removed, because the works would have been so extensive that the land could
never have feasibly become SSSI status again. Works would have included substantive
piling, overlaid with a reinforced granular stone load transfer platform. The platform would
have needed to extend up to the central span to create a working area for construction
activity.

Further to the above, SZC Co’s response to question G.1.32 states that in response to
ecological concerns raised by stakeholders, SZC Co. now propose to constrain the width of
the bridge to approximately 15m once the power station has been built. This is narrower
than the width of the triple span bridge, which would have been approximately 18.5m.
Narrowing the proposed bridge post-construction substantially reduces long-term
ecological impacts on the SSSI, which are mainly associated with shading.

G.1.35

The Applicant

Permanent SSSI Crossing

Paragraph 2.7.8 of [AS-202] states “The carriageway would have an approximate width of
12m and require approximately 3m high safety barriers on either side.” Explain the
following:

(i) Whether the carriageway width of 12m is in its usual meaning the vehicle running
width or includes the width of the footways on either side; and

(ii) Why there is a requirement for a safety barrier of 3m high on either side of the
carriageway.

Response

(i) The 12m carriageway consists of an 8m access road and two 2m footways.

(i)  The 3m requirement was based on an initial assumption relating to safety and
security and is no longer necessary. Design developement has confirmed that the
barriers at the edges of the bridge would be 1.5m in height to protect cyclists (in
accordance with BS 7818 & DMRB CD377). The barriers on either side of the access
road would also need to be 1.5m to provide H4a vehicle containment (in accordance
with DMRB CD377 Revision 4)
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

G.1.36 The Applicant Permanent SSSI Crossing
Figure 2.2.16 in [AS-190] seems to show that the carriageway and the top of the
embankment crossfall towards the sea. The road level in paragraph 3.3.4 is stated to be
7.3m AOQOD. Is this proposed level at the lowest point of the road, which in the plate would
be the seaward side? Is this interpretation correct?

Response A crossfall is required to allow water to drain from the access road, which would be 1:50
for each 4m lane. Figure 2.2.16 of [AS-190] is illustrative only and the crown of the road
is expected to be in the middle with a crossfall either side, rather than a camber from
west to east.

Table 2.3 of [AS-202] confirms that the minimum crest height of the SSSI Crossing
would be 7.3mAOD.
G.1.37 The Applicant Permanent SSSI Crossing — Adaptive Sea Defence

Paragraph 2.2.134 of [AS-181] states that by 2090 the maximum crest height of the SSSI
crossing is likely to need to be increased to 10.5m AOD. Provide:

(i) A section similar to the adaptive design shown in Figure 2.2.25 in [AS-190] showing
how the adaptive design may be constructed on the SSSI crossing;

(ii) An explanation of the monitoring process to ensure the adaptive defence is delivered
when required and how this process is secured within the DCO;

(ii) A description of how the works required to deliver the adaptive defences are secured
within the DCO; and

(iv) An explanation as to whether consideration has been given to construct the SSSI
crossing at the 10.5m AOD height at the start of the project.

Response

(i) In addition to the reduced width set out in response to question G.1.33, SZC Co.
propose to reduce the height of the adaptive design to below the 10.5m maximum
height parameter. Further details will be provided at Deadline 4.

It is proposed that a section is provided at that deadline, rather than providing a
section of the current illustrative design at Deadline 2, which is about to change.

(if)  The Coastal Processes Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (Volume 3, Appendix
2.15.A of the ES Addendum [AS-237]) states that Sizewell Marine Technical
Forum (MTF) has been established ‘to facilitate open and transparent dialogue
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

between SZC Co. and the statutory environmental bodies (and their advisors)
relating to marine monitoring of the SZC Project’. Paragraph 7.1.37 in the Main
Development Site Flood Risk Assessment [AS-018] confirms that the impacts
of climate change on sea level rise would be monitored and assessed at set
intervals (e.g. 10 years) to determine the trajectory of the projections (e.g. in
terms of sea level rise or increased storminess) and consider whether there is any
change from either the currently considered projections or the climate change
guidance as applied within the Application. The Applicant notes that the periodic
safety review would aid in the decision-making process regarding whether and
when there is a need to raise the sea defences. An explanation of how this is
secured is set out below.

(iii) It is proposed that a new requirement is included in the Draft DCO (Doc Ref.
3.1(C)), Requirement 12C, to secure the details of the layout, scale and external
appearance of the SSSI Crossing, along with the monitoring arrangements,
including water levels and the trigger points when the adaptive design may need to
be implemented.

In the light of evolving design, further details will be provided at a future deadline,
as set out above.

(iv) SZC Co. does not consider it would be justified to construct the SSSI Crossing at
the taller height from the outset given it is not predicted to be required until at least
2090.

G.1.38 The Applicant Permanent BLF

Paragraph 3.4.66 of Appendix 2.2B [AS-202]. Provide:
(i) The approximate size of the ground beams; and
(ii) The approximate size of the cross beams;

Response SZC Co. no longer intends to proceed with ground beams and cross beams. A concrete
mattress is instead proposed, which comprises concrete pads connected by steel or
polymer rope. The mattress would be the same size as the current proposal and dredging
assumptions remain unchanged.
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Question:

This alternative is proposed owing to its simple and quick installation method and lack of
materially new or different environmental effects. Further details, including approximate
sizes, are set out in the update to Volume 3, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES Addendum
(Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) submitted at Deadline 2.

G.1.39

The Applicant

Permanent BLF

Paragraph 3.4.68 of Appendix 2.2B [AS-202] states that the platform may require
reinstallation following storm events or at the beginning of each summer period during
construction use. In this scenario is it assumed that platform elements could be lost to the
sea?

Response

As set out in response to G.1.38, SZC Co no longer intends to proceed with the platform
comprised of ground beams and cross beams. SZC Co instead proposes a concrete
mattress.

The concrete pads that make up the mattress are interconnected with steel or polymer
rope, forming a flexible and resilient mesh. This means that it is unlikely to be necessary
to remove the mattress outside of the annual campaign period or in preparation for
storm events.

However, the concrete mattress can be installed and removed quickly and the assumption
that it is removed is retained in the update to Volume 3, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES
Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) submitted at Deadline 2 for flexibility and resilience.

G.1.40

The Applicant

Permanent and Temporary BLF - Diversion of Coastal Paths

Paragraph 15.5.11 to 15.5.20 [APP-267] sets out the potential implications for the Suffolk
Coast Path, Sandlings Walk and the future route of the England Coast Path. Diversions are
explained and shown in The Access and Rights of Way Strategy, Appendix 151 [APP-270].
The introduction of the new temporary beach landing facility is likely to affect the periods
for which diversions would be in place. Set out the approximate length and frequency of
closures associated with:

(i) Construction of the permanent beach landing facility;

(ii) Construction of the temporary beach landing facility;

(iii) Operation of the permanent beach landing facility during construction;

(iv) Operation of the temporary beach landing facility when conveyor belt is in use, if
closure of path beneath is required; and
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Question to:

Question:
(v) Operation of the permanent beach landing facility during operation.

Response

(i) The Suffolk Coast Path would be kept open and redirected up and down the
shoreline as necessary to facilitate construction of the permanent BLF, except in
rare circumstances where it is considered unsafe to do so. In such instances, use of
the temporary inland diversion would be necessary. SZC Co. approximate that any
such closures, if required at all, would be required for no more than a fortnight at a
time. SZC Co. will ensure that closures are kept to a minimum.

(ii)  The above is also applicable for the temporary BLF.

(iii)  The coast path will not need to be closed when the permanent BLF is in use. The
coast path will be temporarily diverted along the beach beneath the permanent BLF
structure to facilitate safe import movements.

(iv) The coast path will not need to be closed when the temporary BLF is in use. The
design incorporates a specific arrangement for the coast path to cross beneath the
temporary BLF structure.

(v)  As per the construction phase of the permanent BLF, the coast path will not need to
be closed when the permanent BLF is in use during the operational phase.

G.1.41

The Applicant, Essex & Suffolk
Water Company

Water Supply

In [AS 189] you indicate that the provision of the preferred pipeline may have adverse
effects in respect of noise, air quality and terrestrial ecology.

Please explain how mitigation could be secured for these operations when the pipeline
would not appear to be part of the DCO application.

Response

In [AS-189] the potential cumulative effects between the Sizewell C Project and the
proposed Sizewell Transfer Main are assessed. No likely significant cumulative effects are
identified. The scheme would involve construction of new mains between Northumbrian
Water Limited’s (NWL) Northern/central Water Resource Zone and Sizewell.

It is anticipated that sections of new main would be installed relatively quickly along the
route, impacting upon receptors for a limited period of no more than a few weeks.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

NWL would design and construct the new transfer main, and would also secure any
necessary planning permission(s), consents and licences, and carry out any necessary
environmental monitoring and mitigation. It would not form part of Sizewell C's DCO.

G.1.42

The Applicant

Draft DCO

In [AS148] Table 2 refers to how Article 3 and 4(1)(a) set vertical limits to control the
parameters of development.

(i) Please explain how this would be achieved for each of the associated development sites
where there are no parameters plans and are not specifically covered by these articles
except for Work No. 4C, Work No. 11 and Work No. 12.

(i) Is it not fairer to say that there are no vertical limits of deviation in these locations as
parameter plans have not been provided and as the DCO is currently drafted?

As this document is intended to be a signposting document to aid the public’s
understanding of the DCO, is this a fair representation to them?

Response

The EXA is referred to Appendix 141 — DCO Drafting Note 9 of the written responses.

G.1.43

The Applicant

Vertical Limits of Deviation

In [APP 451] SLR, Noise and Vibration para 4.6.40 the ES seeks to explain that a
parameters approach has been adopted, and this is duplicated in para 4.6.37 of [APP 415]
(TVB Noise and Vibration) . Both Chapters appear to rely on a limitation of vertical
deviation of 1m. Please show where this is set out and secured in the DCO.

Response

The vertical limit of deviation of 1m applicable to the Sizewell Link Road (Work No. 12)
and Two Village Bypass (Work No. 11) are secured in the Draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)) by
article 4(1)(b).

G.1.44

The Applicant

Park and Ride Sites (Parameters)

In [APP 384 and APP 354] for the Southern and Northern Park and Rides respectively
there appears to be no reference to any form of vertical limit of deviation or what
parameters the development would be undertaken within. Are these two elements of the
scheme to be treated differently from other aspects of the proposed development?
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Response

The ExA is referred to Appendix 14I — DCO Drafting Note 9 of the written responses.

G.1.45

The Applicant, All relevant
local authorities, EA

Code of Construction Practice
The CoCP [AS 273] sub heading m) indicates SZC Co. would hope to lead on complaints.

Please explain how this would be undertaken to respect privacy and comply with the GDPR
as well as enforcing authorities’ responsibilities to investigate complaints.

Response

All complaints are and will continue to be recorded and monitored through the ‘Tractivity’
database used by SZC Co. and personal data will be processed in accordance with SZC
Co.’s privacy policy, which ensures compliance with the GDPR. The privacy policy is
available here: https://sizewellcdco.co.uk/privacy-notice-and-policy/ . It is, and will
continue to be reviewed regularly and updated as necessary.

SZC Co. will monitor, record and provide information on complaints monthly to relevant
authorities via the communications teams. This would not disclose any personal data that
could breach the GDPR.

G.1.46

The Applicant, Network Rail

Green Rail Route and Land East of Eastlands Industrial Estate (LEEIE)

(i) In the event the Saxmundham to Leiston branch line is modified as proposed and both
the LEEIE and Green Rail Route are established could they both be operational at the
same time?

(ii) Please explain whether this is possible and if not what would be in place to prevent it?
(iii) Has the ES assessed the possibility of both operating together? -

Response

i) Based on the proposed designs, it would be technically possible to operate both the
Green Rail Route and the LEEIE at the same time, although simultaneous operation is not
intended.

i) The design is being optimised for sequential operation of the LEEIE, and then the
Green Rail Route. For example, the signalling design is being developed to enable access
to the LEEIE, and then the Green Rail Route. While both pieces of infrastructure could
theoretically be operated simultaneously, this would require a specifically agreed
operational process. Any simultaneous use of the infrastructure in the course of normal
operation has not been identified as a design requirement and would only be likely during
a short changeover period.
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Question:

iii) Please see the response to question TT.1.90.

G.1.47

The Applicant

Main Development Site

Please will the Applicant confirm that the Main Development Site as defined in the ES
glossary [APP-005] is exactly the same as the Main Development Site as defined in the
dDCO (both the original [APP-059] and the current version). The wording is different. If
there are differences, please supply plans setting them out and an explanation.

Response

In the context of the ES, the ‘main development site’ comprises five main components:
(1) the main platform;

(2) the Sizewell B relocated facilities and National Grid works; (3) the offshore works
area;

(4) the Temporary Construction Area (TCA); and

(5) the Land East of Eastlands Industrial Estate (LEEIE).

In addition certain additional sites fall within the same area assessed, which are:

(6) the permanent off-site sports facilities at Leiston;

(7) fen meadow compensation sites at Benhall, Halesworth and Pakenham; and

(8) marsh harrier improvement area.

In the context of the Draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)), the ‘main development site’ in limited
to Work Nos. 1A-1E, which comprises the five main components except for the offshore
works area, which for the reasons given in the Applicant's response to question DCO.1.20
is treated separately. The off-site elements of the main development site have their own
separate Work Nos in the dDCO, which are: Work No 5 (sports facilities) ((6) above);
Work Nos 6, 7 and 8 (fen meadow sites) ((7) above); and Work No 8 (marsh harrier site)
((8) above).

The subdivision of the main development site in the DCO into different Work Nos is
necessary because the same Requirements do not apply to all parts of the main
development site as defined in the ES. The Applicant's response to question DCO.1.20
sets out further explanation as to why the main development site is defined as it is in the
DCO.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

The extent of the main development site as defined in the ES can be found in Volume 2,
Chapter 1, Figures 1.1 - 1.12 [APP-179], with the Pakenham site shown in Figure
2.2.26 of the ES Addendum [AS-190].

The main development site as defined in the dDCO is shown on Works Plans on sheet nos.
1-5 and 7-8 (Doc Ref. 2.3(C)).

G.1.48

The Applicant

Main Development Site

Please will the Applicant state whether or not the Works numbers 2, 3 and 4 are wholly
located on the Main Development Site as defined in the dDCO and that the only works to
be carried out on the Main Development Site as defined in the dDCO are Works No.s 1-4.

Response

The EXA is referred to the Applicant's response to questions G.1.47 and DCO.1.20.

G.1.49

The Applicant

Plans

The Main Development Site Temporary Construction Area — General Arrangement Sheet 4
of 4 indicates the eastern extent of the proposed green rail route, this however, extends
beyond the area defined in the Works Plans as Work No. 4B. Please clarify the position or
provide corrected plans.

Response

An error is shown on the Works Plans [APP-012] in respect of Work No. 4B. The extent
of the green rail route is correctly shown on the Main Development Site Temporary
Construction Area - General Arrangement Sheet 4 of 4. The Works Plans (Sheets 2 and
8) have been corrected to reflect this error and submitted as Doc Ref. 2.3(C).

G.1.50

The Applicant

Flood Defences

In Table 2.3 Parameters for other development on the main platform. You specify the
maximum height of the sea defence as 14.2m AOD. This is explained in the subsequent
paragraphs 2.4.6 and 2.4.7.

(i) Is the intention to construct the flood defence to the greater height from the outset?
(ii) If not, when would you anticipate this would be done and how would this be secured?

Response

The Parameters were based on the design of the HCDF with a raised crest level of
14.2mAOD. This has now been superseded by the change accepted in April 2021, as set
out in Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the ES Addendum [AS-181] with the permanent crest of
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ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

the HCDF raised to 12.6mAOQOD (14.6mAQOD with landscaping) and with the ability to adapt
the defence up to 16.4mAOD (18.0mAOD with landscaping).

(i) Paragraph 7.1.37 in the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (MDS
FRA) [AS-018] confirms that the impacts of climate change on sea level rise would be
monitored and assessed at set intervals (e.g. 10 years) to determine the trajectory of
the projections (e.g. in terms of sea level rise or increased storminess) and consider
whether there is any change from either the currently considered projections or the
climate change guidance as set out within the Application. It is therefore the intention
to raise the sea defences only when projections have changed and indicate that the
12.6m AOD crest level would be insufficient to manage the 10,000-year coastal event
with reasonably foreseeable climate change allowance at 2140.

(ii) Requirement 12B has been amended in revision 4 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C))
to secure the monitoring arrangements for the sea defences, including the trigger
points when the crest of the sea defences would need to be increased to 16.9m. This
then secures the redesign of the hard coastal defence, along with the timing for any
implementation.

G.1.51

The Applicant, Network Rail

Freight Trains

(i) Please advise of the stages to go through to confirm that freight trains could begin to
deliver materials to both Land East of the Eastlands Industrial Estate (LEEIE) and the Main
Development Site (MDS) using the Green Rail Route.

(ii) Please set out what you consider to be a realistic time frame for the delivery and
facilitation of both options in the event the DCO were to be granted.

Response

(i) Project Stages (common to all railway projects):

In addition to approvals necessary through the DCO process, the Sizewell C rail projects
are being developed and delivered in line with Network Rail (NWR) standards
NR/L1/INI/PM/GRIP/100 (Governance for Railway Investment Projects) and
NR/L2/INI/02009 (Engineering Management for Projects). This includes the Green Rail
Route and LEEIE sections which, as temporary sections of track, will remain the
responsibility of SZC Co. throughout the period of their operational use. As such there is
no obligation on SZC Co. to comply with NWR standards; however, compliance with these
standards demonstrates the “best practice” approach being adopted by SZC Co. In
summary, the steps are:
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

Compliance with the NWR GRIP and Engineering Management standards will ensure that,
once commissioned, the new and upgraded rail infrastructure will be capable of operating
the rail services required for construction of SZC. There are, however, additional elements
which need to be in place prior to the commencement of these services. These include the
following:

GRIP 3 - Single Option Selection

GRIP 4 - Single Option Development to achieve Approval in Principle (AiP) by NWR
of the design. This confirms compliance with the appropriate technical standards.

GRIP 5 - Detailed Design, based on AiP design, with inter-disciplinary check and
reviews and independent design checks carried out. Acceptance of the detailed
design by suitably qualified and experienced NWR and SZC engineers. Designs
progressed to “Approved for Construction” status.

GRIP 6 - Construction of the new and upgrade infrastructure works associated with
the project, in line with the accepted design and specification for the work. Testing
& Commissioning activities to confirm operation to the operator and maintainer
prior to bringing into use.

GRIP 7 - Handover, transferring responsibility for the new and upgraded assets to
the operator and maintainer, likely to be NWR for the existing branch line; and the
appointed Freight Operating Company (FOC) for the Green Rail Route and LEEIE.

Freight Customer Track Access Contract, between NWR and SZC Co. This sets out
the terms on which SZC Co. is entitled to operate services. Where SZC Co. requires
services to be operated, it issues a "drawdown notice" to NWR and the FOC. NWR
and the FOC then enter into an access contract as below. This contract requires the
approval of the Office of Road and Rail (ORR).

Freight Track Access contract, between NWR and the FOC. This is required to secure
the train paths to allow the proposed SZC freight trains to operate on the national
railway network. This contract requires ORR approval.

Connection Agreement, between NWR and SZC Co. to secure approval to make the
proposed temporary rail connections between the Saxmundham to Leiston branch
line and the development site. This agreement requires ORR approval.

Asset Protection legal agreements or implementation agreements, between NWR
and SZC Co., under which SZC Co. secure the services of NWR to support the
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

development and / or delivery of the necessary infrastructure changes. A schedule
of these agreements is set out in the NWR / SZC Co. Statement of Common
Ground.

e Framework Agreement / Protective Provisions between NWR and SZC Co, the
purpose of which is to regulate aspects of the relationship between NWR and SzZC
Co. to ensure that NWR's interests are properly protected in relation to the
implementation of the Works.

e Land Access licences or agreements between NWR and SZC Co., to secure the
necessary access to NWR property to enable the infrastructure work to be carried
out.

e Network Change. A formal process, led by NWR, under which all users of the
railway infrastructure are consulted on the proposed changes, leading to ORR
approval.

e Level Crossing Order. A formal process, led by the crossing operator, generally
NWR, to secure approval to changes to the layout or operation of level crossings,
leading to ORR approval.

(ii) Realistic timeframe for these activities:

The summary timeframe for the proposed rail works is as shown below. This timeframe
includes a suitable allowance for putting in place the necessary agreements as listed
above.

Page 65 of 236



ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

J Que 0 0 DUeE 0
Activi 2021 2022 2023 2024
ity sartoae | rnishoate |J[F[M[AJM[a]a]a]s[o[n]oaJr m[a]saJaJa]s[o[no[a]F[Mafa[a JaTa]s [o]n[o] s [F]M]a[mM] 1 Ta 4]
Deslgn ___ ___ |||||||
GRIP3 07,/09/2020 30407 /2021
GRIP 4 01,/07/2021 28/02/2022
GRIPS wjorazz] woos] [T
12 Branchiine [ [1]
Saxmundham Junction upgrade Jul-23 Sep-13
Branchiine Upgrade Jul-23 Jan-24
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[ACA Sidings RN
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Track Works Sep-23 Dec-23
TEL branchline & ACA sidings Dac-23 Jan-24
Branchiine & ACAsidings Open a4 [ T1
(Green Rall Route
S-ita Establishment Team Works [Esl:thw:rks_. drainage) Nov-22 Jun-23
Trackwaorks Mov-23 Jan-24
Green Rail Route | Budileswood .LX - Abbey Rd LX)
:l:::i::ﬂ:hmam Team Works [Earthworks, drainags) 1:1:;: :‘a:_;;
Buckleswood & Abbey Rd L¥ Feb-23 Oct-23
c [Abbey Bd L - TCA Head)
Sitz Establishment Team Waorks (Earthwaorks, drainz gz} Mow-22 Feb-24
Trackworks Feh-24 Jun-24 |
T&C Gre=n Rail Route Jur24 ]
GRR Open Aug-21 1171 J.
G.1.52 The Applicant Accommodation Strategy

(i) Please provide a plan showing how the site would be laid out within the Land to the
East of the Eastlands Industrial Estate which demonstrates that the 400 caravans you
propose can be accommodated and facilitate appropriate separation and circulation spaces
as required.
(ii) Please advise what within the DCO triggers the delivery of and secures the provision of
the caravan site.

Response (i) As shown in response to question CI.1.0, the caravan pitches can be accommodated
with appropriate separation and circulation spaces. See Figure 2.9.
(ii) the Implementation Plan (Doc Ref.8.4I(A)) has been updated to provide for the
timing of the caravan site.

G.1.53 ESC, SCC, EA, Natural Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
England
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

The CoCP would be an important part of the mitigation strategy for dealing with and
controlling potentially adverse effects from the various construction activities. Do you
consider that as drafted it is sufficiently robust and precise and consequently enforceable?

Response

The CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) includes precise controls that provide clarity on the
measure, scope and timing for each commitment relied on by the ES. Given the scale and
complexity of the construction process there may be instances where minor derogations
are needed, or where more than one set of controls apply to a specific set of works and
there may be ambiguity over which control takes precedence where a conflict may exist.
These limited instances mean that a degree of flexibility is therefore both necessary and
appropriate.

The proposed governance and monitoring arrangements secured will then ensure that
ESC, SCC, the EA and NE will have sufficient oversight of the Project to ensure that
relevant measures and commitments can be monitiored and enforced.

G.1.54

The Applicant

Code of Construction Practice

Draft DCO Requirement 8 says that the work to be undertaken should be in general accord
with the Construction Method Statement (CMS) - but this document is not referenced in
the Mitigation Route Map - so it is not clear where the CMS fits in respect of the mitigation
or the Code of Construction Practice.

Please explain how the various documents are intended to operate together and how the
different controls within them are secured.

In addition the ExA notes that [APP-184] is updated by appendix 2.2.B of [AS-202].
Should the CMS as defined in the dDCO refer to [AS-202] section 3.4 and not [APP-184] if
the change request is accepted?

Response

The Construction Method Statement (refer to Volume 3, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES
Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) for the latest version) comprises the primary mitigation
assumed within the ES in respect of the main development site. This includes the
maximum height of temporary buildings, structures, plant and earthworks across the main
development site that are required during the course of construction works, as shown on
the Construction Parameter Plan (Doc Ref. 5.5(D)). It also sets out the sequence of
construction phase mitigation in the manner that is consistent with the assessment. An
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

example of how this is set out in the Mitigation Route Map (Doc Ref. 8.12(B)) is found
at MDS-AR12.

The Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) then defines the
construction practices and measures that would be applied by SZC Co. and its contractors
to all construction activities that would seek to avoid, reduce and minimise environmental
impacts during the course of Sizewell C construction works.

The Construction Method Statement, secured by Requirement 8, would therefore
provide appropriate control over what construction related development could take place
and when primary construction stage mitigation would need to be in place. The CoCP,
secured by requirement 2, then sets out the controls that limit the way in which
construction activities are undertaken.

This approach has been developed using leasons learnt from Hinkley Point C and is
considered to be a robust and effective way in securing the mitigation set out within the
ES.

The change request has now been accepted. An updated version of Volume 3, Appendix
2.2.B of the ES Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) has been submitted at Deadline 2.
Schedule 22 of the dDCO (Doc Ref 3.1(C)) has been updated accordingly.

G.1.55

The Applicant

Construction Shift Patterns

(i) Please provide a breakdown of the numbers of staff anticipated to be arriving and
leaving the site during each of the construction phases of the project. Linking this
information to the indicative working patterns identified in Table 3.1[APP-184] would
assist in the understanding of movements on and off the site.

(ii) Please include the mode of travel you have assumed for them to arrive and leave by
with assumed numbers by each mode.

(iii) How does the DCO secure the shift pattern assumed?

Response

(i) and (ii): In the early years of construction, the shift patterns at the main
development site are assumed to be as follows:
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:
SHIFT V\I/E(I)QFéK % SS_::LI‘:.II-_ SHIFT END
Night Shift | 400 | 27.3% 2202'_30%' %%_%%’

The total construction workers and vehicles using each mode (excluding 600 in caravans
on LEEIE, who would catch a shuttle bus to site) at the main development site in early
years, are assumed to be as follows:

TRAVEL MODE

WORKERS MAIN

OR TOTAL  oITE B2 WALK/

VEHICLES CAR PARK CYCLE
pARk  AND RIDE

Workers 900 300 535 65

Vehicles 677 242 435 -

At peak construction, the shift patterns at the main development site are assumed to be

as follows:
SHIFT WORKE % SHIFT  REEI
Early Shift | 4,148 | 52.5% %%::03%- 1148::03%-
Late Shift | 2,031 | 25.7% 1135:%%- %% :%00-
g;fllfcte 1,185 | 15.0% %21:3()%' 11791:30%-
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:
. . 20:30- 06:00-
0,
Night Shift 536 6.8% 22:00 08:00
Total 7,900 100%

The total construction workers and vehicles using each mode (excluding 2,400 on campus
and 600 in caravans on LEEIE, who would catch a shuttle bus to site), at the main
development site at peak construction, are assumed to be as follows:

TRAVEL MODE
PARK AND RIDE

MAIN
\C/)VIS GEE?SLES TOTAL ~ grte TOTAL

CAR PARK SOUTH NORTH BUS  RAIL

PARK AND ERN ERN

RIDE

Construction | 4 900 | 1,361 | 2,356 | 1,086 | 1,270 | 1,183 0
workers
Vehicles 2,852 | 935 | 1,917 907 1,010 - -

More information on the Sizewell traffic calculations in provided in Chapter 7 of the

Consolidated Transport Assessment (TA) (Doc Ref. 8.5(B)).

iii) Working hours for the main development site and associated development sites are

included in the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) as follows:

* Main development site: Part B of the CoCP, Section 1.3 sets out that the working hours
on the main development site, which allow for 24 hour working seven days per
week. Table 1.1 sets out the expected shift patterns, with the type of activities
undertaken in each shift set out in Section 1.3. These working patterns reflect the
assumptions and mitigation measures set out within the ES; and

e Associated development sites: Part C of the CoCP, section 1.1 c) sets out that the
working hours on off-site associated developments are from Monday to Saturday and
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

between the hours of 07:00 to 19:00 hours. Some activities may require 24 hour working
and where this is the case, ESC will be notified in advance, including details of any noise
control measures that may be necessary.

The CoCP must be complied with and is capable of being enforced by the local planning
authority through Requirement 2 of the dDCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).

G.1.56

The Applicant

EQS

There are many references, notably in the ecology parts of the ES, to EQSs. "EQS” is
defined in the Glossary [APP-005] as “Concentration of a specified contaminant considered
to be none harmful to the environment, agreed at a European level under the
Environmental Quality Standards Directive”. Please will the Applicant explain the legal and
policy consequences of a breach of an EQS. Does it vary depending on the directive / law
in which the EQS is being used? Please will the Applicant also clarify the definition. Should
“none harmful” be “non-harmful”?

Response

Some further background on development of EQS is provided in section 1.2.3 on page 24
of Volume 2, Appendix 21E of the ES [APP-315]. At this stage in the planning process,
SZC Co. is required to assess activities required in the construction and operation of the
planned development. Potential discharges of chemicals are required to be assessed
through a series of screening stages. Where there is an existing EQS screening the
assessment is conducted using this as a point of reference. However, where there is no
EQS, a No Predicted Effect Concentration (PNEC) can be derived and used in lieu of an
EQS based on available chemical toxicity data, see Section 21.3.64 in Volume 2, Chapter
21 (Marine Water Quality and Sediments) of the ES [AS-034]. Where the initial screening
shows an EQS is exceeded then further detailed assessment including discharge modelling
is conducted to determine the potential areas of the discharge that are predicted to
exceed an EQS. Specific EU guidance on ‘mixing zones’ was derived with a definition
stating that ‘A Mixing Zone is that part of a body of surface water adjacent to the point of
discharge within which the Competent Authority is prepared to accept EQS exceedance,
provided that it does not affect the compliance of the rest of the water body with the
EQS’. When forming a judgement as to whether mixing zones are
acceptable/unacceptable the competent authority should consider international, national
and local objectives. If the predicted discharges result in mixing zones above EQS of
acceptable size relative to water body status or in relation to specific designations, then
these would form the basis of initial discussions at the permitting stage. The competent
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

authority in this instance would be the Environment Agency by means of the Water
Discharge Activity (WDA) permit(s) issued for discharges of identified waste-stream.
Typically, the permitting process would put in place a management plan for discharges
establishing monitoring and compliance criteria to avoid any breach of an EQS outside of
acceptable mixing zones; such plans are secured as Conditions on the WDA permit.

The consequences of a breach of an EQS where this forms part of a permit may result in
the applicant being served with an enforcement notice requiring remedial action to a
defined timetable. Persistent non-compliance may lead to a requirement for activities to
be suspended and potentially prosecution.

The definition of EQS should say “non-harmful”.

G.1.57

The Applicant

Legislation

Section 3 of the Planning Statement [APP-590] entitled Legislative and Policy Context
after a description of policy and some parts of the Planning Act 2008, then, in a paragraph
entitled “Other legislative requirements”, refers the reader to the Legislation and policy
context sections of the ES at Chapter 1 of each volume for the relevant law, and to the
Schedule of Other Licences, Consents and Agreements [APP-153]. In fact the ExA has
found the lists near the opening of the chapters of the volumes, for example in section 7.2
of the main site terrestrial ecology chapter [APP-461]. They in turn refer the reader to
Volume 1 Appendix 6 [APP-171].

Whilst this is helpful to a point, the documentation does not spell out how the legislation
applies and the steps the Secretary of State and the ExA are expected to take. For
example, the ExXA has been unable to find any reference to ss.28G and 28I of the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981 and the duties they contain. In contrast, there is a mention of
the approach to ss.40 and 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act
2006, though the relevant parts of the Convention on Biodiversity 1992 are not referred
to. Nor does, for example, Appendix 6] state how the various international conventions
and treaties have been incorporated into the laws of England and Wales. Appendix 6R,
whilst it refers to the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, does not deal with the duties
under ss.125 and 126.

Returning to the topic chapters of the ES, having once listed the legislation they do not
refer to it again.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Please will the Applicant prepare a statement of the legislation and international
obligations which apply, explaining the actions and steps which the ExA and SoS should
take to comply with them.

Response

See Appendix 2B of the written responses for a full technical note.

G.1.58

The Applicant

The ES contains many statements and promises at various places that certain steps or
actions or mitigation will be delivered. For example, at paragraph 14.7.46 of [APP-224]
there is a reference to a Recreation and Amenity Strategy. The conclusion at para 14.7.67
relies on the delivery of embedded mitigation. Para 14.7.79 states that if monitoring
indicates exceedance of a threshold, then additional mitigation measures would be
adopted. At para 14.7.136 funding for alternative fen meadow compensation is referred
to. At para 14.7.276 a management strategy is stated to be in place. There are many
other examples in other chapters of the ES.

However, the ES does not appear to the ExA to set out where these things are secured in
the dDCO, by which Requirement, or under other documents regulating the development.

How does the Applicant propose that the ExA can be assured that all these matters will
have been secured properly in the dDCO and other documentation regulating the
development, should the SoS decide to grant the Application?

Response

The Mitigation Route Map (Doc Ref. 8.12(B)) for the Sizewell C Project has been
prepared in order to demonstrate that all necessary controls and mitigation have been
identified and secured. The Mitigation Route Map:

e provides an audit trail of the controls and mitigation measures on which the ES and
related assessment documents rely to avoid, reduce and if possible offset significant
impacts of the development; and
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

« sets out the way in which they have been, or will be, translated into clear and enforceable
controls; either via requirements in the development consent order (DCO), planning
obligations or other consent regimes.

The Mitigation Route Map (Doc Ref 8.12(B)) has been updated to reflect the accepted
changes, along with the further controls and details now set out within the dDCO (Doc Ref
3.1(C)) and the Draft Deed of Obligation (Doc Ref. 8.17(C))

Chapter 3 - Ag.1 Agriculture and Soils

Ag.1.0 ESC, Natural England Approach

Are you satisfied with the overall assessment approach and findings in respect of
Agriculture and Soils?

Response No response from SZC Co. is required.

Ag.1.1 The Applicant Impact Assessment

In chapters [APP-277], [APP-371], [APP-402], [APP-435], [APP-470], [APP-502], [APP-
531] and [APP-563] a table is included titled ‘Assessment of magnitude of impact on soils
and agriculture’ which defines high, medium, low and very low magnitudes of impact:

(i) Please confirm whether each of the criteria listed in the table is to be met for the
magnitude to be allocated?

(ii) Please provide detailed justification for how the magnitude of impact of the loss of Best
and Most Versatile land is determined. How is severance, whether temporary or
permanent, taken into consideration, particularly associated with smaller agricultural
holdings?

(iii) How does the methodology assess smaller agricultural or other holdings for which a
permanent or long-term loss or degradation of <10ha of BMV land, and/or loss of <5% of
farmed land and/or no severance would be seen by the owners and/or occupiers as having
more than a very low impact?

Response (i) The criteria set out in the tables titled 'Assessment of magnitude of impact on soils and
agriculture’ do not all have to be met for a magnitude to be assigned. For example, the
permanent loss of over 50ha of high grade agricultural land under arable production,
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which is not under any agri-environment scheme, would be determined to be an impact of
High magnitude.

(if) The magnitude of loss of Best and Most Versatile (BMV) land has been assessed in line
with the tables titled 'Assessment of magnitude of impact on soils and agriculture’. Areas
of BMV land affected have been based on an overlay of the scheme footprint (in terms of
both the permanent footprint and additional land required temporarily during construction
where relevant) and the Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) survey data. ALC surveys
have been undertaken in accordance with the published guidelines and agreed with
Natural England. The extent of loss of BMV land (hectares) required to trigger a certain
level of impact magnitude was set out in the EIA Scoping Report (provided in Volume 1,
Appendix 6A of the ES [APP-168]) placing all BMV land into the High sensitivity
category. At the time of writing the EIA Scoping Report there was no published guidance
relating to the thresholds; the thresholds were based on professional experience.

In 2019 the Geology and Soils section of the Highways England Desigh Manual for Roads
and Bridges (DMRB) was updated to include criteria for assessing the sensitivity of soil
receptors and the magnitude of impact on these. The thresholds relating to sensitivity
used in the impact assessment are in line with the published DMRB criteria (noting that
DMRB includes a Very High sensitivity category in which Grade 1 land is placed, with
Grades 2 and 3a in the High category). In terms of magnitude, the impact assessment
accords with DMRB in assigning the permanent loss of soils as an impact of the highest
order. DMRB places a threshold of >20ha for the highest magnitude of impact, whilst the
impact assessment used places a threshold of >50ha for the highest magnitude of
impact, with an impact on 20-50ha defined as being of medium magnitude. An impact of
medium magnitude on a receptor of high sensitivity results in a major adverse, and
significant impact, which is similar to the outcome under the updated DMRB criteria. For
example, for the Main Development Site there is a temporary impact on 22.2ha of BMV
land (Grades 2 and 3a). This impact is defined as Medium on a receptor of High
sensitivity, resulting in major adverse (and Significant) impact.

Severence impacts have focused on whether land parcels, or fragments of individual
parcels, would become isolated, either fully with no access or still accessible but with
extended journey times from the main farm unit. This approach has been applied to all
landholdings.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

(iii) The assessment has had to set thresholds for the various receptors. BMV land is
usually assessed based on area (hectares) across the whole project, rather than
specifically by landowner, as it is considered a national resource. In addition, land use,
whilst influenced by land grade, is also influenced by other factors and so, for example,
BMV land on one landholding may not be farmed in the same way as similar land on a
neighbouring landholding (and therefore actual productivity may differ). When assessing
areas of farmed land this is usually assessed as a proportion of the total landholding,
either directly affected or affected as a result of severence. The threshold of <5%, for
example, would mean that a small landholding of 10ha would have <0.5ha of land
affected for the magnitude of impact to be assessed as very low.

Ag.1.2

The Applicant

Impact Assessment
The following areas have not been surveyed due to lack of access:
(i) 14.5ha of the SLR
(ii) 3.15ha of the TVB
(iii) 14.4ha of the MDS

Please explain why access was not possible.

Response

Whilst it has been noted that it has not been possible to survey all the land, the actual
proportions of land un-surveyed are relatively low (for example the un-surveyed land
comprises just 3.87% of the Main Development Site area). For un-surveyed land expert
knowledge has been used to predict the likely grade, based on available soil mapping,
topography, flood risk and the soil characteristics from the closest surveyed points. The
assessment clearly states whether, based on this information, it is considered that BMV
land could be present in these un-surveyed areas. For the main development site it is
considered that BMV land would not occur in the un-surveyed area due to flood risk and
the closest survey points being Grade 3b or 4. For the road schemes it has been assessed
that there is the potential for BMV land to occur in the un-surveyed areas and so this has
been built into the assessment outcome, stating a potentially worst case scenario where
all the un-surveyed land is BMV.
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These surveys will be carried out in due course to validate the assessment. However, as a
worst-case assessment has been undertaken, SZC Co. consider the assessment to be
robust.

(i) 14.5ha of the Sizewell link road - access was not possible due to the Applicaticant
being unable to reach agreement with the landowner at the time of surveys. Access
agreements have now been reached. These surveys will be carried out in due course to
validate the assessment. However, as a worst case assessment has been undertaken, SZC
Co. considers the assessment to be robust.

(ii) 3.15ha of the two village bypass - This area of land had not been surveyed
due to changes to the red line boundary between Stage 3 and Stage 4
consultation. At the time of survey, access to the land could not be agreed
between the landowner and the Applicant at the time the surveys were
undertaken. These surveys will be carried out in due course to validate the
assessment. However, as a worst case assessment has been undertaken, SZC Co
consider the assessment to be robust.

(iii) 14.4ha of the main development site - despite attempts to do so, access to
the land could not be agreed with the landowner and the Applicant at the time the
surveys were undertaken. These surveys will be carried out in due course to
validate the assessment. However, as a worst case assessment has been
undertaken, SZC Co. consider the assessment to be robust.

For the reasons stated above these surveys have not been carried out.

Ag.1.3

The Applicant

Impact Assessment

Please provide an update as to whether questionnaires have been completed with
landowners at Theberton Hall Farm, Yew Tree Farm and Theberton House Estate [APP-
470]. What assumptions were made to ensure that the lack of information did not affect
the conclusions of the assessment?

Response

SZC Co. worked with its land agents to gather information from previous interviews and
ongoing conversations with landowners. The aim being to gather information on each
holding ranging from total size, and stocking and cropping details to details of drainage,
environmental schemes and any diversification. This assessment was used to understand
the wider impact of the scheme.
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In respect of Theberton Hall Farm, Yew Tree Farm and Theberton House Estate the
opportunity to recieve an interview and complete questionnares was not taken up at that
time. However, meetings with the landowners and occupiers (where applicable) have since
taken place and information that would have otherwise been captured in the Farm Impact
Assessment has been obtained.

The following approach was taken, where questionnaires were not completed, to ensure
that the assessment remains valid:

e Publically available information on landholdings has been used to inform baseline
information, where interviews have not been carried out. For example, from aerial
photographs it is possible to define land use (at the time of the images available) and
likely access routes into fields andbetween units/farm buildings; these are two of the
key criteria in assessing sensitivity and impact.

e Where a number of receptors are potentially present (for example a mixed farm
comprising arable and pasture) the highest sensitivity value was used within the
assessment, giving a ‘worst-case’ outcome and, therefore, appropraitely
precautionary.

Ag.1.4 ESC, Natural England Impact Assessment
The temporary compounds associated with the Saxmundham to Leiston branch line rail
improvement works have not been included in the agriculture and soils assessment [APP-
563]. Please confirm if you are satisfied with this approach?

Response For information, Volume 9, Chapter 10 of the ES [APP-563] states that these have been
scoped out due to their small size (each being approximately 0.5ha in size) and the short-
term use of these before the land would be reinstated. The assessment considers that this
would result in negligible impacts on agricultural land or operations.

Ag.1.5 The Applicant Impact Assessment

Paragraph 10.6.7 of [APP-563] states that the effect on two of the four land holdings
would be significant. Paragraph 10.7.5 later states that three farm business would
experience a significant effect. Please clarify the number of land holdings which would
experience a significant effect.

Response

This is an error in Volume 9, Chapter 10 of the ES [APP-563]. Paragraph 10.6.7 is
correct (i.e. two landholdings seeing a significant effect).
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Ag.1.6 Mollett’s Partnership Effect on Business Operations
[RR—0812] Please provide more detail in respect of your concern on the impact that the Proposed
Finn Dowley [RR-0382] Development may have on your business.
LJ and EJ Dowley Farming
Partnership [RR-0697]
Justin Dowley [RR-0638]
Myles Dowley [RR-0866]
Miss Frances Paul on behalf of
Mrs ] F Flick [RR-0806]
NJ Bacon Farms [RR-0867]
Ward Farming Business [RR-
1259]
Response No response from SZC Co. is required.
Ag.1.7 CLA County Land [RR-0029] Effect on Business Operations
Please explain in greater detail your concern that the Proposed Development would result
in the fragmentation of farms and other rural businesses due to new infrastructure and
the overall impact.
Response No response from SZC Co. is required.
Ag.1.8 The Applicant Effect on Business Operations

What consideration has been given to the effect on the health and wellbeing of animals
housed or grazing close to the Proposed Development including through noise and dust?

What measures could be put in place to mitigate any impacts and how could this be
secured through the DCO?
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Response

Areas where animals are housed or grazed are recorded as high sensitivity within the soils
and agriculture assessment. However, they are not considered as a specific receptor
within the assessment.

The health and wellbeing of animals is not specifically assessed within the noise or air
quality chapters, although the impacts would be reasonably expected to be lower than
those assessed for designated ecological receptors close to the Proposed Development. In
addition, from an air quality perspective no pollutants are emitted from construction or
operational activties that would bioaccumulate in the grass or soil so as to give rise to
long-term animal health effects. Mitigation measures identified within Chapters 11
(noise) and 12 (air quality) of Volume 2 of the ES [APP-202 and APP-212] and would
reduce effects as much as reasonably practicable. These measures are secured through
the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)).

SZC Co. does not propose any further mitigation to that already listed within the DCO
application.

Ag.1.9

The Applicant

Mitigation

Paragraphs 17.7.5 of [APP-277], 10.7.5 of [APP-531], 10.7.3 of [APP-371] and [APP-402,
10.7.5 of [APP-563] and 10.4.59 of [APP-502] state that the impact on the landholding(s)
would not be significant. However, further consultation with the landowner(s) is proposed
to reduce impact on the farm business.

Please expand on what the consultation will consist of, when this will occur and what
specific measures are to be implemented to reduce impact? How will such measures
reduce the level of impact?

Response

SZC Co. worked with its land agents to gather information from previous interviews and
ongoing conversations with landowners. The aim being to gather information on each
holding ranging from total size, and stocking and cropping details to details of drainage,
environmental schemes and any diversification. This assessment was used to understand
the wider impact of the scheme.

The Applicant and its agents Dalcour Maclaren have been, and will continue to liaise with
the landowners and farm businesses and their agents to understand those businesses and
consider appropriate mitigation measures that can be put in place to reduce impact. There
have been a series of regular meetings with the ‘Land Interest Group’ (*LIG") consisting of
agents representing the affected landowners, representation from the National Farmers
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Union (NFU), and solicitors acting for affected landonwers. Through these meetings
concerns have been considered and addressed in the drafting of Heads of Terms and a
document detailing how the project will interface with landholdings and arrangments
before, during and post construction, with negotiation led by the NFU given their extensive
experience on other infrastrucure schemes. In addition to the LIG and agent meetings,
there have been individual landowner meetings and site visits to agree humber of
measures to mitigate the impact on holdings including, understanding of land parcels that
will be severed or uneconomic to farm, reduction of land take where possible and
commitment to provide suitable accommodation works to mitigate impact.

Changes made to the proposed development from the public consultation undertaken
include amendments to access tracks, bridges, underpasses, drainage arrangements and
watercourse crossings. A number of examples are set out below.

Examples of these on the two village bypass are:

o Between Stages 3 and 4 of consultation, SZC Co. proposed the inclusion of
additional land to the north-west side of Friday Street Farm following consultation
comments received at Stage 3. The extension of the site boundary into the field
further east, would allow for further refinement of the drainage strategy within the
site and would allow for the movement of an infiltration basin to minimise impact on
the landowner and their farming business at Friday Street Farm.

o Refinement of the route of the proposed two village bypass occurred following
consultation feedback received, primarily in proximity to Foxborough Wood. This
area of woodland was subsequently removed from the order limits.

o Following initial feedback received from public consultation, and subsequent
engagement with the landowner, a new accommodation track was included in the
proposed design to provide an alternative route of access for the landowner where
the current track will be cut off by the route of the new road. A livestock path was
also included to the west of the proposed River Alde overbridge to allow cattle to
move north and south of the route of the bypass. The bridge would maintain a
headroom clearance of 6m from river bank level to the underside of the bridge, to
allow its use by agricultural vehicles.

Examples of these on the Sizewell link road are:
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o Following feedback received during stage 3 formal consultation, proposals were
updated, to provide a new junction from the proposed Sizewell link road onto
Fordley Road, and remove the proposed junction from Littlemore Road to mitigate
connectivity and access to the local area and Saxmundham from nearby
communities.

o Amendments to the design of the culverts where the proposed Sizewell link road
crosses existing watercourses from ongoing consultation with the Environment
Agency. Larger portal culverts were introduced into the design, which would
minimise the impact on the watercourse banks and improving afflux in the event of
a flood event. The larger culverts would also provide ecological connectivity beneath
the route. In addition, to avoid the need to cross the watercourse at Fordley Road
(the *‘Middleton watercourse’) twice and avoid the need for a long box culvert
beneath the realigned Fordley Road, the watercourse would be diverted.

o A new junction was included to the north east of the proposed Sizewell link road
near Trust Farm to mitigate access to the local road network and nearby
agricultural land.

o The location of proposed drainage basins have been relocated, where possible, to
minimise the impact on any retained land, and use small areas of land which may
not continue to be suitable for agricultural use.

An example of this on the Northern Park & Ride is:

o Following consultation feedback of concerns relating the future accessibility of HGVs
to an existing farmyard and buildings, the design and alignment of the new access
road and connection to existing public highway was reconsidered and amended to
facilitate sufficient HGV access.

A key issue for agricultural landonwers is the impact of works on drainage and irrigation
infrastructure. To ensure acceptable solutions can be delivered, the Applicant has engaged
a specialist drainage consultant to hold individual meetings with owners of agricultural
land adjacent to the scheme. These meetings will establish the whereabouts, nature and
form of existing land drainage and irrigation systems in or on land adjacent the various
scheme elements. The outcome of this exercise will inform a proposed land drainage and
irrigation design proposal by the specialist consultant. The specialist consultant has a
scope to propose a remedial land drainage desigh which returns land drainage systems to
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a standard no worse than that evidenced prior to the construction of the proposed
development.

Ag.1.10 | ESC, Natural England Outline Soil Management Plan
Are you satisfied with the approach and content of the outline Soil Management Plan [APP-
278]? Please provide specific comment regarding whether soils would be suitable for the
required end use and the proposed soil restoration methods?
Response No response from SZC Co. is required.
Ag.1.11 | The Applicant Outline Soil Management Plan [APP-278]

(i) Please provide confirmation as to which stakeholders would be consulted with
regarding possible cessation of works due to wet weather working.

(ii) Please confirm how the Soil Management Plan and the review/approval role by
relevant consultation bodies would be secured through the DCO?

(iii) How will soils that are to be re-used for landscape restoration to be kept free of
foreign matter or other materials which would render the soils unsuitable for re-use?

A list of general principles relating to stockpile location and stability are detailed in
paragraph 6.6.3:

(iv) What measures would be employed to manage topsoil and subsoil stockpiles
throughout their lifetime to maintain stability and integrity?

Response

(i) The Applicant and its agents and advisors have been working with the NFU,
landowners, occupiers and their agents to produce a document which will cover various
aspects in relation to the interface between the Sizewell C project and the occupation of
agricultural land including the testing, storage and management of soil. Further
information regarding the cessation of wet weather working will be provided in the
updated outline Soil Management Plan at Deadline 3.

(ii) SZC Co. propose that the development of a Soil Resources Plan (SRP), as set out in
Table 9.1 of the CoCP Part B and within the Outline Soil Management Plan (Volume
2, Appendix 17C of the ES [APP-278]). The CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) states that the
SRP would be produced by the contractor and approved by SZC Co. Table 9.1 of the
CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) then sets out the further measures to mitigate impacts on soil
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and agriculature impacts, which are secured by Requirement 2 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref.
3.1(Q)).

(iii) Soils will be stripped in accordance with the Outline Soil Management Plan and the
mesaures set out in Table 9.1 of the CoCP Part B (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)). A list of general
principles relating to stockpile location and stability are detailed in paragraph 6.6.3. In
addition, general good practices on the construction site in terms of material segregation
where appropriate, clear identification of wastes etc. will ensure topsoil and subsoil
resources remain suitable for re-use.

(iv) Ideally, once stockpiles have been created they will not require management. This will
avoid the risk of soil resources becoming damaged, for example through additional
handling operations. Seeding and vegetation management of the stockpile surface will be
the key measure to prevent erosion or instability. The proposed regular checks of
stockpiles will also ensure that, should issues arise, these can be dealt with in an
appropriate and timely manner. Further detail will be provided in the Soil Resources Plan
as required by the Outline Soil Management Plan (Volume 2, Chapter 17 of the ES
[APP-278]), The Soil Management Plan is a requirement of the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)),
which is secured through Requirement 2 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).

Ag.1.12

The Applicant

Soil Management

In [RR-0304] ESC comment that the modelling of emissions from stockpiled materials, as
set out in the Environmental Statement, is subject to significant uncertainty and should
not be considered as providing definitive results. Please provide a response to this
concern.

Response

The modelling of construction dust emissions, including emissions from stockpiles, is
acknowledged in the Environmental Statement to provide indicative rather than definitive
results, and has been used to identify those activities with the potential for higher dust
emissions, but not to accurately quantify those emissions. SZC Co. proposes monitoring
and appropriate mitigation as outlined in the detailed dust management plan to be
prepared pursuant to the requirement set out in the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)).

Ag.1.13

The Applicant

Soil Management

ESC note that dust nuisance is likely to be minimal with the proposed mitigation in place
[RR-0304]. ESC has however requested that stockpiles and earth bunds are turfed and
fenced/screened in locations which are within 350m of sensitive human health and
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ecological receptors to minimise wind whipping of loose bund or stockpile material. Please
provide a response to this request including confirmation of how any such commitments
would be secured.

Response

As outlined in IAQM guidance?®, the seeding of stockpiles and earth bunds, or other
measures to reduce dust and run-off, are appropriate where stockpiles or bunds are to be
left in situ for extended periods or where they are located close to site boundaries or
sensitive receptors. As outlined in the dust management plan within the CoCP (Doc Ref.
8.11(B)), seeding of stockpiles or earth bunds, or other appropriate measures such as
fencing or screening will be undertaken at sensitive site boundaries with early planting
used where possible. This will be secured through the detailed Dust Management Plan to
be prepared under the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) and discharged by requirement. Turfing
of stockpiles or bunds is not proposed.

Ag.1.14

The Applicant

Soil Management

Paragraph 1.2.3 of Appendix 12A [APP-213] states that surface strip material from Zone A
is anticipated to have low organic content and therefore would not be separated into
top/sub soil. Paragraph 6.3.2 of Appendix 17C [APP-278] states that separate stockpiles
will be created for different types of topsoil and subsoil. Please confirm if soils are to be
separated?

Response

Appendix 17C of Volume 2 of the ES [APP-278] should have read ‘Where land is to be
returned to agricultural use, separate stockpiles will be created for different types of
topsoil and subsoil..” This may not be necessary where soils are very sandy (i.e. where
there is little differentiation between the characteristics of the topsoil and subsoil
resources) or where land is to be restored to create new habitat such as dry Sandlings
grassland/heath in accordance within the Outline Landscape and Ecology
Management Plan [REP1-010] which applies to a large part of the Main Development
Site. Appendix 17C [APP-278] states at paragraph 7.1.1 that ‘the primary objective of
soil restoration is to provide soil profiles suitable for teh reinstated land use’. Work is
currently on-going to use the soil information available to set out more detail of the
resources required for the habitat creation referenced above and this will be used to

36 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction. 2014. (Online). Available
from: http://iagm.co.uk/text/guidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf
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identify where topsoil and subsoil resources can be combined in storage to produce soil
resources with the required characteristics for reinstatement. This does not change the
outcome of the assessment presented in the ES.

SZC Co will submit an updated version of the Outline Soil Management Plan (Volume
2, Appendix 17C) at Deadline 3.

Within the Temporary Construction Area it is not proposed to separate topsoil and subsoil
during the site establishment, as the topsoil generated is used early for landscaping and
habitat creation such as the Sizewell Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
Crossing Area. Within the Land East of Eastlands Industrial Estate there will be separate
top soil storage as set out in paragraph 3.4.232 of [AS-202] to facilitate hand back to
agricultural use.

Ag.1.15 | The Applicant

Dust Management

Please provide a response to the issues raised regarding dust management for spoil heaps
and stockpiles [RR-0960, RR-0181, RR-1230, RR-0636, RR-577, RR-1162, RR-319].

Response

The dust management plan, including proposals for monitoring and mitigation based on
best practice measures, has been informed by the risks identified through the dust impact
assessment. The dust impact assessment includes consideration of the materials to be
stockpiled, and the heights and orientation of the stockpiles. The best practice mitigation
measures outlined in the IAQM guidance®” have a long history of successful
implementation in the the UK. Dust monitoring measures will be specified within the Dust
Management Plan and monitoring results reported monthly to the Suffolk County and East
Suffolk Council.

Ag.1.16 | The Applicant

Drainage

How has the size and locations for the drainage treatment areas/other drainage
infrastructure been considered to minimise the effect on operational agricultural land?

Response

Drainage treatment areas/other drainage infrastructure have been designed so as to serve
their intended purpose of managing surface water resulting from the proposed scheme
elements. Wherever possible and where engineering restrictions allow, the location of

37 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction. 2014. (Online). Available
from: http://iagm.co.uk/text/guidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf
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infrastructure - such as attenuation ponds - have been selected so as to minimise the
effect on adjacent agricultural land.

The Applicant has engaged a specialist drainage consultant to hold individual meetings
with owners of agricultural land adjacent to the scheme. These meetings will establish the
whereabouts, nature and form of existing land drainage and irrigation systems in or on
land adjacent the various scheme elements. The outcome of this exercise will inform a
proposed land drainage and irrigation design proposal by the specialist consultant. The
specialist consultant has a Scope to propose a remedial land drainage design which
returns land drainage systems to standard no worse than that evidenced prior to the
construction of the scheme.

The drainage proposals are submitted indicatively as part of the DCO Application.
Requirement 5 in the draft DCO (Doc. Ref 3.1(C)) requires SZC Co. to submit for
approval by ESC details of the surface and foul water drainage system prior to
commencement of the relevant part of the authorised development.

The exact size and location of the drainage basins would be determined during detailed
design and approved through Requirement 5 of the draft DCO (Doc. Ref 3.1(C)) prior to
relevant works commencing.

The land to be acquired for drainage purposes is required to ensure that an appropriate
detailed drainage proposal can be implemented, especially taking into consideration the
requirements of Suffolk County Council as the adopting Authority for the two village
bypass and Sizewell link road. The proposals are based on SZC Co.’s current knowledge of
what drainage infrastructure will be required and takes into consideration the space
requirements for access and maintenance, in addition to the need to manage volumes of
water generated under the design storm conditions. To date that has been informed by
site surveys and the topography and ground conditions of the site.

Ag.1.17

The Applicant

Drainage

How will any affected field drainage on agricultural land be reinstated post construction
phase? How will this be secured as part of the DCO?

Response

A landscape and ecology scheme for the landscape restoration area will be prepared
pursuant to Requirement 14 of the draft DCO (Doc. Ref 3.1(C)). This will secure the
detailed landscape design details of the main development site for the period following
completion of the Sizewell C construction activities. These details will secure details of the
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timing of these works. Surface and foul water drainage details are then secured by
Requirement 4 of the draft DCO (Doc. Ref 3.1(C)), which would demonstrate how field
drainage of the agricultural areas would be reinstated.

As part on ongoing land negotiations, the Applicant has engaged a specialist land drainage
consultant to hold individual meetings with owners of agricultural land adjacent to the
scheme. These meetings will establish the whereabouts, nature and form of existing land
drainage and irrigation systems in or on land adjacent the various scheme elements. The
outcome of this engagement will inform a proposed land irrigation and drainage design by
the land drainage consultant. The consultant has the scope to propose a remedial land
irrigation and drainage design which returns land irrigation and drainage systems to a
standard no worse than that evidenced prior to the construction of the scheme.

The Applicant and its agents and advisors have been working with the NFU and landowner
agents to produce a document which will cover various aspects in relation to the interface
between the SZC project and the occupation of agricultural land including the remediation
of land drainage and is to be appended to the agreements being sought with landowners.

Ag.1.18

The Applicant

Drainage

Paragraph 10.4.8 of [APP-531] states that as the site is quite low lying, adequate fall for
field drainage may be problematic. Please confirm how this issue has been addressed.

Response

Paragraph 10.4.8 of [APP-531] relates to potential impacts and the significance of effects
on soils and agriculture arising from construction at the Freight Management Facility. The
paragraph provides a general description of the location and the concerns that are
immediately evident.

This has been addressed through field investigations.

The report on the investigation details that the Soil Index descriptions (from the Flood
Studies Report, Institute of Hydrology, 197538) indicate that the superficial soil types at
the Severn Hills site are denoted by Index 1. This indicates potentially permeable soils
with potential for infiltration.

Based on this information, the issue was considered in outline design stage. The proposed
site is likely to have several separate attenuation and infiltration structures for surface

38 Natural Environment Research Council (NERC). 1975. Flood studies Report (5 vol.). NERC, London.
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water within the Freight Management Facility boundary. It is proposed to infiltrate all
surface water discharge.

Ag.1.19 | The Applicant Consultation

Paragraph 17.3.30 [APP-277] refers to landowner interviews. Please confirm how many
landowners were not interviewed (Paragraph 17.3.30 [APP-277)? Please confirm why it
wasn't possible to interview all landowners?

Response SZC Co. worked with its land agents to gather information from interviews and ongoing
conversations with landowners. The aim being to gather information on each holding
ranging from total size, and stocking and cropping details to details of drainage,
environmental schemes and any diversification and how they might be impacted by the
proposed scheme, including the main development site.

Interviews to assit with the completion of the questionnares, were arranged with a
number of landowners [5 out of 7 agricultural landowners] but at that stage not all the
landowners were willing or able to engage in the interviews. However, meetings with the
landowners and occupiers (where applicable) and their represesentatives have since
taken place (including Theberton House Estate) and, information that would otherwise
have been captured in the Farm Impact Assessment has been obtained.

The following approach was taken, where Farm Impact Assessments Questionnaires were
not completed, to ensure that the assessment remains valid:

e Publically available information on landholdings has been used to inform baseline
information, where interviews have not been carried out. For example, from aerial
photographs it is possible to define land use (at the time of the images available) and
likely access routes into fields and and between units/farm buildings; these are two of
the key criteria in assessing sensitivity and impact.

e Where a number of receptors are potentially present (for example a mixed farm
comprising arable and pasture) the highest sensitivity value was used within the
assessment, giving a ‘worst-case’ outcome and therefore appropraitely precautionary.

Ag.1.20 | The Applicant Consultation

In response to [RR-0878], please confirm how NE advice and consultation responses,
relating to soils and agriculture, has been considered in the drafting of the dDCO?
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Response

SZC Co. have sought to include Natural England’s advice regarding soils and agriculture
within the assessment and the Outline Soil Management Plan (Appendix 17C [APP-
278]). The measures set out in the Outline Soil Management Plan are then set out
within the CoCP Part B (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)), which is secured by Requirement 2 of the
draft DCO (Doc. Ref 3.1(C)).

In addition, Natural England’s advice was sought in relation to the Agricultural Land
Classification (ALC) surveys which formed part of the baseline for the soils and agriculture
assessment, in particular the validity of historical surveys which had been undertaken at a
semi-detailed survey density. In consultation with Natural England a critical assessment of
the data was undertaken followed by a ground truthing exercise (which included some
laboratory analysis of soil texture) enabling agreement to be reached on how the existing
data could be used and where further detailed ALC surveys would be required to be
undertaken.

SZC Co. has had regard to Natural England's comments in [RR-0878] in drafting the draft
DCO (Doc. Ref 3.1(Q)).

Ag.1.21

ESC, Natural England

Code of Construction Practice

The below issues may increase effects on soils and agricultural land required for
reinstatement of land, landscape planting areas, land outside the site boundary and soils
required for reinstatement of land required temporarily:

(i) ground contamination, soil erosion and silt-laden runoff;
(ii) hydrological or hydrogeological changes; and
(iii) noise and dust

Are you satisfied with the measures detailed within the CoCP [AS-273] to manage/reduce
the risk of the above occurring?

Response

No response from SZC Co. is required.

Ag.1.22

The Applicant

Code of Construction Practice
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

In [RR-0304] ESC requested that the CoCP should specify that dust deposition monitoring
is required when soil stripping is undertaken within proximity of sensitive receptors. Please
provide a response.

Response

As described in Table 12.17 of Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air Quality) of the ES [APP-212],
the surface stripping associated with earthworks in Zone A is identified to require activity-
specific mitigation. Monitoring would be undertaken such that applied mitigation is
proportionate and effective . Based on the potential risk associated with this activity
therefore, dust monitoring will be undertaken before and during this activity. Monitoring
results will be reported monthly to the Suffolk County and East Suffolk Council as per the
CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)).

Ag.1.23

The Applicant

Code of Construction Practice

[RR-1099], [RR-1101], [RR-1100], [RR-1098] request that a record of condition and soil

statement is included within the CoCP. Additional requests have also been made for more
detail regarding the measures to be put in place to bring soil back to its original condition
and quality, the need for a pre-construction soil statement and an aftercare plan. Please

provide a response.

Response

The DCO includes a comprehensive records of soil information (Volume 2, Appendix
17A [APP-278]; Volumes 3 - 9, Appendices 3A - 9A, [APP-372, APP-403, APP-436,
APP-471, APP-503, APP-532, APP-564), the majority of which is on a 1 auger per hectare
sampling density. This data includes a full description of the soil profiles physical
characteristics to 1.2m below ground level and has been used, with other information, to
define the grade of the land under the Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) system.

Appropriate drafting is currently being finalised in consultation with the NFU which details
out the committment to developing and providing a Soil Resources Survey report for
landowners.

The CoCP Part B (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) sets out that a Soil Resource Plan will be prepared by
Contractors and approved by SZC Co. This will further develop the soil management
measures set out in Table 9.1 of the CoCP Part B and Outline Soil Management Plan
(Volume 2, Appendix 17C [APP-278). This will include detail of how soils will be
stripped, stockpiled and, where applicable, reinstated. These measures are secured by
Requirement 2 of the draft DCO (Doc. Ref 3.1(C))
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:

The measures set out in Table 9.1 of the CoCP Part B are based on those described in the
Outline Soil Management Plan (Volume 2, Appendix 17C [APP-278]), which have
been aligned to published guidance, in particular the Defra Construction Code of Practice
for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites*° and will build on the Soil
Management Plan developed for the Hinkley Point C project and incorporate learnings
from the implementation of that Soil Management Plan.

Ag.1.24 | The Applicant Water Supply

[RR-0215], [RR-0366], [RR-0424], [RR-0437],[RR-0891], [RR-0937], [RR-1122], [RR-
1098], [RR-1099], [RR-1100], [RR-1122] commented on the provision of water supplies
for agricultural businesses. Please provide a response to the below:

(i) What measures would be put in place to ensure that private water supplies for
agricultural businesses are not adversely affected by the Proposed Development

(ii) What measures would be put in place to monitor any effects during the construction
phase?

(iii) What measures would be put in place to monitor any effects post construction?

(iv) How would any remedial action (such an alternative supply) be provided if private
supplies are adversely affected, including through supply levels and contamination?

Response (i) During consultation and in negotiations prior to and since the DCO submission, SZC Co.
and its agent (Dalcour Maclaren) sought details of private water supplies. This is an
ongoing process. Where details have been provided discussions are ongoing as to how the
water supplies can be monitored and protected. SZC Co. and its agent (Dalcour Maclaren)
and advisors have been working with the NFU and landowner agents to produce a
document which will cover various aspects in relation to the interface between the
Sizewell C project and the occupation of agricultural land including the impact to and
remediation of private water supplies.

Sizewell C’s potable water demand would be supplied by a new transfer main from
Northumbrian Water Limited’s (NWL) Northern/Central ‘Water Resource Zone’ (WRZ). An

39 Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs. Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soils on Construction Sites, 2009.
(Online) Available from: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/upload s/attachment_data/file/716510/pb13298-
code-of-practice-090910.pdf
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

abstraction sustainability investigation is being undertaken to confirm what the future
annual licensed quantities would be. This investigation is due to be completed in June
2021. There would not be any new abstractions within the local Blyth WRZ.

(ii) No measures are required in respect of the Sizewell C Water Supply strategy as
existing private water supplies would not be affected by the water supplies for Sizewell C.
Any private supplies within the order limits boundary will be protected or diverted where
necessary. Those who are supplied by the private networks will be consulted prior to
protection or diversion.

(iii) No measures are required in respect of the Sizewell C Water Supply strategy as
existing private water supplies would not be affected by the water supplies for Sizewell C.
Any private supplies within the order limits boundary will be protected or diverted where
necessary. Those who are supplied by the private networks will be consulted prior to
protection or diversion.

(iv) As above, there are no measures required in respect of the Sizewell C Water Supply
strategy as existing private water supplies would not be affected by the water supplies for
Sizewell C.

Ag.1.25

Catherine Bacon [RR-0184]
NJ Bacon Farms [RR-0867]
NFU [RR-0885]

Clarke & Simpson on behalf of
Family Mellen [RR-0241]
Ward Farming Ltd [RR-1259]

Mollett’s Partnership [RR-
0812]

Savills (UK) Ltd on behalf of
David and Belinda Grant [RR-
1098]

Savills UK (Ltd) on behalf of
Nat & India Bacon [RR-1100]

Water Supply

Please provide information, including annotated maps, confirming whether your
agricultural business(es) rely on private boreholes for water supply. Please also indicate
whether you rely partly or solely on such supplies.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Savills UK (Ltd) on behalf of
Trustees of AW Bacon Will
Trust

Myles Dowley [RR-0866]
Justin Dowley [RR-0638]
Emma Dowley [RR-0367] Finn
Dowley [RR-0382]

LJ & EJ Dowley Farming
Partnership [RR-0697] Dowley
Family Business [RR-0319]
Savills UK (Ltd) on behalf of
Justin & Emma Dowley [RR-
1099]

Response

No response from SZC Co. is required.

Ag.1.26

The Applicant

Water Supply

Has Parkgate Farm constructed the large irrigation pond detailed in paragraph 10.4.31 of
[APP-435]? If so, have alternative crops been grown other than those considered in the
assessment and has the land remained in arable production? If changes have been made,
do they have an impact on the findings of the assessment?

Response

The Applicant and its agent (Dalcour Maclaren) have been in continual liaison with the
landowner and their representatives at Parkgate Farm and can confirm that the
construction of a large irrigation pond was completed in 2020 to support arable production
on the property. The land use has not changed as a result of the construction of the
irrigation basin, and to date it is understood that no alternative crops have been grown
other than those that have already been considered within the assessment.

Page 94 of 236



ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Ag.1.27

Catherine Bacon [RR-0184]
NJ Bacon Farms [RR-0867]
NFU [RR-0885]

Clarke & Simpson on behalf of
Family Mellen [RR-0241]
Ward Farming Ltd [RR-1259]

Mollett’s Partnership [RR-
0812]

Savills (UK) Ltd on behalf of
David and Belinda Grant [RR-
1098]

Savills UK (Ltd) on behalf of
Nat & India Bacon [RR-1100]

Savills UK (Ltd) on behalf of
Trustees of AW Bacon Will
Trust [RR-0003]

Myles Dowley [RR-0866]
Justin Dowley [RR-0638]
Emma Dowley [RR-0367] Finn
Dowley [RR-0382]

L] & EJ Dowley Farming
Partnership [RR-0697] Dowley
Family Business [RR-0319]
Savills UK (Ltd) on behalf of

Justin & Emma Dowley [RR-
1099]

Land Ownership and Severance

Please provide information, including annotated maps if possible, to illustrate where
agricultural land may be severed by the Proposed Development.

Response

No response from SZC Co. is required.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Ag.1.28

The Applicant

Best and Most Versatile land

NPS EN1 (paragraph 5.1.080) states that "Applicants should seek to minimise impacts on
the best and most versatile agricultural land (defines as land in grades 1,2 and 3a of the
Agricultural Land Classification and preferably use land in areas of poorer quality (grades
3b, 4 and 5)...”.

Please explain how the test in paragraph 5.10.8 of the NPS is satisfied in the respect of
the location of the Northern Park and Ride, the SLR and the TVB.

Response

Three options were considered for the location of the northern park and ride, as detailed
in Volume 3, Chapter 3 (Alternatives and Design Evolution) of the ES [APP-353] and the
Site Selection Report [APP-591] appended to the Planning Statement.

Option 2 (Darsham) was considered to be preferable from a transport perspective,
intercepting traffic on the local transport network prior to reaching the B1122 and
reducing overall traffic movements by acting as a rail and bus interchange, as well as a
car and bus interchange.Option 1 (Yoxford Road) was the least favourable option due to
increased traffic movements along part of the B1122 and visibility from the Minsmere
River SLA, whilst Option 3 (A12/A144 Junction) would have had the potential to impact on
a greater number of residential dwellings than Option 2 (Darsham) and also the setting of
a nearby Grade II listed cottage. Whilst all three options would have given rise to
environmental impacts, the anticipated environmental impacts associated with Option 2
(Darsham) were considered capable of being mitigated, whilst also being the most
effective location from a highways persepective.

In respect of the northern park and ride facility, Subgrade 3a land would be affected.
Whilst the design has been optimised to reduce the overall land take, this facility will be
decommissioned. All agricultural land taken temporarily would be reinstated to agricultural
use once the site is no longer required to support the construction of the Sizewell C main
development site. This is in accordance with paragraph 5.10.8 of EN-1 which states that
applicants should identify any effects and seek to minimise impacts on soil quality, taking
into account any mitigation measures proposed. The effects on land holdings are
considered to occur during the construction phase and would last until the completion of
the removal and reinstatement phase, when the land would be returned to agricultural
use.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

The design of the two road schemes has also been optimised to reduce the overall land

take as summarised in the alternatives chapters, Chapter 3 of Volumes 5 and 6 of the
ES [APP-414 and APP-450] and the Site Selection Report [APP-591] appended to the

Planning Statement. Through the design process the footprint of both roads has been
reduced further.

Regarding the two village bypass, Chapter 10, Volume 5 of the ES [APP-435] states that
approximately 50% of the site comprises land which falls into a BMV land category (i.e.
grades 1, 2 and 3a). Grade 2 land covers 2.0ha and Grade 3a covers 25.2ha in total. The
remaining areas of the site comprise grade 3b (19.5ha), grade 4 (0.60ha) and non-
agricultural land (4.5ha). In addition, 3.4ha is un-surveyed. As part of the mitigation
strategy, the site layout has been optimised to reduce the overall land take, through the
realignment of various access tracks, livestock paths and the provision of an overbridge.
Soil will also sustainably be re-used in line with the Outline Soil Management Plan
(Volume 2, Appendix 17C [APP-278]) as set out within the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)).
This is in accordance with paragraph 5.10.8 of NPS EN-1 which states that applicants
should identify any effects and seek to minimise impacts on soil quality, taking into
account any mitigation measures proposed. Further detail can be found in section 5.9 of
the two village bypass Planning Statement [APP-595].

Regarding the Sizewell link road, as part of the design process as set out in Volume 6,
Chapter 10 of the ES [APP-470], the site layout has been optimised to reduce the overall
land take. This includes measures such as the proposed new road junctions and
overbridges to transport users, and the retention of access to fields from realigned roads
and accommodation tracks.

However, construction of the Sizewell link road would still result in the permanent loss of
84.7ha of land from primary agricultural productivity and a further 15.8ha would be
required temporarily.

The site comprises a mix of agricultural land grades 2 (10.4ha) and 3a (40.9ha). The
remaining areas of the site comprise grade 3b land (28.4ha), non-agricultural land
(8.2ha), and 20.9ha of land which has not been surveyed.

The loss of best and most versatile land is considered to be a significant adverse effect on
BMV resources. Upon completion of construction 8.1ha of best and most versatile land
would be returned to agricultural use. However, with this land returned, the effect would
still remain major adverse on BMV land.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

During operation, no additional land would be required beyond that reported for the
construction phase, and no further effects on best and most versatile land or agricultural
land holdings are anticipated.

The CoCP Part B (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) sets out that a Soil Resource Plan will be prepared by
Contractors and approved by Sizewell C Co. This will further develop the soil
management measures set out in Table 9.1 of the CoCP Part C (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) and
Outline Soil Management Plan [APP-278]. This will include detail of how soils will be
stripped, stockpiled and, where applicable, reinstated. These measures are secured by
Requirement 2 of the draft DCO (Doc. Ref 3.1(C)).

This is in accordance with paragraph 5.10.8 of NPS EN-1 which states that applicants
should identify any effects and seek to minimise impacts on soil quality, taking into
account any mitigation measures proposed. Further detail can be found in section 5.8 of
the Sizewell link road Planning Statement [APP-596].

More detail of the site selection for the Associated Development sites can be found in the
Site Selection Report, appended to the Planning Statement [APP-591].

Ag.1.29

The Applicant, ESC, Natural
England

Best and Most Versatile land

Paragraph 17.6.6 of [APP-277] confirms that an area of 14.4ha has not been surveyed.
Please can the Applicant detail why the area was unable to be surveyed.

Do ESC and NE agree with the assumption that the un-surveyed area is unlikely to be Best
and Most Versatile land?

Response

The 14.4ha land parcel was included within the development site boundary at a later stage
of pre-application and at the time the surveys and assessments were completed it was not
envisaged that this land would be required. The area has not been surveyed subseqgently
as a suitable understanding of the surrounding land had been established. These surveys
will be carried out in due course to validate the assessment. However, as a worst case
assessment has been undertaken, SZC Co. consider the assessment to be robust.

Whilst it has been noted that it has not been possible to survey all the land, the actual
proportions of land un-surveyed are relatively low (for example the unsurveyed land
comprises just 3.87% of the main development site area). For un-surveyed land expert
knowledge has been used to predict the likely grade, based on available soil mapping,
topography, flood risk and the soil characteristics from the closest surveyed points. The
assessment clearly states whether, based on this information, it is considered that BMV
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

land could be present in these un-surveyed areas. For the main development site it is
considered that BMV land would not occur in that area due to flood risk and the closest
survey points being Grade 3b or 4. For the road schemes it has been assessed that there
is the potential for BMV land to occur in the un-surveyed areas and so this has been built
in to the assessment outcome, stating a potentially worst case scenario where all the un-
surveyed land is BMV. As such, the assessments remain valid.

Ag.1.30

The Applicant

Agricultural Liaison Officer

Please provide a response regarding the need for the appointment of an Agricultural
Liaison Officer [RR-1099].

Response

SZC Co. and its agent (Dalcour Maclaren) and advisors (Arcadis) have been working with
the NFU, and landowner agents to produce a document which will cover various aspects in
relation to the interface between the Sizewell C project and the occupation of agricultural
land. The document deals with the provision of suitably qualified Agricultural Liaison
Officers (ALOs) to provide interface between the Sizewell C project and
farmers/landowners to maintain appropriate levels of communication during construction,
and reduce impacts where possible.

In addtion, SZC Co. will submit an update to the Outline Soil Management Plan
(Volume 2, Appendix 17C of the ES [APP-278]) at Deadline 3 to capture this
requirement.

Ag.1.31

The Applicant

Grazing land

In relation to the proposed sites for fen meadow habitat Table 1.1 of Appendix 17B [APP-
278] states that following completion of the works, it is anticipated that grazing would
continue, albeit with a possible reduction in density. Please confirm whether grazing would
continue and specify if grazing density would be lost? If a loss is to occur, please confirm
by how much.

Response

The fen meadow sites will be managed to establish fen meadow habitats in the optimum
areas as explained in the Fen Meadow Strategy, included in Volume 3, Appendix 2.9.D
of the ES Addendum [AS-209] and these areas and adjacent buffer areas would be
removed from grazing, at least during the establishment period, probably by new fencing.
These areas will be managed to ensure the successful delivery of the Fen Meadow. The
areas within the development boundary that are not required to faciltate Fen Meadow
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

delivery, if appropriately fenced from the optimum areas with bufferzones,could
potentially be grazed at current levels. Further development of the management proposals
in the Fen Meadow Plan is required before SZC Co. can confirm the total loss to grazing
density. Once the fen meadow habitats have been established, some element of
‘conservation grazing’ of the habitat is likely to be required during summer, but not at the
stocking rates used on improved pastures.

Ag.1.32

The Applicant

Grazing land

Please comment regarding the concern over potential damage to Minsmere Sluice and
subsequent damage to grazing land [RR-0319].

Response

SZC Co. recognises concerns of stakeholders regarding the long-term viability of Minsmere
Sluice and its importance for land drainage. However, no construction activities are
proposed in the vicinity and this is reflected in the redline boundary for the proposed
power station which does not include Minsmere Slucie. No damage to Minsmere Sluice is
predicted as assessed within Volume 2, Chapter 19 (Groundwater and Surface Water) of
the ES [APP-297]. Therefore, SZC Co. do not expect there so be any damage to grazing
land near Minsmere Sluice as a result of the proposed development.

Ag.1.33

The Applicant

Access

Table 10.9 of [APP-470] confirms that Fordley Hall Farm, Old Abbey Farm, Trust Farm,
Hawthorn Farm, Dove House Farm and Theberton Hall Farm will be required to use the
public highway. Please provide specific information relating to the location and anticipated
level of use of the public highway.

Response

The approximate journey lengths on public highway in order to access land foring part of
these holdings compared to the current accesses used are shown in the below table:

Holding Current Route of Approx. length of Route on Public

Name Access Highway

Fordley Farm tracks on private 1.8km - 2.5km (1km - 1.2km on SLR)
Hall Farm land
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Hawthorn Farm tracks on private 0.7km (all on SLR)
Farm land and public highway
(approx. 0.75km)
Dove Farm tracks on private 1.7km (1.3km on SLR)
House land
Farm
Theberton | Farm tracks on private 1km (all on SLR)
Hall Farm land
Ag.1.34 | The Applicant Access
In respect of Farnham Hall [APP-435], how much longer would journey times to the fields
within the landholding east of the new road be?
Response The journey distance on foot to access the land holding east of the new road will increase
by approximately 130m. A typical walking speed for rural walkers is estimated by the
Ramblers Association to be 4km/h. A robust assumption allowing for the footbridge
gradient would be to reduce walking speed by 10%, to 3.6km/h. This would mean that a
130m increase in walking distance equates to an additional 130 seconds’ walking time, or
just over two minutes.
Vehicular access to the fields within the Farnham Hall land holding from the west to the
east of the new road would be approximately 600m longer. The majority of this would be
on public highway, with approximately 430m along a new accomodation track which will
be installed for the benefit of the landowner and adjacent residential property.
Ag.1.35 | The Applicant Access

Table 10.9 of [APP-470] confirms that Kelsale Manor will experience severance in the area
to the north of the Sizewell Link Road. Please detail what restricted access would be
experienced by the landowner?

Response

Access to land forming part of Kelsale Manor will be impacted during and following
construction of the SLR. This is land which forms part of a single field currently accessed
from the un-named road leading to the A12. Continued access to this area would need to
be via farm track on the neighbouring landholding (Haste land) or through the area of
land to the south of Fir Tree Farm, and through the new infiltration basin.
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The Applicant and its agent Dalcour Maclaren have been, and will continue to consult with
the landowners and farm businesses and their agents to understand those businesses and
consider appropriate mitigation measures that can be put in place to reduce impact. Whilst
the Covid 19 pandemic has created issues in relation to face to face meetings with
landowners, site visits are now being arranged with landowners and their agents.

Accommodation works will be discussed and progressed with the landowner in due course.

Ag.1.36 | ESC, Natural England Materials Management Strategy
Are you satisfied with the approach and content of the Material Management Strategy
regarding soils and agriculture [AS-202]?
Response No response from SZC Co. is required.
Ag.1.37 | The Applicant Committed Developments
Please confirm what are the two committed developments within 700m of the Freight
Management Facility, as detailed in paragraph 10.4.26 of [APP-531]. Please confirm why
they do not have the potential to materially alter baseline conditions.
Response The two committed developments referenced are:
1. Levington Lane, Bucklesham, Suffolk DC/19/4510/FUL (ID 672); and
2. Felixstowe Road, Stratton Hall, Suffolk DC/19/4343/FUL (ID 675).
The first is a proposed housing development and the second is a proposed lorry park
adjacent to Felixstowe Road. These have been identified within the Assessment of
Cumulative Effects with Other Plans, Projects and Programmes chapter of the ES (Volume
10, Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-578]). Neither are considered to affect the baseline
conditions at the Freight Management Facility site in terms of land grade (i.e. they do not
affect the same or immediately adjacent land) or agricultural practices associated with the
site (i.e. no change to access arrangements).
Ag.1.38 | The Applicant Land to East of Abbey Lane

Mr John Poll has confirmed [AS-307] that he rents approximately 20 acres of land to the
east of Abbey Lane which would be lost to the proposed rail line. Mr Poll contends that this
area has not been identified as agricultural land which he farms.

Please confirm whether this land has been included within the assessment?
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Response All land within the Order Limits has been included within the assessment. Landholdings
have been listed in the assessment in relation to the landowner (and not by individual
tenant/contract farmer etc.). This land is covered under the heading of Aldhurst Farm
Cottages in Table 10.6. This aligns with the methodolgy as set out in Volume 1,
Appendix 6M of the ES [APP-171].

Futhermore, this tenancy was not visible at the time the assessment was undertaken.
However, to include tenancies in the assessment would result in double counting of land
areas and therefore impacts. It has been assumed that the landowner will agree an end
to tenancies as part of their discussions with the SZC Co.

SZC Co. and its agent have been, and will continue to consult with the landowners and
farm businesses and their agents to understand those businesses and consider
appropriate mitigation measures that can be put in place to reduce impact. Whilst the
Covid 19 pandemic has created issues in relation to face to face meetings with
landowners, site visits are now being arranged with landowners and their agents.

Chapter 4 - AQ.1 Air Quality

AQ.1.0 The Applicant Methodology/Construction Traffic and Air Quality

Please confirm that the emissions from traffic operating within the site during construction
has been included in the assessment of air quality affects arising from the main
development site and the associated sites.

Please set out where this information can be found within each chapter.

Response Figure 12B.1 in Volume 2, Appendix 12B (Transport Emissions Assessment) of the ES
[APP-213] shows the location of links assessed within all associated development sites,
and the access road to the main development site. The traffic data for these links used in
the assessment are presented in Annex 12B.1 of the same Appendix.

The effects from trackout and NRMM on internal roads within the main development site
have been assessed in Volume 2, Appendix 12A (Construction Dust Assessment) of the
ES [APP-213].

This assessment considered the movement of construction vehicles including trucks using
the haul roads within the site. Emissions from movements of road vehicles within the site
have not been quantified as the locations are too far from sensitive receptors to be
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capable of having a significant effect either directly or in-combination with emissions from
the road.

AQ.1.1 ESC, EA, Natural England Air quality receptors

Are you satisfied that all potential sensitive receptors have been taken into account in the
Air Quality Assessment (AQA), and with the Applicant’s identification of worst-case
locations for air quality?

Response Air quality receptors have been derived based on IAQM#%*! and EA guidance?*? considering
the different potential air quality effects (constructuon dust, construction traffic, NRMM,
operational emissions).

AQ.1.2 | ESC, EA PM 2.5

(i) Are you satisfied that potential impacts of PM2.5 concentrations have been fully taken
into account in the ES and appropriately assessed as a fraction of PM10 particulate
concentrations?

(ii) Do you consider using PMio as a surrogate for PMz.s an acceptable methodology?

Response In the absence of comprehensive background PM2.s concentrations, use of PM1o as a worst
case and assuming that all PMio fractions occur as PMa:s is considered to be conservative.
AQ.1.3 ESC Dust emissions

Do you agree with the findings of the ES that the only potential source of significant air
pollution would arise from construction dust?

Response The assessment has considered air quality effects from various emission sources including
construction dust, construction traffic, NRMM, and operational emissions.

40 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction. 2014. (Online). Available
from: http://iagm.co.uk/text/quidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf.

41 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) and Environmental Protection UK. Land-Use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality.
2017. (Online). Available from: https://iagm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf.

42 Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) and Environment Agency. Air emissions risk assessment for your environmental
permit. London: The Stationery Office, 2016. (Online). Available from: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/risk-assessments-for-specific-
activities-environmental-permits.
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AQ.1.4 The Applicant Dust Emissions

It is recognised within the Air Quality chapters that the development activities could give

rise to dust emissions:

(i) Please explain where in the Air Quality chapter or elsewhere there is an assessment of

the potential impacts upon agriculture as implied by the Agriculture Chapter.

(i) Please explain where the potential effects in terms of crops and animals have been

considered and where any necessary mitigation has been set out.

(iii) Please explain where any mitigation, should it be necessary, is delivered through the

DCO.

Response () Volume 2, Appendix 12A (Construction Dust Assessment) of the ES [APP-213]
considers dust emissions and effects including desposited dust. Baseline dust
deposition rates, including the contribution from agricultural practices, have been
measured at sites near the boundary of the MDS. There are no published dust
deposition standards or limits in the UK so IAQM guideline levels for nuisance dust
have been used in the assessment, which includes consideration of vegetation,
such as crops beyond the site boundary.

(i) Dust effects have been considered at a number of sensitive receptors, and in
particular at the adjacent SSSI which is one of the closest sensitive receptors
identified. Even at this close distance, using the proposed mitigation measures
outlined in the Dust Management Plan and delivered through the CoCP (Doc Ref.
8.11(B)), no significant effects are predicted; by extension the same conclusion will
be reached for other receptors further from the site boundary.

(iii) Implementation of measures, along with the proposed monitoring arrangements,
set out within the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) is secured through Requirement 2 of
the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).

AQ.1.5 The Applicant Dust Emissions

In light of the concern raised by the NFU [RR-805] please respond setting out how the

effects on agriculture, and crops has been assessed and mitigated to acceptable levels

See question AQ.1.4.

AQ.1.6 The Applicant Dust emissions (Baseline)
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(i) Please advise how you selected the sites for measuring the current dust levels.

(ii) Please explain the reasoning behind there being no monitoring being undertaken at
Land East of the Eastlands Industrial Estate, Valley Road or Bucklewood Road.

Response

(i) The baseline dust emissions monitoring sites were selected to inform the construction
dust assessment with respect to the background dust deposition in the main
development site area, in particular where there may be a history of dust generating
activities, in accordance with IAQM guidance®. These locations include background
sites for agricultural-source dust and salt/sand from coastal processes, as described in
paragraphs 1.2.2 and 1.2.8 of Volume 2, Appendix 12E of the ES [APP-214].

(ii) No baseline monitoring was undertaken at Land East of the Eastlands Industrial
Estate, Valley Road or Bucklewood Road as these locations were judged to be
represented by the baseline monitoring in other areas.

The outline Dust Management Plan (Table 1.1, Volume 1, Appendix 12A of the ES,
[APP-213]) describes measures for dust monitoring. Baseline dust monitoring for identified
receptors would be carried out prior to commencement of activities as detailed within Dust
Management Plan secured by the measures set out in table 4.1 of the CoCP Part B (Doc
Ref. 8.11(B)).

AQ.1.7

ESC

Dust emissions

Are you confident the baseline monitoring locations chosen for assessing the significance
of dust emissions arising from the main development site would satisfactorily provide
sufficient information such that appropriate standards can be monitored managed and
mitigated to safeguard health and amenity for local receptors?

Response

See the Applicant’s response to question AQ.1.6.

AQ.1.8

The Applicant

Dust emissions

In section 12.5.3 [APP-212] in seeking to minimise construction dust effects on sensitive
receptors, iii suggests access points into sites are located as far from sensitive receptors

43 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction. 2014. (Online). Available
from: http://iagm.co.uk/text/quidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf.
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as possible. Explain how this correlates with the junction/access into Land East of the
Eastlands Industrial Estate and the proximity to LE7 Common Farm Cottages.

Response

The approach to siting access points into sites as far from sensitive receptors as possible
is a standard control measure outlined in IAQM guidance* but may not always be
achievable depending on site constraints.

The principal access for both construction and operation of the Land East of Eastlands
Industrial Estate is the junction which joins with Lover's Lane. Its location has been
selected to maximise distance from Common Farm Cottages and Crown Farm
(approximately 350m). The entrance that is physically closer to Common Farm is only for
access to the Caravan Park. Use of this entrance will be limited to the users and operators
of the Caravan Park, thus it is not anticipated that there will be substantial dust emissions.
The positioning of the entrances have been selected with road safety being a key criteria.
Please note from a vehicle movement perspective, the caravan park is isolated from the
rest of the Land East of the Eastlands Industrial Estate (i.e a vehicle will not be able to
access the rest of the Land East of the Eastlands Industrial Estate from the caravan park
entrance). For further details please refer to Figure 2.9 of the written responses which
shows the layout of the Land East of Eastlands Industrial Estate. This drawing includes a
general layout of the Land East of Eastlands Industrial Estate, details of the caravan site
layout, and location for of the bus pick up point.

AQ.1.9

The Applicant

Dust emissions

Please provide a plan identifying the location and extent of the bunds referred to in 12.5.4
[APP-212] or advise where this can be found.

Response

Paragraph 12.5.4 of Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air Quality) of the ES [APP-212] references
the following under measures employed to minimise the impacts of construction dust:

e Use of earth bunds with grassing/seeding, including a bund along the length of the
southern Temporary Construction Area boundary (5m height), and early planting to
supplement existing vegetation and hedging, to screen sensitive boundaries from
fugitive dust from construction activities.

44 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction. 2014. (Online). Available
from: http://iagm.co.uk/text/quidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf.

Page 107 of 236



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-001832-SZC_Bk6_ES_V2_Ch12_Air%20Quality.pdf
http://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf

ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

The bund along the length of the southern boundary of the Temporary Construction Area
is shown as construction zone C4 on the Main Development Site Construction
Parameter Plans [PDA-003].

Further screenings are identified in [APP-211, Figure 11.4] which are for the purposes of
screening for main development site construction for noise mitigation. Of these measures
B3, B6 and B7 are also bunds.

While bunds are useful, the primary control of dust emissions from stockpiles, comes from
the application of good practice to design the height and slope angles of stockpiles
themselves to minise windblown dust given the local meteorological conditions
experienced at the main development site.

AQ.1.10

The Applicant

Dust Monitoring

Please explain the approach to determining the location of dust monitoring stations, and in
particular how during the different construction phases how ongoing monitoring would
ensure dust emissions remain below the predicted thresholds and sensitive receptors are
protected.

Response

The monitoring of air quality during construction will be undertaken in accordance with the
measures set out in Table 4.2 of the CoCP Part B (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)). Baseline dust
monitoring would be undertaken at least 3 months prior to commencement of construction
activities on the main development site. Monitoring results would be reported to ESC
monthly throughout the monitoring period and reviewed through the Environment Review
Group (ERG).

AQ.1.11

The Applicant, ESC

Dust Monitoring

(i) A High Risk of dust spoiling and medium risk to human health is identified from
activities undertaken on Site E yet no dust monitoring stations are identified in close
proximity — please explain why this is the case?

(ii) How will sensitive receptors be safeguarded; and

(iii) the work monitored; and
(iv) standards enforced?

Response

(i) See response at question AQ.1.6; where no additional baseline monitoring was
undertaken, the area was judged to be represented by the baseline monitoring in
other areas. The baseline dust depsition survey confirmed that dust deposition rates
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are very consistent across the study area. The consideration of potential risks
identified in the assessment initially assumes no embedded mitigation is applied, as
per the IAQM guidance*®. The risk assessment identifes the level of mitigation that is
recommended such that the residual effect is ‘not significant’, as described in Volume
2, Appendix 12A (Construction Dust Assessment) of the ES [APP-213].

(ii) Safeguarding will be through dust monitoring and reporting. See response at question
AQ.1.10.

(iii) & (iv) The monitoring methods to be used will be based on established good practice
for dust monitoring; this will be confirmed in the Dust Management Plan, as set out
within the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)).

AQ.1.12 | The Applicant, ESC

Dust Monitoring

(i) As no monitoring has been carried out to understand base levels of dust particles in the
vicinity of construction site C - what confidence do you have that the effects of the
construction activities on this site would remain at acceptable levels?

(ii) How can this be demonstrated when the base line is an important part of the initial
consideration?

Response

(i) See response at AQ.1.6; the baseline dust monitoring for the Construction Dust
Assessment included monitoring Site 3 and Site 5 which represent background sites
for Construction Zone C, as shown in Volume 2, Chapter 12, Figure 12.2 of the ES
[APP-215].

(ii) See response at question AQ.1.10. Baseline dust monitoring would be undertaken
prior to commencement of construction activities on the main development site and
ongoing dust monitoring will be undertaken during the works. Dust monitoring
locations, methods and frequencies would be agreed through the detailed Dust
Management Plan. The proposed mitigation is based on best practice measures and
informed by the risks identifed through the dust impact assessment.

45 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction. 2014. (Online). Available
from: http://iagm.co.uk/text/quidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf.

Page 109 of 236



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-001834-SZC_Bk6_ES_V2_Ch12_Air_Quality_Appx12A_12F_Part_1_of_2.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-001833-SZC_Bk6_ES_V2_Ch12_Air_Quality_Fig12.1_12.2.pdf
http://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf

ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

AQ.1.13 | The Applicant, ESC, PHE Temporary Accommodation
(i) In light of the close proximity of the accommodation campus to both the active working
site but also the stockpiles of materials, what safeguards are in place to ensure
appropriate levels are monitored and maintained for the future occupiers of the campus.
(i) Are the Council/PHE satisfied the relationship between the accommodation campus
and the stockpiles/working areas can achieve an appropriate living environment to protect
human health?

Response (iii) See response at question AQ.1.10. Baseline dust monitoring would be undertaken
prior to commencement of construction activities on the main development site and
ongoing dust monitoring will be undertaken during the works. Dust monitoring
locations, methods and frequencies would be agreed through the detailed Dust
Management Plan. The accommodation campus was identified as a potential receptor,
although the assessment reported impacts at the closest identified receptor, which
was considered to present the worst case.

(iv) No response from SZC Co. is required.
AQ.1.14 | The Applicant, ESC, EA, PHE Air Quality Assessment

Please respond to each of the concerns expressed by Laurence Moss [RR 673] and in light
of them whether there are any outstanding concerns in this regard.

Response

Response to point 2 of RR-0673: Emissions from transport (road and rail), construction

dust, combustion activites and the CHP at the temporary accomodation campus have been
assessed for both construction and operational phases of the Project (where appropriate).

No significant effects have been identified.

Response to point 1, 4 and 6 of RR-0673: Emissions from transport and dust during
construction of the main development site and associated developments have been
assessed at sensitive receptors in Leiston and Sizewell, including residential receptors and
the temporary workers accommodation site. As reported in Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air
Quality) of the ES [APP-212] and Section 2.7 in Volume 1, Chapter 2 (Main
Development Site) of the ES Addendum [AS-181], no significant effects are predicted
during construction or operation of the Sizewell C Project, and there is not anticipated to
be any exceedances of air quality standards.
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Response to point 3 of RR-0673: The extent of the study area in the air quality
assessment is presented in Paragraph 12.3.12 of Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air Quality) of
the ES [APP-212], and has been chosen in line with appropriate published guidance (e.g.
IAQM?#%/ Highways England*®. It is considered very unlikely that any significant effects
would occur beyond this area, and therefore the study area is considered to be
appropriate.

Response to point 5 and 8 of RR-0673: The mitigation measures proposed to control
construction dust impacts have a strong track record of providing effective protection to
off-site receptors and are considered sufficient to mitigate the effects from small
particulate matter, and are based on IAQM recommended measures that are appropriate
to the activity and scale at each site. The CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) outlines the proposed
control measures to mitigate air qualtiy impacts.

AQ.1.15 | The Applicant Air Quality Assessment

Please respond in light of the concerns raised by ESC [RR 342] regarding the potential
release of carbon monoxide and formaldehyde from the diesel generators.

If these are to be scoped out of the assessment, please provide a full justification for this
approach.

Response Emissions of carbon monoxide from the emergency diesel generators were assessed and
the results were presented in Section 5, Table 5-9 of Volume 2, Appendix 12C of the
ES [APP-214], and were found to be insignificant for all scenarios assessed at all
receptors.

Emissions of formaldehyde were not assessed. Emissions of volatile organic compounds
(VOCQ), for the proposed diesel generators would be <100mg/m?3. This would include other
VOC species as well as potentially formaldehyde, and would be considered to comprise
mainly of methane. As such, itis considered that when compared to the Environmental

46 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction. 2014. (Online). Available
from: http://iagm.co.uk/text/quidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf.

47 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) and Environmental Protection UK. Land-Use Planning & Development Control: Planning for Air Quality.
2017. (Online). Available from: https://iagm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf.

“8 Highways England. Sustainability & Environment Appraisal LA 105 Air quality. 2019. (Online) Available at:
http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol11/section3/LA%20105%20Air%20quality-web.pdf.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Assessment Levels (EALs) for formaldehyde (5ug/m3 for annual average impacts, and
100pg/m?3 for hourly impacts), the impacts would be insignificant. As an example, the
assessed concentration for particulate emissions was 50mg/m3 from the diesel generators.
At the worst case receptor the annual average predicted concentrations during
commissioning and operation were 0.02 ug/m3 and 0.006 ug/m?3 respectively. Therefore,
assuming a worst case formaldehyde emission of 100mg/m?3 would result in predicted
concentrations of 0.04 pg/m?3 and 0.012 ug/m?3 (i.e. double those presented for
particulates) respectively for commissioning and operation. This would represent 0.8%
and 0.2% of the annual average formaldehyde EAL, and would be considered to be
insignificant.

As discussed in Volume 2, Appendix 12C of the ES [APP-214], during start-up of the
reactors, emissions of formaldehyde and carbon dioxide can be liberated from the nuclear
auxiliary building stack (the main stack). These are listed in Volume 2, Appendix 4C
(Operational Gaseous Emissions) of the ES [APP-188]. As the emissions only occur during
start-up (assumed to occur twice a year) and only for a few hours at that time, and are
released from a 70m high stack, based on the predicted release rates these have been
screened out as having insignificant effects on air quality and have not been assessed
further in the air quality assessment presented in Volume 2, Chapter 12 of the ES [APP-
212].

AQ.1.16

The Applicant, ESC, SCC

Air Quality
[RR 804 and RR 820] both express concern that the increased emissions from increased

traffic along the A12 could have a disproportionate effect on the health of students at
Farlingaye High School. Please respond to this concern.

Response

Receptor WB8 has been assessed to represent effects at Farlingaye High School, as it is
located at a closer distance adjacent to the same section of the A12. Results from the
transport emissions assessment (presented in Volume 3, Appendix 2.7.C (Transport
Emissions Assessment) of the ES Addendum [AS-127]) indicate that the effects from
transport emissions at this receptor will be negligible (not significant) during
construction (early year and typical and busiest day peak year) and operation. Predicted
air pollutant concentrations will remain well below the relevant air quality standards
protective of health at all receptors, and the maximum change in concentration and
exposure is orders of magnitude lower than is required to quantify any measurable health
outcome. On this basis, there is considered to be no measurable health risk or
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

disproportionate impact to students travelling to or studying at Farlingaye High School
from proposed changes in transport emissions.

AQ.1.17 | ESC, EA Air Quality
Do you agree that paragraph 5.2.9 of EN-1 does not apply as the Applicant suggests in
the Planning Statement as “there would be no substantial changes in air quality levels”?

Response No response from SZC Co. is required.

AQ.1.18 | ESC, EA, PHE Air Quality Receptors
Are you satisfied that all potential sensitive receptors have been taken into account in the
Air Quality Assessment and with the Applicant’s identification of worst case locations for
Air Quality?

Response No response from SZC Co. is required.

AQ.1.19 | ESC Approach
(i) Is the Council satisfied with the overall approach of the Applicant to dealing with Air
Quality?
(ii) Do the Council have any specific criticisms it would like to make?

Response The Applicant and ESC have maintained regular dialogue regarding air quality assessment,
predicted effects and proposed mitigation measures. These measures are being agreed
through an air quality mitigation plan as detailed in the draft Statement of Common
Ground between the Applicant and ESC (Doc Ref. 9.10.12).

AQ.1.20 | PHE Approach
Are you satisfied that the Air Quality Assessment has responded fully and addressed all
matters raised by PHE at the scoping stage?

Response No response from SZC Co. is required.

AQ.1.21 | ESC, The Applicant Additional Information

Additional information was requested by ESC as referred to in ESC RR at paras 1.84 and
1.87:

(i) Has this information been provided to the Examination?
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:
(ii) If so where can it be found?

Response A response to the query mentioned in the ESC Relevant Representation was provided to
ESC during a series of engagement meetings.

The following response was provided:

1. As described in the Transport Emissions Assessment (Volume 2, Appendix 12B of
the ES [APP-213]), the locomotive modelling comprises movement of locomotives and
stationary engine idling. For assessment purposes, it is anticipated that the time spent
at the passing loop and the Saxmundham to Leiston branch junction will be minimal,
the three hour idling time is anticipated to represent the time spent at the rail head.

2. The locations of each of the stationary sources are presented in the Figure 12B.1 of
Volume 2, Appendix 12B of the ES [APP-213]

3. Short term NO2 and PMio impacts are discussed in section 1.2, D, ii of Volume 2,
Appendix 12B (Transport Emissions Assessment), of the ES [APP-213].

4. The workers campus has been assessed as a sensitive receptor (LE42) in Volume 2,
Chapter 12 of the ES [APP-212].

AQ.1.22 | ESC, SCC Air Quality

Can the relevant public health authorities confirm that they consider the effects on air
quality from the additional traffic along the A12 have been adequately assessed and
confirm that they would not result in significant adverse effects along this transport
corridor as suggested by RRs 804, 820 amongst others.

Response No response from SZC Co. is required.

AQ.1.23 | ESC Air Quality

(i) Are you concerned that the scheme may result in the failure to comply to any statutory
air quality limit?

(ii) If this is the case please provide details of the concerns, the limits that apply and the
area(s) this would cover.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

(iii) If answering the above in the affirmative do you consider additional mitigation could
be offered that might resolve these issues, what would this entail and how could it be
delivered?

Response

No response from SZC Co. is required.

AQ.1.24

The Applicant

Combined Heat and Power Plant (Accommodation Campus)

The ES does not fully explain what type of plant has been assessed within the ES. It refers
in various paragraphs to different elements. Paragraph 12.3.14 indicates it to be a gas
fuelled plant, with Table 12.11 indicating location, flue height and emissions.

Paragraph 12.5.3 ii refers to an optimised stack height while Table 12.3.14 appears to set
the height?

(i) Please clarify the situation.

(ii) Please provide the details of the type of plant assessed within the ES and how this
would be delivered through the DCO to ensure it fell within those parameters.

Response

Volume 1, Appendix 2.2.B (Updated Description of Construction) of the ES Addendum
(Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) states that the Combined Heat and Power (CHP) Plant building would
be approximately 10m in height and require an exhaust stack, which would be
approximately 4m above the building roof height. The exhaust height is expected to be
approximately 14m above ground level.

Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air Quality) of the ES [APP-212] assumes that the CHP plant
would be gas fuelled, with a thermal output of approximately 1,900kW and electrical
output of approximately 1,700kW, and Table 12.11 assumes that the exhaust height is
12.8m for a worst-case assessment from an air quality perspective.

The air quality assessment in [APP-212] based on a 12.8m exhaust height is considered to
be appropriate as a reasonable worst-case scenario for the purposes of undertaking an
assessment on a precautionary basis. If the stack height was to be increased above that
level the air quality effects would be correspondingly reduced.

The location of the exhaust stack, as set out in Table 12.11 of [APP-212] has been added
to the Construction Parameter Plan (Doc Ref. 2.5(D)) submitted at Deadline 2.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

General compliance with Appendix 2.2.B (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) and the Construction
Parameter Plans (Doc Ref. 2.5(D)) would be secured through Requirement 8 of the
draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).

AQ.1.25

The Applicant

Combined Heat and Power Plant/back up energy centre

In the event this plant was to be retained as a backup power supply for emergencies
during operation of the power station as referred to in the ES.

(i) Would all or some of the diesel generators still be required?

(ii) Has the ES assessed the effects of the diesel generators running as well as the CHP

and or energy centre/back up such that the potential cumulative effects have been fully
set out? Please advise where the alternative assessments can be found.

Response

i) The Emergency Diesel Generators are required for the operational generating station
and will be used during the operational phase only. The CHP plant could not be
repurposed for use as emergency back up on the main generating station as the CHP plant
design and specification will not meet the nuclear safety standards and requirements.

ii) The in-combination effects of the Emergency Diesel Generators and the CHP plant, if
retained, were considered within paragraphs 12.6.67 and 12.6.68 of Volume 2, Chapter
12 of the ES [APP-212], with the preceding assessment covering emissions from the
Emergency Diesel Generators only. However, SZC Co. is no longer proposing to retain the
CHP Plant beyond the construction phase and it will be removed at the same time as the
accommodation campus. The Emergency Equipment Store will also not be constructed
within Zone 1M as shown on the Operational Parameter Plans [AS-118] and will
instead be constructed within Zone 1A [AS-118]. Volume 1, Appendix 2.2.A (Updated
Description of Permanent Development) of the ES Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) has
been updated accordingly and is provided with this response at Deadline 2.

There is no potential for cumulative effects between the accommodation campus CHP
plant for the construction phase and the Emergency Diesel Generators during the
operational stage.

AQ.1.26

The Applicant

Combined Heat and Power Plant
Paragraph 12.5.8 refers to the campus energy centre:
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Please confirm that this is the combined heat and power plant, if not please provide
details of where this has been assessed within the ES.

What effect does ‘designed, maintained and operated within the Medium Combustion Plant
Directive’ requirements have, please clarify whether this would be covered by the other
licence requirements set out in Table 1.1 of the Other Licences and Consents Document?

(iii) Has this operation regime been assumed within the ES assessment? How would this
be delivered through the DCO?

Response

(i) This is confirmed.

(ii)  The Medium Combustion Plant Directive (MCPD) specifies emission limits and
emissions monitoring requirements for combustion plant that exceed 1MW
electrical output; compliance is regulated by the Environment Agency through a
separate Environmental Permit. This falls under item 14 Construction Combustion
Activity Permit within the Schedule of Other Consents and Licences [APP-153].

(iii)  Yes, the emission levels assessed within the ES are based on MCPD compliance.

Compliance with MCPD is regulated through the Environmental Permitting
Regulations 2016, not the DCO.

AQ.1.27

The Applicant

Combined Heat and Power Plant

Following receipt of the explanation of the assessment of the CHP/back-up generator in
correspondence dated 12.01.21 in response to PD 05 there remains some uncertainty as
to what has been assessed.

It is understood that the CHP may not be utilised, however an appropriate assessment of
the CHP and the alternative still needs to be clearly described so assessment of likely
effects is contained within the ES if it is to be delivered through the DCO.

In response [APP 184] Description of Construction and [APP-180] Description of
Permanent Development were referred to.

In Table 2.7 of Vol 2 Chapter 2 [APP-180] Description of Permanent Development it states
the parameter for the back-up power generation plant in Zone 1M as a maximum height
of 36m (plus 3.5m tall stack). This would appear to exceed the construction parameter
plans as listed in Schedule 6 of the dDCO (drwg no. 10092) which specifies a maximum
height of 35m, it also exceeds the height of the stack as set out in Table 12.11.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

The height of the back-up generator and stack appear to exceed the construction
parameter plans [APP-022] which indicate a maximum height of 35m.

The operation parameter plans for this area appear to be higher as defined in Table 2.7
linked to the dDCO. Please clarify how something could be operationally higher than the
limit for construction?

Response

SZC Co. is no longer proposing to retain the CHP Plant beyond the construction phase so it
will be removed at the same time as the accommodation campus. This is because the
Emergency Equipment Store will now be located within the Main Platform (Parameter Zone
1A) meaning that the CHP plant no longer needs to be retained. Appendix 2.2.A of the
ES Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) and the Operational Parameter Plan (Doc Ref.
2.5(B)) have been updated to reflect this and provided at Deadline 2. Refer to response
within question AQ.1.33 for a summary of the assessment presented within the ES.

AQ.1.28

The Applicant

Back Up Generator

In the event the CHP is not utilised and a back up generator is subsequently provided for
the operational period:

(i) What form of generator would it be and where are the details for this set out within the
ES chapters for noise, air quality, and landscape?

(ii) Explain why it would be appropriate and necessary to site a permanent building
potentially up to 35m in height (plus 3.5m stack) within the AONB, when you advise a
stack height of just over 12m results in adequate emissions.

(iii) How would this sit with the aims and purposes of the AONB?

Response

(i) Refer to response question AQ.1.25. SZC Co. is no longer proposing to retain a CHP
Plant as a back up generator for the Emergency Equipment Store, which has now been
moved to Zone 1A.

(ii) and (iii) The 12.8m height indicated refers to the potential height of the CHP plant
stack that will be in use during the construction phase of the scheme. The building with
the CHP plant and stack are located at Upper Abbey Farm just outside the AONB
boundary, refer to the Construction Parameter Plans (Doc Ref. 2.5(D)) for location.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

The Operational Parameter Plan (Doc Ref. 2.5(B)) has been updated to remove Zone
1M, as the Emergency Equipment Store has now been moved to Zone 1A.

AQ.1.29

The Applicant

Combined Heat and Power Plant

Appendix 12F provides an assessment of the CHP emissions. It does not however specify
what form of plant was utilised to generate the data.

(i) What type of plant does this assess, running what fuel and with what assumed flue
height/location?

(it) How would this be delivered through the DCO?

Response

() A gas-fired CHP plant was assessed with a stack height of 12.8m, that meets the
emissions performance specified in the Medium Combustion Plant Directive. The
location of the flue has been added onto the Construction Parameter Plan (Doc
Ref. 2.5(D)).

(ii)  General compliance with Volume 1, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES Addendum (Doc
Ref. 6.14(A)) and the Construction Parameter Plans (Doc Ref. 2.5(D)) would be
secured through Requirement 8 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)). Compliance
with the requirements of the Medium Combustion Plant Directive is requlated
through the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016, not the DCO.

AQ.1.30

The Applicant

Accommodation Campus

It is understood that alternative forms of power plant are still being considered to support
the accommodation campus as reference is also made to air source heat pumps.

(i) As alternatives are being sought what process would prevent more than one alternative
being provided?

(ii) Has a cumulative assessment been carried out in the event that more than one power
source were to be provided?

Response

(i) The power provision is only to supply the accommodation campus demand in the
event that site power cannot be obtained through the local transmission network.
There would be no benefit to SZC Co. to install multiple power provisions for that
purpose as the excess capacity would be unused; there is no intention to export
power from the campus supply back to the transmission system.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

(i)  The wording of Work no. 3 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)) has been updated to
specify that the accommodation campus can be serviced by the CHP Plant or an
alternative form of supply, such as air-source / ground-source heat pumps.

AQ.1.31

The Applicant

Combined Heat and Power Plant

The position is further complicated by the information set out in the Noise Chapter of the
ES which states “The final designs for the proposed CHP, electrical sub-station and back-
up generator (including component parts and sound power data) are not available at this
time.” [APP156] para 11.6.165. This suggests the CHP and back-up generator may be
different things and it makes it more difficult to understand what has actually been
assessed.

If the CHP is not utilised what back up energy system has been assessed and where can
the details of this be found?

Response

The ES assumed that, if retained, the CHP Plant of the accommodation campus would be
used as a back up generator for the Emergency Equipment Store. SZC Co. is no longer
proposing to retain the CHP Plant as a back up generator for the Emergency Equipment
Store, which has now been moved to Zone 1A. With the moving of the Emergency
Equipment Store to Zone 1A, it will no longer require a standalone back up energy
system.

AQ.1.32

The Applicant

Combined Heat and Power Plant

It is important to understand how the concerns highlighted in Q 1.17-1.24 knock on, if at
all, to the assessment within the other chapters of the ES in particular, Noise and
Vibration, Heritage, Landscape, Ecology, Agriculture.

In answering the above questions please address any knock on effects which may be
relevant to these aspects of the scheme.

Response

There are no changes to the signficance of the effects determined within the ES as a result
of the responses presented above. With the moving of the Emergency Equipment Store to
Zone 1A and the confirmation that the CHP Plant would not be retained during the
operational phase, no emissions to air, noise or landscape and visual effects from these
facilities would occur at Upper Abbey Farm during the operational phase. Furthermore, the
moving of the Emergency Equipment Store to Zone 1A does not change the parameters of
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Zone 1A assessed within the ES or introduce any new emission sources within this
location.

AQ.1.33

The Applicant

Accommodation campus

As can be seen from the previous questions there is a great deal of uncertainty over what
has been assessed in respect of the power source for the accommodation campus during
construction and what would be in place post construction to support operation:

(i) Please provide a clear explanation of the alternatives considered and set out clearly
where they have been assessed within the ES.

(i) Please explain how the alternatives would be delivered, monitored and controlled
through the DCO such that they remain within the assessment parameters covered by the
ES.

Response

i) The ES assessed the following alternatives:

e During construction, the accommodation campus would either be provided with heat
and power through (a) the CHP Plant; or (b) electricity through construction electrical
supply and heat through air source heat pumps (ASHPs);

e During operation, if a CHP Plant was provided for the accommodation campus during
the construction phase, this could have also been retained as a back up generator for
the Emergency Equipment Store during the operational phase. However, as explained
within question AQ.1.25, SZC Co. is no longer proposing to retain the CHP Plant as a
back up generator for the Emergency Equipment Store, which has now been moved to
Zone 1A. The emergency diesel generators for the nuclear power station would have
been required in both scenarios.

The above scenarios have been assessed as follows within the ES:
« Volume 2, Chapter 11 (Noise and Vibration) of the ES [APP-202]:
o During construction phase, for noise from CHP Plant or ASHPs - refer to
paragraphs 11.6.105 to 11.6.112.

o During operational phase, the retention of the CHP plant comprises the worst
case for EIA purposes. The assessment is provided within paragraphs 11.6.163
to 11.6.167, with no significant effects identified. With the removal of the CHP
Plant from the operational phase, these effects would be reduced.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

¢ Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air Quality) of the ES [APP-212]:

o During the construction phase, emissions from the CHP Plant are assessed within
paragraphs 12.6.20 to 12.6.25.

o During the operational phase, assessment of emissions from the CHP Plant, if
retained, in combination with the emergency diesel generators (the worst case
for EIA purposes) is provided within 12.6.67 to 12.6.68. The in-combination
effects are assessed as not significant. With the removal of the CHP Plant from
the operational phase, the assessment of emissions from the emergency diesel
generators only, as set out within paragraphs 12.6.38 to 12.6.66, is now
relevant.

« Volume 2, Chapter 13 (Landscape and Visual) of the ES [APP-216]:

o The landscape and visual assessment considered the parameters described
within Volume 2, Chapters 2 and 3 of the ES [APP-180, APP-184], which
allowed for the alternatives described above to be brought forward. With the
moving of the Emergency Equipment Store to Zone 1A and the deletion of Zone
1M from the Operational Parameter Plan (Doc Ref. 2.5(B)), the effects at
Upper Abbey Farm would be reduced.

The outcomes of the above assessments were subsequently taken into account within
other topic chapters of the ES (e.g. terrestrial historic environment, terrestrial ecology and
ornithology, amenity and recreation, health and wellbeing etc.).

ii) The parameter plans have been developed to provide the flexibility to deliver the
alternative options described above, with the worst case assessment of the alternatives
provided within the ES chapters. Therefore, the delivery of the above alternatives will be
controlled through compliance with the following:

+ Construction Parameter Plan (Doc Ref. 2.5(D));
+ Operational Parameter Plan (Doc Ref. 2.5(B));
Volume 1, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)).

AQ.1.34

ESC, SCC, PHE, EA

Dust Soiling

(i) Are you satisfied with the suggested mitigation to control the levels of dust arising from
the development?
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

(ii) If not what additional mitigation would you wish to see supplementing the Dust
Management Plan, Outline Dust Management Plan or Code of Construction Practice?

Response

The Applicant notes that the approach to dust mitigation has been discussed and is being
agreed with the Councils through the air quality mitigation plan, as recorded within the
Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref. 9.10.12).

AQ.1.35

ESC, SCC, PHE, EA, Natural
England

Dust Soiling

(i) Are you satisfied with the suggested monitoring of dust emissions from the
development?

(i) If not what additional mitigation would you wish to see and how do you consider this
should be secured?

Response

The Applicant notes that the approach to dust monitoring has been discussed and is being
agreed with the Councils through the air quality mitigation plan, as recorded within the
Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref. 9.10.12).

AQ.1.36

The Applicant

Dust Soiling

In light of the comments from ESC in [RR-0342] can you confirm that the CoCP will
address the need for dust monitoring during soil stripping to protect sensitive receptors?

If you don’t agree with this approach, please explain why.

Response

As described in Table 12.17 of Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air Quality) of the ES [APP-212],
the surface stripping associated with earthworks in Zone A is identified to require activity-
specific mitigation. Monitoring would be undertaken such that applied mitigation is
proportionate and effective. Based on the potential risk associated with this activity, dust
monitoring will be undertaken before and during this activity. The monitoring requirement
would be secured through compliance with the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) under
Requirement 2 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).

AQ.1.37

The Applicant

Dust Soiling

Please explain how the monitoring referred to in paragraph 12.6.8 [APP 212] would be
secured.

Response

Monitoring and inspection, including regular site inspections and monitoring of on-site haul
roads, as described in M5.1 and M5.5 of the outline Dust Management Plan (Volume 2,
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Question:

Appendix 12A (Construction Dust Assessment) of the ES [APP-213]), would be secured
through compliance with the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) under Requirement 2 of the draft
DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).

AQ.1.38 | The Applicant

Dust Emissions

Minsmere Levels Stakeholders Group [RR-803] consider that fugitive dust from the
borrowpits and spoil heaps would have the great potential to adversely affect both ground
water and surface water run-off. Please respond to these specific concerns.

Response

As described in Volume 1, Appendix 6H (Air Quality Legislation and Methodology) of the
ES [APP-171], fugitive dust impacts are screened out beyond 50m of the source for
ecological receptors, in accordance with IAQM guidance*®, and borrow pits and stockpiled
materials are too remote for potential effects on Minsmere Levels. Fugitive dust deposition
to surface water within Sizewell Levels (that has connectivity with Minsmere Levels) would
be controlled in accordance with the requirement to mitigate dust deposition impacts at
this receptor, as described in Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air Quality) of the ES [APP-212].
Sediment run off from stockpiles to surface water and groundwater will be similarly
controlled through the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)).

Management of construction earthworks and borrow pits to minimise risks to groundwater
and from surface water run-off, is considered in Volume 2, Chapter 19 (Groundwater
and Surface Water) of the ES [APP-297]. As set out within Chapter 25 in response to
W.1.11.

The excavation and backfilling of material from the borrow pits is likely to have a
temporary effect on the groundwater flow in this area. This effect will be managed by
engineered drainage in this area, as set out within the CoCP, Part B, Section 11 (Doc
Ref. 8.11(B)). The effect on groundwater flow is assessed as negligible to minor adverse
(not significant) on groundwater receptors. Measures to protect the quality of
groundwater and surface water receptors down gradient include retention of 2m
unsaturated zone between the base of the borrow pits and the water table and limiting the
height of temporary stockpiling above the borrow pits to 5m. In addition, as set out within
the Borrow Pit Risk Assessment [APP-296], there is likely to be a short-term increase

49 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction. 2014. (Online). Available
from: http://iagm.co.uk/text/quidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

in groundwater alkalinity beneath and downgradient of the borrow pits, if lime stabilisation
is used. However, the assessment indicates that concentrations in groundwater are
unlikely to rise significantly above the measured baseline. It is concluded that lime
modification will not adversely affect groundwater and surface water receptors, including
within the Minsmere and Walberswick Heath & Marshes SSSI, SAC, SPA and Ramsar site.
Likely effects on the water quality of controlled waters from the backfilling of the borrow
pits are assessed as negligible to minor adverse (not significant) in Volume 2, Chapter
19 (Groundwater and Surface Water) of the ES [APP-297]. Chemical testing of materials,
as required by the Materials Management Strategy [APP-185, as updated within AS-
202], will limit the potential for impacts on the quality of controlled waters downgradient.

AQ.1.39

The Applicant

Dust Emissions

Estimates of quantities of material extracted from the main development site during
construction are provided within the Air Quality Chapter:

(i) Please explain how these quantities have been determined with cross reference to
relevant sections of the ES or other application documents as appropriate-

(ii) Does the dDCO not need to specify a maximum depth of excavation to ensure that
these quantities are a fair reflection of the activities proposed for which consent is sought?
And to safely link back to the assessment of effects assessed by the ES.

Response

i) The construction dust assessment presented within Volume 2, Chapter 12 of the ES
[APP-212] was informed by the quantities of materials to be excavated as set out within
Volume 2, Chapter 3 (Description of Construction) of the ES [APP-184] and Materials
Management Strategy (Volume 2, Appendix 3B of the ES [APP-185]). It is noted that
the Materials Management Strategy Update (Volume 3, Appendix 2.2.C of the ES
Addendum [AS-202]) submitted to the Examining Authority in January 2021 does not
change the conclusions of the assessment, as the magnitude of dust emissions to be
generated by the proposed development was already categorised as ‘large’ based on the
eartworks area alone. This is the highest category of magnitude of dust emissions that can
be assighed, as set out within Table 12.4.

ii) Requirement 8 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)) sets out the requirement for the
construction works to be undertaken in general compliance with the Construction Method
Statement (which comprises the Description of Construction chapter of the ES). Any
material exceedance of the depths of excavations described would be a breach of
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

requirement 8. The DCO as drafted does effectively limit the depth to which works could
be undertaken.

AQ.1.40

The Applicant, ESC, SCC

Mitigation
(i) The Applicant suggests in paragraph 14.7.79 [APP-224] that if exceeded of dust levels

occurs additional mitigation would be adopted - please explain what this might entail -
particularly in light of the commitment within the CoCP to best practice?

(it) How would this additional mitigation be secured?

(iii) In the event the threshold of 0.5g/m2/day had been exceeded - what would the
consequence be? E.g. would work need to cease until the threshold level had fallen below
the agreed level? Please explain the practicalities of what would occur on the ground and
how this would be monitored, and the agreed level reached.

Response

(i) The level of mitigation deployed for particular activities and locations has been based
on a risk assessment of potential effects. The system is by its nature proactive in
identifying the need to apply more mitigation to works tasks with greater potential to
generate dust emissions, and reactive in immediately responding to, visual appraisal of
dust generation risks and meteorological conditions. In line with best practice, the dust
deposition rate monitoring generates data that initially confirms that managemnt
measures are as effective as is expected (i.e. rates below 0.5g/m?/day) and then
provides a point of reference to check for any erosion in the margin of ongoing delivery of
the same high level of protection. The approach is intended to deliver effective ongoing
protection to sensitive receptors, rather than being a short term alert system.

(ii) See response to question AQ.1.10, the additional mitigation is secured through
compliance with the measures set out within the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)). In addition,
the mitigation measures will be documented in the Dust Management Plan which will
include additional control measures to be employed in the event of for example
unfavourable weather conditions.

(iii) The dust monitoring results will be collated weekly so works will not immediately link
to dust monitoring results. However, the contractor will use visual appraisal of dust levels
during works and will increase control measures or mitigation, if required based on the
conditions at the time of works. If monitoring results indicate exceedance of the threshold
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

then additional controls will be proposed to and agreed with the Environment Review
Group.

AQ.1.41 | The Applicant, ESC Dust Emissions (Rail)
(i) ESC in the [RR-0342] at paragraph 2.207 - please clarify if you are seeking
screens/fences in relation to general earthworks across the main development site and
associated development sites.
(ii) Have further discussions progressed identifying the areas of concern? Please advise
the ExA where these are and whether an agreed approach to protecting these receptors
has now been reached?

Response The Applicant notes that the approach to dust monitoring has been discussed and is being

agreed with the Councils through the air quality mitigation plan, as recorded within the
Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref. 9.10.12).

AQ.1.42 | The Applicant, ESC, PHE Human Health (particulate matter)

Paragraph 12.6.11 of [APP-212] suggests that there could be a risk to human health if
long term dust generating activities increase the baseline level within a receptor area. Do
you consider the mitigation identified would be sufficient to avoid adverse effects to
human health?

Response

The mitigation identified is considered to be sufficient to avoid adverse impacts to human
health, because the level of mitigation has been defined by the need to mitigate the
higher risk of dust soiling impacts at receptors, rather than the lower risk of PM1o impact;
and such mitigation would also lessen the risk of potential PM1o impact, as described at
paragraph 12.6.12, and Table 12.16, Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air Quality) of the ES
[APP-212].

As detailed in Volume 2, Chapter 12 of the ES (for main development site) [APP-212];
Chapter 5 of Volumes 3-9 of the ES (for associated developments) [APP-357, APP-387,
APP-418, APP-454, APP-487, APP-517 and APP-548] and the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)),
localised changes in air quality during construction, are temporary; associated with
specific activities; and not of a concentration or exposure sufficient to quantify any
measurable adverse health outcome at any receptor.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

AQ.1.43

The Applicant, Natural
England, ESC

Ammonia Deposition

It has been suggested that the ES fails to deal with ammonia deposition [RR-908] as
would appear to be advocated by the Institute of Air Quality Management’s 2020 Guidance
and would also need to be carried out to comply with Natural England Guidance. Please
respond to these specific concerns.

Response

Ammonia emissions do not occur from the generating station stacks or emergency diesel
generators. No assessment of ammonia concentrations from road vehicles has been
included as ammonia emissions are not identified as pollutants requiring assessment by
the guidance on assessing impacts from road traffic emissions (LA105) published by
Highways England®®. In addition, road traffic ammonia emissions are not included in the
Defra toolkit>! nor was it identified as being appropriate to consider in the EIA Scoping
Report [APP-168] or Scoping Opinion [APP-169]. Ammonia emissions from road traffic
are not expected to result in significant contributions at the habitat sites or any other
receptor.

AQ.1.44

The Applicant

Darsham Parish Council

The Parish Council have indicated concern about the effects of the closure of the level
crossings and the diversion of traffic this causes, with the resultant increase in air
pollution particularly from HGVs.

Please advise where the consideration for effects on NOx, CO2, and PM2.s and PM1o levels
from diversions is set out.

Response

The air quality assessment considers the effects on NOx, NO2, PM1o0 and PMa.s from traffic
travelling on the A12 past Darsham. No additional roads in Darsham are anticipated to
have a large enough change in traffic flow to meet the selection critera for any further
assessment or detailed modelling recommended by Highways England and/or IAQM, as
set out in Table 1.1 of Volume 2, Appendix 12B of the ES [APP-213]. Therefore,

>0 Highways England. Sustainability & Environment Appraisal LA 105 Air quality. 2019. (Online) Available at:
http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/vol11/section3/LA%20105%20Air%20quality-web.pdf.

>1 Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs. Emissions Factors Toolkit (EFT) version 10.1. 2020. Available at:
https://lagm.defra.gov.uk/review-and-assessment/tools/emissions-factors-toolkit.html.
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ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

changes in traffic flow on roads in Darsham (besides the A12) are unlikely to result in a
significant effect at any sensitive receptors.

CO2 emissions from vehicles are not at a scale to have any localised effects - carbon
dioxide from traffic generally is a national issue managed through national traffic
reduction and decarbonisation schemes as the UK moves towards net zero targets.

AQ.1.45

The Applicant, ESC

Stratford St Andrew AQMA

Please advise on the latest position in respect of the assessment of air quality in the
Stratford St Andrew AQMA and whether the assessment is now considered robust
indicating whether there remain concerns on the assessment undertaken or whether the
additional sensitivity testing has now resolved any concerns in this area.

Response

The Applicant notes that the robustness of the assessment in the Stratford St Andrew
AQMA has been discussed and is being agreed with the Councils through the air quality
mitigation plan, as recorded within the Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref.
9.10.12).

AQ.1.46

The Applicant, ESC, SCC

Stratford St Andrew AQMA

In paragraph 2.153 of the Council RR concern was expressed in respect of the speed of
traffic continuing to exceed the speed limit and accelerating such that there remained
concerns about the level of NOx. Does this concern remain?

Response

A series of engagement meetings have been held between SZC Co, ESC and SCC that
focus on issues raised in the relevant representations. In response to the comments
received and additional engagement, further work has been undertaken and consulted on
with ESC and SCC including sensitivity testing of emissions at different vehicle speeds
within the Stratford St Andrew AQMA. The methodology and sensitivity testing report are
presented in Volume 3, Appendix 2.7.A (Stratford St Andrew AQMA Sensitivity Test) of
the ES Addendum [AS-127].

AQ.1.47

The Applicant, ESC

Stratford St Andrew and Woodbridge AQMA

(i) In light of the proposed development do you agree that both AQMAs would remain
within legal limits assuming the worst-case scenarios for traffic movements?

(ii) Is there an agreed management and monitoring approach through the lifetime of the
project?
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Question:

(iii) How will traffic from other projects be taken into account to ensure that air quality
standards will be maintained?

(iv) In the event there is congestion on the A12 what would be in place to monitor this,
and ensure air quality remained within acceptable levels within Woodbridge and Stratford
St Andrew AQMAs but also would not adversely affect other areas?

(iv) What would be in place to secure appropriate mitigation?

Response

i) Sensitivity testing has been undertaken to support the assumptions of the transport
emissions assessment. No exceedances of air quality standards are predicted in the
AQMAs as a result of the development, as reported in the Volume 3, Appendix 2.7.C
(Transport Emissions Assessment) of the ES Addendum [AS-127].

ii, iv) Ongoing discussions are being held with ESC regarding an agreed management and
monitoring approach. It is agreed between the Applicant and ESC that NO2 monitoring
undertaken by the Council will continue to be supported financially by SZC Co.

iii) A detailed assessment of the cumulative effects of transport emissions in combination
with other schemes (including SPR EA1N and EA2) has been undertaken, the results of
which are presented in Volume 1, Chapter 10 (Project-wide, Cumulative and
Transboundary Effects) of the ES Addendum [AS-189]. No significant effects or
exceedances of air quality standards are predicted. Once SZC is constructed and
operational, it will become part of the baseline to be considered by future projects
thereafter. Similarly, projects coming forward now should take into account the predicted
effects of SZC traffic through use of a modified baseline and consideration of cumulative
effects.

iv) In response to the Relevant Representations and the engagement, SZC Co. has
committed to construction HGV vehicles meeting Euro VI emissions performance
standards, as confirmed in the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)). SZC Co. has shared an Air
Quality Mitigation Plan with the Councils which sets out how the improved commitments
could be implemented, as recorded within the Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref.
9.10.12).

AQ.1.48

The Applicant

Air Quality Monitoring
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Question:

(i) Please confirm the commitment to undertake air quality monitoring and the timing of
when this would commence for the main development site and all the associated
development sites both prior to, and during construction and subsequent operation.

(ii) In light of the concerns raised by ESC over NO: levels in Stratford St Andrew AQMA,
please advise how you would propose to monitor the air quality levels in this area and
elsewhere to ensure standards were maintained and no breaches of standards occurred.

Response

(i) Ongoing discussions are being held with ESC regarding an agreed management and
monitoring approach. It is agreed between the Applicant and ESC that NO:
monitoring undertaken by the Council will continue to be supported financially by
SZC Co., including the monitoring of compliance within the Stratford St Andrew
AQMA but also at other locations.

(i)  See above.

AQ.1.49

The Applicant

Non Road Mobile Machinery (NRMM)

ESC have requested the adoption of low emitting plant and an assessment both alone and
in combination of impacts on both human health and ecology from NRMM and other
sources.

(i) Please advise whether there is a commitment to low emitting plant and if so how this
would be delivered.

(ii) Has an assessment now been undertaken of the potential effects of NRMM and other
sources as requested by the Council?

Response

(i) In response to the Relevant Representations and the engagement, SZC Co. has
committed to construction plant meeting Stage IV emissions performance
standards. SZC Co. has shared an Air Quality Mitigation Plan with the Councils which
sets out how the improved commitments could be implemented, as recorded within
the Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref. 9.10.12).

(i) Further discussions have been held with the Councils to agree the assessment
conclusions and mitigation measures to be required for NRMM, as set out in the Air
Quality Mitigation Plan within the Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref.
9.10.12).

AQ.1.50

EA

Concrete Batching Plants
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Question to:

Question:

Are the EA satisfied with the level of information on concrete batching plants and are you
satisfied sufficient dust controls are/would be in place to meet appropriate safety
standards to protect both human and ecological receptors?

Response

No further response from SZC Co. is required.

AQ.1.51

ESC, EA, Natural England

Haul Routes
(i) The applicant has indicated that haul routes would be hard surfaced ‘where practicable’
- do you consider this approach to be adequate to safeguard sensitive receptors?

(i) Are there specific locations you consider that a more robust approach should be
required, or should a more robust approach be provided across the main development site
and associated development sites?

Response

The wording relating to surfacing of haul routes has been discussed between the Applicant
and the Councils and proposed wording is included in the Air Quality Mitigation Plan, as
recorded within the Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref. 9.10.12).

AQ.1.52

The Applicant

NO: Emissions

A resident of Leiston [RR-204] expresses concern that the development would lead to
adverse NO2 emissions from HDVs, please respond to this specific concern.

Response

A detailed air quality assessment has been undertaken (see Volume 2, Appendix 12B of
the ES [APP-213] for methodology and Volume 3, Appendix 2.7.C of the ES
Addendum [AS-127] for results) that identifies no predicted significant adverse effects
from the increase in vehicles on the A12 and local roads, including through Leiston, during
construction and operation of the proposed development. No exceedances of air quality
standards are predicted for any pollutants associated with road transport.

AQ.1.53

The Applicant

Traffic emissions at Yoxford

Dr David Perry [RR-0323] expresses concern that idling traffic particularly HGVs at the
Yoxford Roundabout would result in adverse effects in the locality and result in adverse
effects at the local hotel. Please respond to this specific concern.

Response

The effect from Yoxford Roundabout has been assessed by considering its impact on
nearby sensitive receptors (YX2, YX3, YX6 YX18, YX19, YX20). The Kings Head on the Al12
is represented by YX3. The effects from traffic on the A12 and Yoxford Roundabout are
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Question:

predicted to be negligible (not significant) at this receptor, and pollutant levels are
predicted to be below the air quality standards, including short-term levels as applicable
to the hotel/restaurant, based on the approach outlined in LAQM.TG16°? (Paragraph
1.2.28 to 1.2.31 of Volume 2, Appendix 12B (Transport Emissions Assessment) in the
ES [APP-213]).

AQ.1.54

The Applicant

Mitigation
Please explain how the various elements of mitigation relate to each other, and how they
are secured by the dDCO.

In particular how the Outline Dust Management Plan (oDMP), Dust Management Plan
(DMP) relates to the Construction Environmental Management Plans (CEMP) and the Code
of Construction Practice (CoCP).

Please also set out which document would have precedence in the event of a conflict.

Response

The Dust Management Plan (DMP) is required to be submitted to the Applicant as part of
the details submitted for the Code of Construction Practice. The DMP must be in
accordance with the principles of the Outline DMP as amended by the agreed mitigation
measures in the Air Quality Mitigation Plan being agreed between SZC Co. and the
Councils.

There should be no conflict between the various documents but for the avoidance of doubt
the Outline DMP will take precedence on the dust control measures to be adopted.

AQ.1.55

The Applicant

Mitigation
Table 12.17 of [APP-212] Refers to LE25 - The Round House:

(i) How would any specific mitigation be delivered to protect the amenity and living
standards of this property such that appropriate air quality standards were maintained?

(ii) How would this be enforced?

Response

SZC Co. is proposing to acquire the Round House property by agreement with the
landowner. The property would be unoccupied during the construction period. Therefore,
no further mitigation is required.

>2 Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs. Local Air Quality Management Technical Guidance (TG16). 2018. Available at:
https://lagm.defra.gov.uk/documents/LAQM-TG16-February-18-v1.pdf.

Page 133 of 236



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-001834-SZC_Bk6_ES_V2_Ch12_Air_Quality_Appx12A_12F_Part_1_of_2.pdf
https://laqm.defra.gov.uk/documents/LAQM-TG16-February-18-v1.pdf

ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

AQ.1.56

The Applicant

Early Years

B1122 Action Group [RR-0124] express concern that the level of traffic generated during
the early years creates an unreasonable burden on the local community in terms of traffic,
noise and air quality. Please address this particular concern and explain how the effects
during early years could be considered reasonable in light of the recognised need to
mitigate for similar levels of traffic later.

Response

The effects of air quality at sensitive receptors on the B1122 during the early years
construction scenario are presented in Table 2 to Table 4 of Annex 2.7.C.1 in Volume
3, Appendix 2.7.C (Transport Emissions Assessment) of the ES Addendum [AS-127].
Refer specifically to receptors YX6, YX19, YX7, LE5, LE6 which represent receptors
adjacent to the B1122. The effects at these receptors are predicted to be negligible for all
receptors, therefore the effects at these receptors are not significant during early years. In
addition, air quality would remain well below the air quality standards.

As set out within Volume 3, Appendix 2.6.B of the ES Addendum [AS-204], noise
effects at sensitive receptors on B1122 are assessed to be moderate adverse
(significant) between the A12, Yoxford Junction (site access), Middleton Moor, Mill Street
and B1125. Where affected properties meet the qualifying criteria, the provisions of the
Noise Mitigation Scheme (the original version of which was contained in Volume 2,
Appendix 11H of the ES [APP-210] with a revised version appended to the draft
Statement of Common Ground with ESC (Doc Ref. 9.10.12)) will apply to avoid
significant adverse effects on health and quality of life.

Furthermore, as identified within Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the ES Addendum [AS-181],
the users of B1122 would experience moderate to major adverse (significant) effects due
to a reduction in amenity. Highway condition survey of B1122 prior to commencement of
construction and a maintenance fund for the B1122 are proposed to mitigate the effects.

The peak year construction scenario is anticipated to have more traffic travelling to the
main development site which, without the mitigation of the Sizewell link road, has the
potential to have worse air quality, noise and traffic effects at receptors near the B1122
than those assessed for the traffic volume expected in the early years. The Sizewell link
road will provide effective mitigation against such effects.

AQ.1.57

The Applicant

Southern Park and Ride
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Campsea Ashe Parish Council [RR-0170] express concern that the assessment of effects
from the Southern Park and Ride have not been adequately addressed. Please respond to
these specific concerns

Response A detailed assessment of transport emission (presented in Volume 3, Appendix 2.7.C
(Transport Emissions Assessment) of the ES Addendum [AS-127]) and construction dust
(Volume 4, Appendix 5A of the ES [APP-388]) has been carried out for the southern
park and ride. The dust assessment follows the guidance and methods set out in IAQM
Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction®3. The assessment
considers the risk of dust generating activity during construction of the southern park and
ride, the sensitivity of the area to dust soiling and human health effects (ecological effects
were screening out due to no sensitive sites within the construction dust study area), and
concluded that no significant effects are anticipated during construction of the site, with
the implementation of mitigation measures set out in the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)). In
addition, a detailed assessment of the effects from transport emissions at receptors near
the southern park and ride (including receptors on the B1116, B1078 and Station Road)
has concluded that no significant effects are expected during the construction and
operation of the park and ride.

AQ.1.58 | The Applicant Rail Emissions

(i) Please advise on any likely effects of trains that are waiting to move onto or off site, or
waiting on the line and what impact if any this may have on sensitive receptors.

(ii) How might this be controlled, should it be necessary?

Response i) The impact of stationary trains has been assessed in combination with moving train and
road transport emissions for the 2028 peak year of construction scenario (typical and
busiest day) and the effects of these on sensitive receptors have been presented in the
Volume 3, Appendix 2.7.C (Transport Emissions Assessment) of the ES Addendum
[AS-127]. A conservative assumption that trains will be idling for up to 3 hours a day at a
time has been applied in the assessment. For the stationary trains near the main

>3 Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM). Guidance on the Assessment of Dust from Demolition and Construction. 2014. (Online). Available
from: http://iagm.co.uk/text/quidance/construction-dust-2014.pdf.
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ExQ1 Question to: Question:
development site, the receptors likely to be most impacted are those near Leiston and
Sizewell village. The effect of idling trains will be negligible (not significant).

ii) Trains waiting to enter the site are not anticipated to be idling for more than the 3
hours assessed, so no controls on emissions are necessary. However drivers will be
encouraged to avoid unnecessary locomotive engine idling whilst stationary.

AQ.1.59 | The Applicant Back Up Generators

Whilst it is understood that these are an essential part of the safety systems which would
be in place to support the overall safe operation of the site, please explain:

(i) Whether a cleaner alternative to diesel generators has been considered, and if so why
this has been discounted.

(ii) What mechanisms would be in place to ensure that the generators would operate as
cleanly as possible and therefore be as sustainable as possible in the long term.

Response (i) The back-up diesel generators are required to be nuclear safety qualified and meet
relevant quality standards including the RCC-E Design and Construction Rules for
Electrical Components of PWR Nuclear Islands®*. As such, the selected generators
have undergone rigorous testing to ensure that they are fit for the nuclear safety
case purpose. Alternatives to diesel generators have been considered but no such
alternative has been identified that is always available as quickly as required in an
emergency, does not rely on electrical supplies in the event of a power failure and
that meets the electrical demand required.

Alternative generators, with lower emissions, would be required to be qualified for
the nuclear safety case, and it is considered that the cost of this qualification
process is disproportionate to the environmental benefits that would be achieved,
especially considering the limited operating hours during routine operation.

In order to support this position, a cost benefit analysis (CBA) assessment is
currently being prepared, in response to a Schedule 5 Request for Further
Information, issued by the Environment Agency for the Environmental Permit
application for the diesel generators.

> AFCEN. RCC-E: Design and construction rules for electrical equipment of PWR nuclear islands.
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i) The generators will be regulated by the Environment Agency through an
Environmental Permit which will set emission limts and monitoring and control
measures required during their operation. The permit application prepared by SZC
Co. has to demonstrate that the use and operation of the diesel generators
represents Best Available Techniques (BAT).

AQ.1.60

Natural England, ESC, EA

Back Up Generators

[APP 212] Paragraph 12.6.65 indicates that the NO«x level would be 428% of the critical
level at Sizewell Marshes SSSI and that daily exceedances would also occur at other
sensitive ecological receptors:

(i) Do you agree that the short term exposure is less important?

(ii) Is the level at 428%, albeit likely to be for a short period, tolerable such that any
sensitive receptor exposed to these levels of NOx would be expected to recover?

Response

The assessment of the impacts against the daily critical level was carried out based on the
assumption that one Emergency Diesel Generator (EDG) operates continuously throughout
the whole year, in order to ensure that the meteorological conditions that lead to the
worst case impact were taken into account.

Each diesel generator will only be tested on an individual basis, for a period of 60 hours
per year. The only time any generator will be tested for a full 24 hour period is following
a maintenance outage, and therefore it will be an infrequent event.

The assessment was also based on the EDG that was positioned closest to the Sizewell
Marshes SSSI, again leading to the worst-case results. The EDGs that are further away
from the SSSI, result in impacts that are half those presented in the assessment. In
addition, the impacts from the smaller Ultimate Diesel Generator (UDG) engines would not
lead to any exceedances.

Section 5 of Volume 2, Appendix 12C of the ES [APP-214] provides statistical analysis
of an exceedance of the daily NOx impacts actually occurring. This concluded that there is
a 1.6% chance of the operation of the diesel generators occurring at the same time when
the meteorological conditions would lead to an exceedance of the daily NOx Critical Level,
and it is considered very unlikely that this would actually occur. This analysis does not
take into account the frequency of actual operation over a 24 hour period, the positioning
of the diesel generators (i.e. is only based on the generator that leads to the worst case
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impacts), nor does it take account of the testing of the smaller UDGs). Therefore, the
likelihood of an exceedance is would be even lower than 1.6%.

AQ.1.61

Natural England, ESC, EA

Back Up Generators

[APP 212] Paragraph 12.8.3 indicates that there could be significant adverse effects from
NO: concentrations, and this could exceed air quality strategy objectives:

(i) Please comment on this assessment and whether you regard this as reasonable in light
of the likelihood of these circumstances occurring as being ‘once in the lifetime of a fleet
of nuclear sites’.

(ii) Even in accepting this is an unlikely scenario would it lead to an exceedance of any
statutory limits?

Response

The only exceedance assessed in the event of a loss of off-site power was for human
health impacts, for the hourly NO2 (as the 99.8th percentile) air quality strategy (AQS)
objective.

i. Table 5-2 of Volume 2, Appendix 12C of the ES [APP-214] details that this
exceedance is only predicted to occur at the point in Sizewell village closest to
the Sizewell C site, with a predicted environmental concentration representing
105% of the hourly NO2 AQS (therefore only slightly over the AQS) and at one
other individual residential property.

The use of the 99.8™ percentile allows for the exceedance of the hourly NO: air
quality strategy objective for 18 hours per year. An exceedance of the objective
could only occur if the loss of off-site power event lasted for more than 18
hours, and even then, only if the meteorological conditions resulted in emissions
being dispersed towards two specific receptor locations. Given how unlikely a
loss of off-site power event is to occur, an exceedance is considered highly
unlikely to occur.

ii. As stated above, an exceedance of the objective could only occur if the loss of
off-site power event lasted for more than 18 hours, and if the meteorological
conditions resulted in emissions being dispersed towards two specific receptor
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locations. It is considered highly unlikely that these two events would occur
concurrently, and that an exceedance could occur.

AQ.1.62

The Applicant

Back Up Generators

It is indicated that the back-up generators would operate a maximum of 720 hours in any
one year (paragraph 14.7.245) [APP-244]. Whilst this might be regarded as a
conservative estimate it is not something that could be limited. In these circumstances
where you have already identified exceedances of NOx is it justifiable to say the addition
generated by this development is 'not significant'? Please also explain what guidance or
precedents you rely upon to support this position.

Response

For the routine testing scenario of 720 hours of operation per year, the predicted impacts
in terms of human health are all considered to be insignificant. No exceedances of air
quality standard objectives are predicted, and process contributions from the diesel
generator are all below screening criteria demonstrating insignificance.

For ecological impacts, annual average impacts at all receptors can be screened as
insignificant against critical levels for atmospheric concentrations, with only daily impacts
(conservatively assuming 24 hour operation of a diesel generator) resulting in a predicted
exceedance. Section 5 of Volume 2, Appendix 12C [APP-214] provides statistical
analysis of an exceedance of the daily NOx impacts actually occuring. This concluded that
there is a 1.6% chance of the operation of the diesel generators occurring at the same
time when the meteorological conditions would lead to an exceedance of the daily NOx
Critical Level. Therefore, it is considered very unlikely that this would actually occur. In
addition, the 720 hour assumption is an upper estimate of the hours of testing required
per year and over a full year (8,760 hours) the ecological receptors would have no
emissions impacting on them for more than 90% of the time. Further, the modelling is
based on the emissions of the larger of the two diesel generators that will be present on
site, leading to a conservative assessment. Actual effects are expected to be lower than
those presented in the assessment.

AQ.1.63

The Applicant

Background Levels

The data provided suggests that in future years there will be reductions in NO2, NO1o and
PM2.s figures - because of overall falls in emissions more generally - is there an
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assessment that shows the relative effects of this scheme and what the levels might be
without it taking place?

Response

The assessment of transport emissions in future construction and operation years includes
a comparison (change) in pollutant concentration with the scheme compared to a
reference case scenario which predicts the pollutant concentrations if the scheme was not
in place. The comparison uses the same emission years (e.g. for the early year
construction scenario, a 2023 reference case scenario and a 2023 with construction
scenario has been assessed), applying the same backgrounds and emission factors
published by Defra.

In addition, a sensitivity test (presented in Volume 3, Appendix 2.7.A of the ES
Addendum [AS-127]) was undertaken that considered the effects at the Stratford St
Andrew AQMA if vehicle fleet emissions did not improve (i.e. remained at 2018 levels).
This sensitivity test supported the use of future year backgrounds and emission factors in
the air quality assessment.

AQ.1.64

The Applicant

Two Village Bypass - Foxburrow Wood

It is suggested by The Woodland Trust [RR 1213] that a buffer zone of at least 30m would
be required to ensure that the woodland would be adequately protected in line with
standing advice from Natural England:

(i) Please advise whether the design and layout of the road accommodates such a buffer;
and

(i) If it does how this would be secured; and
(iii) If it does not, why it does not.

Response

As described in the Natural England Guidance®®, the use of buffer zones helps to protect
ancient woodland and individual ancient or veteran trees. The Natural England Guidance
states, with respect to Ancient Woodland:

“"For ancient woodlands, you should have a buffer zone of at least 15 metres to avoid
root damage. Where assessment shows other impacts are likely to extend beyond this

>> Natural England. Ancient woodland, ancient trees and veteran trees: protecting them from development. 2018. Available at:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/ancient-woodland-and-veteran-trees-protection-surveys-licences#use-of-buffer-zones.
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Question:

distance, you're likely to need a larger buffer zone. For example, the effect of air pollution
from development that results in a significant increase in traffic.”

The design of the proposed two village bypass has sought to avoid woodland where
possible or reduce land take from woodland as far as reasonably practicable, and has
been designed to achieve a balance between the distance to Foxburrow Wood to the east
and Farnham Hall to the west.

Volume 5, Chapter 7 (Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology) of the ES [APP-425] states
that ‘A buffer distance of 15m from earthworks would be applied to prevent impacts to

the trees on the edge of the woodland. Some limited footpath works would however be
required at the edge of this zone’.

This would avoid direct loss from Foxburrow Wood. It would not be possible to achieve a
30m buffer from Foxburrow Wood without bringing the alignment closer to Farnham Hall.

Furthermore, the terrestrial ecology and ornithology assessment [APP-425] reviewed the
potential changes in total nitrogen deposition associated with the two village bypass and
considered that the overall impact of air quality on Foxburrow Wood CWS would be
negligible adverse effect, which is considered to be not significant. On this basis it is
considered that a buffer distance of greater than 15m is not required.

The buffer distance of 15m is incorporated within the Associated Development Design
Principles (Doc Ref. 8.3(A)) document, compliance with which is secured through
Requirement 22 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).

AQ.1.65

The Applicant

The Round House

The Round House (Receptor LE25) is indicated to be subject to activity specific mitigation
to protect air quality during construction, but it is also indicated to be subject to
compulsory acquisition.

The property is in close proximity to both construction works and large areas for storing
spoil, please advise how you anticipate ensuring the property and it’s occupiers could be
adequately protected from the onsite construction activities when in such close proximity
to this residence or do you anticipate that it would not be occupied throughout the
duration of the works? If so, how would that be secured?
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Response SZC Co. is proposing to acquire the Round House property by agreement with the
landowner. The property would be unoccupied during the construction period. Therefore,
no further mitigation is required.

AQ.1.66 | The Applicant, ONR, Tritium Gas
Environment Agency, Natural | pjease comment on the concerns raised in [RR-785] in respect of the potential release of
England, PHE tritium gas and any controls that would be in place to safeguard human health and
ecology.
Response In England and Wales, radioactive discharges are regulated under the Environmental

Permitting Regulations 2016 (EPR16) to ensure that the radiological impact to members of
the public and the environment remain well below internationally agreed limits and to
protect both human health and the environment.

In May 2020, Sizewell C applied for a ‘Radioactive Substances Activity’ Environmental
Permit under EPR16. This proposed a set of limits for all routine discharges of radioactivity
from the future Sizewell C power station that will not be exceeded under routine
operations, along with an assessment of the impacts to Human Health and the
Environment from these discharges (which is also included within Volume 2, Appendix
25B of the ES [APP-341]. This includes the release of gaseous tritium to the atmosphere.

The assessment showed that the radiation exposure associated with the routine
discharges at these limits are well below all dose constraints and legal limits and 200
times lower than the average radiation exposure a member of the UK public receives from
natural sources of radioactivity such as the food we eat, the water we drink, and the air
we breathe.

In addition annual monitoring of radioactivity in the Sizewell area is undertaken by the UK
Environment Agencies and Food Standard Agencies as part of the ‘Radioactivity in Food
and Environment’ Programme. This has been undertaken for over 25 years and includes
monitoring of Tritium. The most recent publication, RIFE-25 (2019)>® has shown that there
are no detectable levels of Tritium in the Sizewell area, as a result of the operation of
Sizewell A or B, and the addition of Sizewell C is not expected to alter this position.

>6 East Suffolk Council (ESC) (2020). Local Plan https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Planning-Policy-and-Local-Plans/Suffolk-Coastal-
Local-Plan/Adopted-Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/East-Suffolk-Council-Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan.pdf
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AQ.1.67

The Applicant, SCC

Mitigation

In the Air Quality Chapter [APP-212] you refer to primary mitigation as ‘minimising’
freight movements on roads in light of the other delivery methods envisaged via rail and
sea.

(i) Is it really fair to say these movements would be minimised when to date neither
the rail nor sea alternatives are confirmed, or to what degree they could operate?

Response

The work undertaken by the Applicant ensures that freight movements by road would be
minimised.

The Applicant’s responses to questions TT.1.1 and TT.1.12 explain why approximately
40% of construction materials require HGV transport (see also paragraphs 2.1.12-13 of
the Freight Management Strategy [AS-280]. The remaining circa 60% of imported
material would be transported by rail or sea.

The 40% road modal transport allows reduction from the original 325 daily typical HGV
deliveries (in the original Transport Assessment [AS-017]) to 250 HGV deliveries.
Control will be provided by maximum daily limits on HGV movements in the Construction
Traffic Management Plan (Doc Ref. 8.7(A)). Accordingly, it is correct to say that freight
movements on roads would be minimised.

The Applicant has designhed, applied for and is committed to providing the additional
capacity by rail and sea which will be necessary to enable HGV movements to be reduced
to their minimum mode share.

If it transpires that the additional rail or marine capacity is not acceptable (to the
Examining Authority and the Secretary of State), the application will have tested and
determined the full capacity of non-HGV capacity. By definition, in those circumstances,
the HGV mode share will have been minimised. It will be apparent that there are no
feasible ways of reducing HGV movements.

The statement is fair, and the application will conform with the requirement in NPS EN-1
at paragprah 5.13.10 to prefer water-borne or rail transport where cost-effective.

AQ.1.62
Q.1.68

The Applicant

Mitigation
In terms of tertiary mitigation please advise what is meant by the following terms:

(i) ‘as far as AQpracticable’ (first bullet point para 12.5.4 [APP-212]) and how you would
expect this to be secured?
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(ii) ‘additional mitigation as necessary’ (third bullet point of para 12.5.4 [APP-212]) and
how you would expect this to be secured?

It seems that to be enforceable and to ensure the mitigation to be appropriate a standard
needs to be defined against which the construction activities can be assessed, please
explain where this standard can be found and how it is secured and would subsequently
be monitored.

Response

The measures set out in Table 4.1 of the CoCP Part B (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) have been
informed by a dust risk assessment and development of an Outline Dust Management
Plan provided in Appendix 12A of Volume 2 of the ES [APP-213]. The measures
secured by table 4.1 of the CoCP Part B will be implemented by the contractors and the
relevant measures set out in detail within the Construction Environmental Management
Plan prepared by the contractor for the relevant stage of works.

Table 4.2 of the CoCP Part B then set out the monitoring commitments in relation to air
quality management. These measures are then secured by Requirement 2 of the Draft
DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)). Together these controls are considered to set out precise and
enfoceable mitigation measures.

Further discussions have been held with the Councils to agree the proposed mitigation
measures to be required, as set out in the Air Quality Mitigation Plan (refer to the
Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref. 9.10.12)).

AQ.1.69

ESC, SCC

Mitigation
The Outline Dust Management Plan [APP-213] would be an essential part of the mitigation
required to control construction activities on site.

Do you consider it sufficiently precise that it would be enforceable?

Response

The Applicant notes that further discussions have been held with the Councils to agree the
mitigation mesures to be required, as set out in the Air Quality Mitigation Plan (refer to
the Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref. 9.10.12)).

The measures set out in Table 4.1 of the CoCP Part B (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) have been
informed by a dust risk assessment and development of an Outline Dust Management
Plan provided in Appendix 12A of Volume 2 of the ES [APP-213]. The measures
secured by Table 4.1 of the CoCP Part B (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) will be implemented by the
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contractors and the relevant measures set out in detail within the Construction
Environmental Management Plan prepared by the contractor for the relevant stage of
works. These measures are then secured by Requirement 2 of the Draft DCO (Doc Ref.
3.1(C)). Together these controls are considered to set out precise and enfoceable
mitigation measures.

AQ.1.70 | The Applicant Mitigation — Earth Bunds
A 5m high bund is proposed along the southern boundary of the temporary construction
area:

(i) Is this indicated on any of the plans to be approved? - if so please provide the number.
(ii) The ES relies on this as tertiary mitigation and it is assumed it would be secured
through the CoCP - is this correct?

(iii) What mechanism ensures it is provided in a timely manner to achieve the mitigation it
would offer?

Response (i) The bund with fencing along the length of the southern boundary of the temporary
construction area is shown as construction zone C4 on the Main Development Site
Construction Parameter Plans (Doc Ref. 2.5(D)).

(ii) Paragraph 12.5.4 of Volume 2, Chapter 12 (Air Quality) of the ES [APP-212]
references the following measures employed to minimise the impacts of construction
dust:

e Use of earth bunds with grassing/seeding, and fencing, including a bund along the
length of the southern temporary construction area boundary (5m height), and early
planting to supplement existing vegetation and hedging, to screen sensitive
boundaries from fugitive dust from construction activities.

The principle of using earth bunds with grassing/ seeding and early planting to screen
sensitive boundaries from fugitive dust from construction activities is considered to form
part of tertiary mitigation within the ES, which is secured through the Dust Management
Plan required as part of the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) through Requirement 2 of the draft
DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)). The specific earth bund along the southern boundary of the
temporary construction area is secured through compliance with the Main Development
Site Construction Parameter Plans (Doc Ref. 2.5(D)) through Requirement 8 of the
draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).
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(iii) Volume 2, Chapter 3 Description of Construction has been amended, to include
wording to confirm that the southern bund will come forward within the first year of Phase
1 construction in order to protect ecology. General compliance with the Construction
Method Statement, Appendix 2.2.B of the ES Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14(A)) and the
Construction Parameter Plans (Doc Ref. 2.5(D)) would be secured through
Requirement 8 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).

AQ.1.71

The Applicant

Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)

Is there a definition of ‘plant with significant dust rising potential’? Should there be a
threshold specified so this term is fully understood?

Response

This is a plain English description and there is no regulatory or technical definition. The
phrase is used to refer to plant used for activities such as earthworks, movement of large
trucks on haul routes, movement of dusty materials, crushing/screening material, or
concrete batching that have greater potential to generate dust emissions than other
activities. This inherent risk is recognised in good practice guidance adopted in the CoCP
and in standard rules permits for crushing/screening plant and for batching plant.

AQ.1.72

The Applicant, ESC, SCC

Code of Construction Practice

The CoCP contains general phrases such as ‘where possible’” and ‘will seek to ensure’. In
such circumstances how would the local authorities be able to enforce compliance?

Response

The CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) includes a range of targets and measures that would be
defined and measured by contractors during the course of construction works. Detailed
construction methodologies will be set out within the Construction and Environmental
Management Plans that each contractor would prepare for a relevant stage of the
construction stage. These would be reviewed and agreed with SZC Co.

The absolute dust emission rate for any given task can not be known with complete
certainty prior to the task starting and this is why best practice is based on a risk based
approach that is able to respond to changing conditions, to maintain control of emissions
of dust on each task and across the site as a whole. Monitoring and reporting measures
will be used to demonstarte that contractors applying measures ‘where possible’ and
‘seeking to ensure’ they control emissions as required, are effective in doing so.

Monitoring and enforcement from East Suffolk Council would be secured through the
monitoring and reporting measures agreed in the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) and through
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the Environment Review Group secured by the Draft Deed of Obligation (Doc Ref.
8.17(C)). This approach represents best practice in securing the type of measures set out
within the CoCP.

AQ.1.73

The Applicant

Northern Park and Ride - Air Quality/Noise

Within the Equality Statement [APP-158] a high potential for adverse effects from the
Northern Park and Ride is indicated. Please advise where these concerns are set out in the
corresponding air quality and noise chapters and how they might be mitigated to ensure
there would not be a significant effect.

Response

The reference to the high potential for combined effects from the northern park and ride is
set out in paragraph 1.6.16 of the Equality Statement [APP-158] with specific reference
to the Sai Grace Ashram (at Moat Hall). This statement was based on the methodology of
the interrelationship effects assessment within the ES, which considered that there is a
high potential for a significant combined effect, where a receptor or receptor group is
likely to experience one or more significant environmental effects (refer to Volume 10,
Chapter 1, Table 1.2 of the ES [APP-572]). The significant combined effect experienced
at this receptor is due to a significant change in views, which has the potential to combine
with air quality and noise effects, resulting in a greater sense of disturbance. Each of
these effects has been mitigated, as set out below.

The landscape and visual effects of the northern park and ride, as set out within Volume
3, Chapter 6 of the ES [APP-360], have been mitigated as far as possible through the
retention of existing vegetation, provision of a landscaped bund, proposed planting to
screen and filter views and best practice approach to lighting design. However, a
significant effect due to views of the site is considered to remain on users of the cycle way
along Willow Marsh Lane and Main Road, minor roads and local residents to north and east
of the site.

The air quality assessment for the northern park and ride concludes that the air quality
effects are predicted to be negligible and not significant at all receptors near the northern
park and ride, during construction, operation and removal and reinstatement of the site.
No mitigation beyond the measures set out within the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11(B)) is
required. Volume 3, Appendix 5A (Dust Risk Assessment) of the ES [APP-358] and
Section 3.3 of Volume 1, Chapter 3 (Northern Park and Ride) of the ES Addendum
[AS-182] report the air quality effects at receptors near the northern park and ride.
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The assessment of noise and vibration associated with the construction, operation and

removal and reinstatement of the northern park and ride site, as set out in Volume 3,
Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-354], concludes that with the mitigation set out in the CoCP
(Doc Ref 8.11(B)) no significant adverse effects are likely.

AQ.1.74 | The Applicant Bus Fleet
(i) Is the bus fleet proposed to operate to and from the main development site and
associated sites intended to be electric, zero emission or ultra low emission?
(ii) Please advise on the types of bus to be employed and the effect on emissions/air
quality.
(iii) How might any commitment to electric, zero emission or ultra low emission be
secured?

Response () Use of a low emissions fleet is being considered by SZC Co. However,
conservatively the impact of bus emissions on air quality has been included in the
assessment of HGVs within the transport emissions assessment based on the
assumption that they are not low emission vehicles. No significant air quality
effects were predicted on this basis.

(ii)  See (i) above
(iii)  The discussions with potential bus operators are ongoing and there is a drive to
commit to a green bus fleet. SZC Co. is not yet in a position to set out the details
of the commitment but will be able to do so over the course of the examination.
AQ.1.75 | The Applicant Conveyor on BLF

It is not clear from the information provided how the conveyor system on the BLF would
be powered. Please explain where this is set out in the ES.

If it is to run via a non mains generator please explain how this would be delivered
through the DCO and the mechanism for ensuring any environmental effects were not
significant.

Response

The conveyor is proposed to be electrically (electro-hydraulically) powered, from mains
supply (Construction Electrical Supply - [AS-202], para 3.5.16 et seq.). The conveyor will
come into service after the establishment of mains supply to the site, as described in [AS-
202].
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AQ.1.76

The Applicant, ESC (part ii),
SCC (part ii)

Mitigation
The revised Mitigation Route Map [AS 276] has added for the Main Development Site

“ Use of contractor vehicles as far as practicable that meet the Euro VI emissions
standards and Euro V standards (98/69/EC) as a minimum, unless otherwise agreed with
the local authority.

e Use of non-road mobile machines as far as practicable and available that meet the
Stage 1V engine standards of the NRMM Emission Standards Directive to minimise NOx
and particulate emissions on site.”

(i) This wording is not consistent across the main development site and other associated
sites - is there a reason for this?

(ii) Do the Councils consider that as reworded this is sufficiently robust?

Response

The intent is the same for the Main Development Site and Associated Developments. The
Mitigation Route Map (Doc Ref. 8.12(B)) submitted for Deadline 2 has been updated
accordingly.

A draft air quality mitigation plan is currently under discussion with the Councils. The
draft mitigation plan has been updated in response to comments received from the
Councils and to specify the commitments made to the use of Euro VI and Stage IV
emissions performance, with only a percentage of vehicles/ plant to be exempt from
meeting those standards (refer to Statement of Common Ground (Doc Ref. 9.10.12)).

AQ.1.77

The Applicant

CoCP

Table 4.1 [AS 273] requires an adequate water supply to be made available to suppress
dust/particulate matter.

The latest information provided with the ES Addendum appears to prefer the provision of a
water supply which does not form part of the dDCO.

Please explain the rationale for this approach and how the ExA can be assured adequate
water supplies would be available in a timely manner to ensure dust and particulate
matter is limited to agreed levels.

Response

Since submission of the change application for the DCO in January 2021, the water supply
strategy for the project has been further developed. It is confirmed that non-potable
sources of water would be used wherever practicable to supply those construction
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activities that do not require potable water, such as dust suppression and wheel washing.
A non-potable water demand profile has been developed for the main development site for
the construction phase. The peak demand is estimated to be approximately 570m3/day.
This non-potable demand would be met using treated domestic (foul) effluent from
Sizewell B power station and the Sizewell C construction site, combined with winter
storage of treated effluent within the proposed 16,000m3 non potable and temporary
Water Resource Storage Area (WRSA). The WRSA would be located close to the borrow
pits, main stockpile area and haul roads for operational efficiency. See Volume 3,
Appendix 2.2.B of the ES Addendum (Doc Ref. 6.14 (A)) for further details.

SZC Co intends to submit a ‘Water Supply Strategy’ at Deadline 4.

AQ.1.78

The Applicant, ESC, SCC

CoCP

Table 4.2 refers to regular inspection and monitoring and this terminology is used in
several places. Regular could ostensibly be once a year, While, it is assumed this is not
the intention is there a more precise term that could be used to ensure maintenance and
monitoring is undertaken expeditiously?

Response

The approach to inspection monitoring will be secured through compliance with the CoCP
(Doc Ref. 8.11(B)), as required by Requirement 2 of the draft DCO (Doc Ref. 3.1(C)).

The detailed Dust Management Plan will specify the frequency of inspections - for some
parameters this may be daily when works are being undertaken. Monitoring during
construction will also be included in the Dust Management Plan. Dust monitoring results
will be reported to the Councils monthly throughout the monitoring period and reviewed
through the Environment Review Group (ERG), to which the Councils will be a participant.

Chapter 5 - Al.1 Alternatives

Al.1.0

The Applicant

General assessment principles

Having regard to NPS EN-1, Section 4.4:

(i) Please identify all legal and policy requirements relating to the assessment of
alternatives applicable to this project and summarise the Applicant’s compliance with
those requirements;

(ii) Please identify any such legal or policy requirements where compliance has not yet
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been agreed with the relevant statutory regulator? For example, in relation to the Habitats
Directive, the Water Framework Directive or flood risk.

Response

Refer to Appendix 5A (Legal and policy requirements relating to the assessment
of alternatives) of this chapter.

Al.1.1

The Applicant

General assessment principles

The Planning Statement, paragraph 7.3.35, explains that SZC Co. has not considered any
alternatives for elements of the Sizewell C Project which have been determined through
other processes, policies or legislation, including the proposed siting of Sizewell C. Please
identify all elements including any associated development for which alternatives have not
been considered, providing reasons for each element in that category.

Response

Apart from the selection of the location of the main site platform and decisions relating to
the reactor design, the Applicant is not aware of any elements of the proposals which have
not been selected without the consideration of alternatives by SZC Co. The Applicant’s
position in this respect is set out in the Planning Statement, Appendix 8.4A Site
Selection Report [APP-591] and in Volume 1, Chapter 4 [APP-175], Volume 2,
Chapter 6 [APP-190] and Volumes 3-9, Chapter 3 of the ES [APP-353, APP-383, APP-
414, APP-450, APP-483, APP-514, APP-544].

Those documents explain for the associated development sites how the need for those
sites was first identified, informed by strategies for accommodation, construction
workforce and freight transport. The development of each of those strategies included
consideration and consultation on potential alternatives. Sites selected to fulfill those
strategies were themselves selected through a process which involved the consideration of
alternatives in each case, and were the subject of consultation.

For the main development site, the same documents chart the evolution of the application
proposals through the consideration of alternatives — for example, in relation to the SSSI
crossing, the relocated Sizewell B facilities, the temporary construction area, the
accommodation campus, offshore works etc. The Sizewell C Main Development Site
Design and Access Statement [APP-585 to APP-587] also reports on the testing and
evolution of the proposals through an iterative design process.
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Alternatives that informed the changes proposed to the application in January 2021 were
not reported in the same way, although each was considered as an alternative to the
originally submitted proposals. For a number of the changes, additional alternatives were
consulted on and the outcome was reported in the Consultation Report Addendum
[AS-153] and in Part 1 of the Proposed Changes to the Application [AS-281].

Al.1.2 The Applicant General assessment principles

The Planning Statement, paragraph 7.3.33, states that EN-6 clarifies how alternatives
should be considered in the context of applications for new nuclear power stations. EN-6,
paragraph 2.4.5, explains that in addition to the consideration of alternative sites, an
assessment was undertaken as part of the Nuclear Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) to
consider whether the objectives of this NPS could be delivered using alternative options.
It concludes that: “It is the Government’s view that none of the alternative options looked
at can be relied upon to deliver the objectives of this NPS by the end of 2025":

Given that it is accepted those objectives cannot be delivered by the current scheme
within that timescale, what reliance can be placed upon the EN-6 approach to alternative
options?

Response The Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref. 8.4Ad) addresses this question.

As set out in the Planning Statement Update, it is not the role of the application
process to determine whether the NPS are up to date. That is a matter exclusively for the
Secretary of State to consider pursuant to Section 6 of the Planning Act 2008. In the
meantime, the terms of the NPS (including the approach to assessing alternatives) are
clear and do not fall to be questioned in decisions on individual applications for
development consent.

In any event, the Government confirmed in its Response to consultation on the Siting
Criteria and Process for a new NPS on Nuclear Power in 2018°’ that it considers those sites
listed in NPS EN-6 to be those sites which can deploy the soonest and are likely to be the
only sites capable of deploying a nuclear power station by 2035.

>’ DBEIS (2018) Response to consultation on the Siting Criteria and Process for a new NPS on Nuclear Power. Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/727628/NPS_Siting Criteria Consultation -
Government Response.pdf
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As concluded at Section 4 of the Planning Statement Update (having regard to the Energy
White Paper®® and Drax judgements in the context of the 2017 Ministerial Statement>°)
and being clearly aware of all relevant considerations, the Government has concluded that
the NPSs remain government policy and provide a proper basis for this examination.

Al.1.3 The Applicant General assessment principles

The Planning Statement, paragraph 7.3.34, refers to EN-6, section 2.4, which outlines
how alternatives were considered through the nomination process that led to confirmation
in EN-6 of the eight sites for new nuclear power stations. It states that there is nothing in
the consultation on the new NPS or the Government’s July 2018 response which suggests
that the Government’s position on this has changed. The representations of Ian Marshall
[RR-0490] and Walberswick Parish Council [RR-1257], submit that this conclusion is out of
date. Please comment on the criticisms made in those representations and provide further
justification to support the view that the proposed siting of Sizewell C should not have
been reconsidered for this application?

Response For the reasons set out in response to Question AI.1.2 in this chapter, and the Planning
Statement Update (Doc Ref. 8.4Ad), the conclusions of paragraph 7.3.34 of the
Planning Statement [APP-590] remain correct and are supported by the recent
Government publications (including the Energy White Paper®®) and by the Drax
judgements.

The contention in RR-0490 is that EN-6 is out of date as it predates acceptance of the
Paris Agreement on climate change and legislation to make the UK zero carbon by 2050.
RR-1257 contends that the conclusion of potential suitability in EN-6 is no longer valid.
This is not correct. As set out in the Planning Statement Update, and as confirmed by
the Energy White Paper, NPS EN-1 and EN-6 continue to provide the appropriate policy
tests and guidance for the examination and determination of new nuclear DCO

>8 DBEIS (2020) Energy White Paper: Powering our net zero future. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-white-paper-
powering-our-net-zero-future

% UK Parliament (2017) Written Ministerial Statement on Energy Infrastructure. Available at: https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-
statements/detail/2017-12-07/HLWS316

60 DBEIS (2020) Energy White Paper: Powering our net zero future. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/energy-white-paper-
powering-our-net-zero-future
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applications. This includes the consideration of need set out in the NPSs, which are to be
treated as authoritative and up to date statements of Government policy.

It is apparent from the Energy White Paper and the research supporting it (see Appendix
A of the Planning Statement Update) that considerations relating to climate change
have been at the forefront of the Government’s policy formulation and that these
considerations have served to reinforce the conclusion that there is an urgent need for the
deployment of new nuclear power generation.

It is important to recognise that in accordance with Section 106(1)(b), representations
such as those identified in the ExA’s question which relate to the merits of policy set out in
a national policy statement may be disregarded. The merits of policy in the NPS are
matters exclusively to be dealt with through review by the Secretary of State under
section 6 of the Act.

Al.1.4

The Applicant

General assessment principles

The Government response: consultation on the siting criteria and process for a new
national policy statement for nuclear power with single reactor capacity over 1 gigawatt
beyond 2025 July 2018 Annex II, paragraph I1.4 states that : “"Government’s approach
therefore is to carry the list of potentially suitable sites in EN-6 through to the new NPS.
This will be subject to confirmation from the current developers associated with each
potentially suitable site that they wish it to remain listed in future and subject to those
sites meeting the strategic criteria as well as demonstrating they are credible for
deployment by 2035. The finalised strategic siting criteria at Annex I are based on the
original Strategic Siting Assessment (updated to be consistent with current law and policy
and to take account of the views received as part of this consultation)”. Please explain
further:

(i) How the scheme would comply with the strategic siting criteria set out in Annex I,
paragraph 1.14, in relation to the flooding, tsunami, storm surge and coastal processes
aspects of nuclear safety and security; and

(ii) the credibility of this particular scheme for deployment by 2035.

Response

The responses provided by EDF Energy to the revised siting criteria in November 2018 are
before Government as part of the process of desighating a new nuclear NPS.
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Part (i) of the question relates to 'flooding, tsunami and storm surge’ and ‘coastal
processes’ which are both discretionary siting criteria related to nuclear safety.

The response provided by EDF Energy in November 2018 confirmed that, at a strategic
level based on the maturity of assessment at that time, it was reasonable to conclude new
nuclear development within the nhominated area could be protected against, flood risks
and the risks of tsunami and storm surges, including the effects of climate change,
throughout the lifetime of the power plant. The application submission provides further
detailed assessment.

The Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) [AS-018] assessed the risk
of all sources of flooding and concludes that with the embedded design and construction
methods the main development site areas would be at low risk of flooding throughout the
development lifetime. This is with the exception of coastal flood risk during the early
construction phase and at the end of the theoretical maximum site lifetime (2190 epoch)
where there would be medium risk of flooding from wave overtopping and extreme sea
levels considering reasonably foreseeable (based on UKCP18 RCP8.5 95th percentile) and
credible maximum (H++ and BECC Upper) climate change projections.

In response to further engagement with the key stakeholders, SZC Co. has revised the
design of some aspects of the scheme to provide further mitigation against potential flood
risk and environmental impacts, and to increase the resilience of the site to future climate
change. This is set out in detail in the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment
Addendum [AS-157] and Volume 1, Chapter 2 of the ES Addendum which set out the
design changes [AS-181].

Results of the updated wave overtopping assessment show that the revised defence
design would be sufficient to protect the site against the 1 in 200-year and 1 in 1,000-
year events up to the end of the theoretical maximum site lifetime (2190 epoch) under
the reasonably foreseeable climate change scenarios.

Effects of the project on ecological sites are addressed in Volume 2, Chapter 14 of the
ES [AS-033]

Coastal defence asset information is provided at Table 3.2 of the Main Development
Site Flood Risk Assessment [AS-018]. Paragraph 3.5.8 confirms that the Environment
Agency is responsible for the maintenance of the two coastal defences to the north and
south of the existing and proposed main development site frontage. The sea defences to
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the east of the existing Sizewell power station complex and the proposed development are
privately maintained by EDF Energy.

The SSSI crossing provides an essential pedestrian and vehicular connection across
Sizewell Marshes SSSI, linking the main platform with the temporary construction area
and the new access road. The revised crossing design, presented in Volume 1, Chapter
2 of the ES Addendum [AS-181] includes a temporary crossing in advance of the main
crossing to provide an early route between the temporary construction area and the main
construction area and to facilitate construction of the permanent bridge. This would be
placed above the fluvial and coastal flood levels providing safe access to the main
construction area.

The Main Development Site Flood Risk Emergency Plan (FREP) [AS-170], has been
developed to set out the procedures that will be required during the construction,
operation and decommissioning phases of the main development site and describes the
evacuation procedure and need for safe access, egress and refuge in response to a flood.

The potential for development to increase flood risk elsewhere is addressed in detail at
Chapter 11 of the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) [AS-018]
and Chapter 3 of the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum
[AS-157].

The predicted effects of the development on flood protection measures on coastal and
fluvial processes and subsequent impacts on communities and the environment are
addressed throughout the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) [AS-
018] and concluded on in Chapter 12 (and in the Main Development Site Flood Risk
Assessment Addendum [AS-157]).

The coastal modelling underpinning the Main Development Site Flood Risk
Assessment (FRA) [AS-018] considered the effects of waves and storm surges
addressing the questions in the siting criteria in relation to coastal protection from these
risks and the question in relation to access and egress is again addressed by the Main
Development Site Flood Risk Emergency Plan (FREP) [AS-170].

This concludes that with the proposed temporary defences in place during construction
(see section 3.1) there would remain a very low risk of flooding to construction workers
during the construction phase, prior to the installation of the temporary defence and when
working on the construction of the beach landing facility (i.e. in the unlikely event of a
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tidal storm surge). However, there is likely to be a long lead time prior to any events of
this nature, thus enabling suitable action to be taken to manage this risk.

SZC Co. has considered tsunami risk to help inform the design of the Sizewell C sea
defences. This work is covered through the ongoing external hazards workstream in
support of the safety case and the Nuclear Site Licence application. Existing work has
analysed all potential sources of tsunami and estimated the return period associated with
their occurrence as well as their severity. Concerning tsunami events of uptoa 1 in
10,000 year return period, they have been estimated to have an amplitude of less than
0.3m. Concerning "Storegga-type" tsunami events, they have an estimated return period
of greater than 1 in 10,000 years (less frequent). This information is all being considered
as part of the ongoing external hazards safety case work which is supported by the design
of the sea defences.

The siting questions in relation to coastal processes ask similar questions in relation to
existing coastal protection and risks in relation to access and egress. They also deal with
counter measures to provide protection from the effect of coastal erosion and the potential
impacts of site development on coastal processes and existing coastal management
arrangements, and possible measures that could be taken to limit these impacts. The
assessment of coastal processes is provided in Volume 2, Chapter 20 of the ES [APP-
311].

The application submission provides the additional level of detail required to reach a
conclusion based on the discretionary criteria in the strategic siting process.

Safety measures are also embedded through the Generic Design Assessment (GDA)
process and emergency arrangements established in compliance with the conditions of the
Nuclear Site Licence.

Part (ii) of the question relates to the credibility of deployment by 2035. A summary
timeline has been provided to Government to demonstrate that deployment of new
reactors at Sizewell is achievable by 2035. A revised Implementation Plan (Doc. Ref.
8.4I(A)) which provides a timeline leading up to delivery in 2034.

Al.1.5

The Applicant

Site specific assessment - change in circumstances

The Planning Statement, paragraph 3.8.9, indicates that further details of the evolution of
the main development site boundary and the alternatives considered by SCZ Co. are
provided at Volume 2, Chapter 6 of the ES:
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(i) Please provide a separate summary of those changes and the justification for them.
(if) Explain further why the changes to the nominated site area and the siting of the
temporary construction area in close proximity to the main construction area do not
represent a change in circumstances?

Response

(i) The response to Question G.1.10 in Chapter 2 (Part 1) sets out a summary of
and justification for the differences between the proposed order limits for the main
development site and the originally nominated site boundary with reference to
overlay plans Figures 2.1 and 2.2, provided in Chapter 2 of this report.

(i)  The evolution of the site boundary shows changes from the nominated boundary
but it is more appropriate to consider these as differences rather than ‘changes in
circumstances’ (if changes in circumstances are meant to encompass the types of
matters referred to in the ministerial Statement or in section 6 of the Planning Act).

The Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad) considers what is meant by a ‘change
of circumstance’ in relation to decision making and the effect of NPS policy having regard
to the 2017 Ministerial Statement®! - which stated:

"...in deciding whether or not to grant development consent to such a project, the
Secretary of State would be required, under section 105(2)(c) of the Act, to have regard
to the content of EN-1 and EN-6, unless they have been suspended or revoked. In respect
of matters where there is no relevant change of circumstances it is likely that significant
weight would be given to the policy in EN-1 and EN-6"

As set out in greater detail in the Planning Statement Update (Doc Ref 8.4Ad), the
recent judgements in relation to the Drax decision (and the publication of the Wylfa
Newydd ExA recommendation report) have helpfully clarified that changes in circumstance
relating to whether the NPS is up to date, its merits, the weight to be attached to it, or the
policy position on need which it sets out, are matters not for this examination but for a
review of the NPS pursuant to section 6 of the 2008 Act.

The nomination site boundary was submitted in 2009 in order for the AoS and SSA
process to be carried out. This nominated site boundary was one of a number of
assumptions adopted for the purposes of concluding at a strategic level whether the

61 UK Parliament (2017) Written Ministerial Statement on Energy Infrastructure. Available at: https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-

statements/detail/2017-12-07/HLWS316
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nominated sites were potentially suitable for the development of a new nuclear power
station.

The assessment boundaries were only ever indicative for these purposes and NPS EN-6
specifically recognises that applications for development consent may also include land
additional to the boundary of the listed site. There is no suggestion that this legitimate
process of site design development would invalidate the strategic suitability of the site.
The AoS and SSA established the principle of the location, based on the assessment of a
‘base-case’ to provide a standardised approach to the appraisal of the nominated sites.

The AoS was undertaken at a strategic level to consider the effects of the proposed policy
at a national level and the in-principle suitability of sites for the deployment of new
nuclear power stations. It was recognised that the AoS would be followed by project level
assessments through applications for development consent. It was, therefore, anticipated
at the time of undertaking the AoS and SSA that the nominated boundaries would not be
definitive. This is evident from paragraphs 2.3.3 and 2.3.4 of EN-6 and C.8.117
(specifically in relation to Sizewell).

The difference between the nomination site boundary and the application site boundary
does not change the conclusions or validity of the SSA process - as the inclusion of
additional land for activities including construction was anticipated at the SSA stage. As
set out in the response to Question G.1.1 in Chapter 2 (Part 1) of this report, the main
platform (other than some minor boundary changes) and the majority of permanent
development as proposed are contained within the nomination boundary. It is primarily
construction activities (including the accommodation campus for example) that are located
within the wider application site boundary.

The difference between the two boundaries does not represent a change of circumstances
since the SSA process. The suitability in planning terms of the additional land outside the
nomination site boundary will appropriately be considered through the application process.

As noted in the response to Question G.1.10 in Chapter 2 (Part 1) of this report, the
nomination boundary and the application boundary were derived at different points in time
and for different purposes - the former in order to undertake a strategic assessment of the
potential suitability of the site for a new nuclear power station and the latter to define the
full extent of the site boundary required to deliver the Project. This includes all land
required to facilitate the construction of the power station.
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Question:

The responses to Questions G.1.1 and G.1.10 in Chapter 2 (Part 1) (and the
accompanying figures) identify the relationship between the two boundaries and establish
that the land within the nomination site accommodates the majority of the permanent
development and the land outside primarily accommodates temporary construction
activities (see that response for further detail).

Al.1.6

The Applicant

Reactor design

The NPS EN-6 Vol I, Section 2.6, considers the Regulatory Justification process and the
planning regime. It explains that in October 2010 the Secretary of State published his
decisions that two nuclear reactor designs, Westinghouse’s AP1000 and Areva’s EPR, are
justified and that Justification is a separate regulatory process. However, given the period
that has elapsed since the Regulatory Justification decision and the criticisms raised by IPs
in relation to reactor design, should requirements be attached to draft DCO to the effect
that the order is conditional on the existence of a valid Regulatory Justification decision?

Response

No, a requirement making the order conditional on a valid Regulatory Justification for the
reactor design is not necessary or appropriate.

The Justification Decision by the Secretary of State is set out in a Statutory Instrument
(The Justification Decision (Generation of Electricity by the EPR Nuclear Reactor)
Regulations 2010%2) which has no time limit, therefore, there should be no question of its
validity. Essentially the design at Sizewell C is the same as at Hinkley Point C and both are
based on the 'EPR practice’ that is referred to in the Statutory Instrument.

Al.1.7

ONR

Reactor design

The Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) [RR-0911] explains that in June 2020, NNB
Generation Company (SZC) Ltd applied for a nuclear site licence to allow it to install and
operate two EPR™ reactors at the Sizewell C site. The design of the proposed twin reactor
development at Sizewell C is closely based on that for the power station that is currently
under construction at Hinkley Point C. ONR carried out an assessment of the generic EPR
design in 2012 and concluded that it could be safely constructed and operated in the
United Kingdom. Whilst the ExA appreciates that the ONR is currently assessing the

62 The Stationery Office (2010) The Justification Decision (Generation of Electricity by the EPR Nuclear Reactor) Regulations 2010. Available at:
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2010/2844/contents/made
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nuclear site licence application, does it have any concerns at this stage in the light of
experience and development of the EPR reactor since 2012 at Hinkley Point C?

Response

No further response from SZC Co. is required.

Al.1.8

The Applicant

Strategic alternatives for accommodation infrastructure

The Planning Statement, Appendix A - Site Selection Report sets out SZCs approach to
site selection. Section 2.2 considers the strategic alternatives for accommodation
infrastructure. This is further explained in the Accommodation Strategy. Please explain in
detail:

(i) Why it was considered that an off-site campus would be unlikely to make a significant
difference in terms of any localised community or environmental impacts around the main
development site; and

(ii) Why the delivery of permanent housing was not considered as a reasonable alternative
to the on-site campus?

Response

(i) The choice of the main development site campus, rather than one or more off-site
campuses, was the outcome of a robust site selection process. This included
consideration of engineering and operational considerations, environment,
transport, community, land interests, land use and planning strategy and policy.

Appendix 5B: Campus Technical Note of this chapter sets out the full site
selection process, from pre-Stage 1 when a large number of sites were considered
ahead of selecting three options to consult upon for Stage 1, to the selection of the
main development site campus following Stage 1. In particular, Chapter 7 of the
Campus Technical Note sets out "Post Stage 1 Preferred Site Selection" while
Appendix 3 to the Campus Technical Note provides detail on each of the
considerations listed above. This demonstrates that the choice of sites to take
forward to Stage 1 and the ultimate selection of the main development site was
based on many different considerations; no site was without issues but on balance,
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the main development site accommodation campus site was considered the most
appropriate.

(i)  The proposed project accommodation (on-site accommodation campus and LEEIE
caravan park) provides a temporary solution to a temporary problem. The
accommodation campus will offer hotel-style serviced accommodation that is
attractive to construction workers moving to the area temporarily on short to
medium term contracts. Permanent housing would not offer the same type of
accommodation and would not serve the same purpose, which is required for the
construction workforce.

SZC Co.’s view is that reducing the permanent footprint of the development by
reinstating the land used by the accommodation campus is a more sustainable and
favourable approach for local communities. It is also noted that the proposed
Housing Fund will result in permanent, long-term improvements to the quantity and
quality of permanent accommodation in a more sustainable way without the
complications related to delivery of a permanent housing site/sites.

Al.1.9

The Applicant

Strategic alternatives for accommodation infrastructure

The Planning Statement, paragraph 7.3.36, indicates that appropriate strategic options
have been considered by SZC Co. for the accommodation of workforce. In addition, the
Planning Statement, Appendix A - Site Selection Report, section 3 sets out the sets out
the site selection process for development on the main development site. Section 6
considers the temporary construction area including c) the on-site campus location.
However, there is criticism raised by IPs of the site selection process that led to proposal
for the Eastbridge Lane site to accommodate a worker campus including by the Theberton
and Eastbridge Parish Council [RR-1214] which states that justifications for selecting the
single Eastbridge Lane site are poorly evidenced. (i) Please provide further justification of
the selection of the Eastbridge Lane site; (ii) Explain in further detail, how that decision
has taken on board responses to the Stage 1 consultation process including the concerns
raised by the nearby communities of Theberton and Eastbridge; (iii) What consideration
and weight was given to those community concerns, as opposed to the logistical benefits
of an ‘on-site’ campus?
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Response

Please see response to Question Al.1.8 in this chapter. Sections 4 and 5 in particular of
the Campus Technical Note (Appendix 5B of this chapter) identify the environmental
and other factors which were taken into account in the selection of the proposed campus
site, whilst the Note as a whole explains how these matters were continuously tested and
revisited through the consultation process.

Al.1.10

The Applicant, SCC

Strategic alternatives for the movement of freight

The Suffolk County Council [RR-1174] states that the Council does not support the
Applicant’s proposed freight transport strategy as it stands, and considers that it is still
reasonably achievable to increase the proportion of rail and potentially sea-borne
deliveries. In the light of the Applicant’s strategic assessment of alternatives, and the
Applicant’s subsequent Changes to the original application, please indicate:

(i) Why it is considered that an increased proportion of rail transport and sea-borne
transport can be achieved without causing undue delay to the construction programme?

(ii) Whether the changes to the application have overcome the SCCs concerns in this
respect?

Response

There are potentially two parts to the question: why an increased proportion of rail and
sea borne transport can be achieved and why that is possible without impacting adversely
on the construction programme.

The Applicant’s position in relation to the potential for increased rail and sea-borne
capacity is set out in Part 1 of the Proposed Changes to the Application [AS-281],
particularly from paragraphs 2.2.1 - 2.2.65. In addition, the Applicant’s responses to
Questions Al.1.11-13 of this chapter explain why a temporary Beach Landing Facility is
considered appropriate where an earlier proposal for a jetty was not.

The Applicant’s responses to Questions TT.1.3 and TT.1.5 in Chapter 24 (Part 6) of
this report explain the deliverability of the rail capacity proposals.

Close scrutiny of the potential for both marine and rail capacity took place in response to
engagement with stakeholders and continuing design development. As a result, the
freight management option which involves the use of 4 trains per day for up to 6 days per
week, in combination with a second, temporary BLF for bulk materials assumed to be
operating at 70% of its campaign capacity and with HGV traffic taking c.40% of materials
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volume is SZC Co.’s preferred freight management option (see the Freight Management
Strategy [AS-280], section 4).

The revisions to the freight management strategy (through the enhancement of rail and
marine capacity) do not adversely affect the construction timetable. The
Implementation Plan is unaffected in principle and the Applicant’s response to
Question Al.1.4 of this chapter explains the credibility of deployment by 2035.

In this context, it may be helpful to briefly explain that:

e the proposed construction sequence involves an ‘early years’ stage which does not
defer the project in advance of the completion of transport or accommodation
related associated development; in view of the urgency of the project;

e the increase in train capacity (from 3 trains per day to 4) does not require any
different or additonal infrastructure;

e the sequence of train capacity is unaltered - with the branch line works first
opening up the capacity for 2 trains per day to Land East of Eastlands Industrial
Estate;

e the step up from 2 to 4 trains per day on the opening of the green rail route is
unaffected in terms of timing compared with the original 3 trains per day
assumption but would allow greater capacity (than a step up to 3 trains per day)
and greater resilience in the overall programme;

e the temporary BLF will be constructed whilst the early works stage is being
undertaken; it does not affect that stage;

e again, the commisioning of the temporary BLF will support rather than slow the
programme.

Al.1.11

The Applicant

Strategic alternatives for the movement of freight

The ES 6.2 Volume 1 Chapter 4 - Project Evolution and Alternatives, sets out the strategic
alternatives that have been considered by SZC Co. and how these have guided the
evolution of the proposed development. In relation to the movement of freight, this
explains why the option of a wide jetty was rejected including the assessment of the
potential delay to the construction programme. In the light of the changes to the
application including in relation to sea-borne deliveries: Please explain why the amended
proposal would be acceptable in environmental terms compared to options previously
considered for sea-borne deliveries and how the potential delay to construction and any
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other disadvantages previously identified associated with sea-borne deliveries would be
overcome.

Response

An option to deliver the Permanent BLF instead as a wide jetty formed part of the Stage 2
Consultation for the Project. As set out in Paragraph 6.2.97 of Volume 2, Chapter 6 of
the ES [APP-190], the wide jetty would have allowed for the delivery of both bulk
materials and Abnormal Indivisible Loads, thereby removing the need for a second BLF, as
is now currently proposed.

Initial designs for a wide jetty or marine off-loading facility (MOLF) attempted to combine
the requirements of delivery of Abnormal Indivisible Loads (AILs) together with deliveries
of more ‘usual’ construction materials (aggregates, containerised materials etc) into a
single facility.

This would have required a very long jetty (to ensure the jetty head was far enough
offshore to ensure sufficient depth of water (draught) for berthing and unloading of large,
heavily laden vessels) and a very wide jetty (to allow placement of an aggregates
conveyor and road bed of sufficient width for bi-directional travel of very large
construction vehicles). The resulting design was thus very substantial and required many
large piles.

Environmental assessments demonstrated two issues with such a design, namely impacts
on coastal processes and impacts on marine life due to noise and vibration caused by
piling.

Impacts of underwater noise subsequently became even more of an issue once the
southern North Sea was designated as a Special Area of Conservation for harbour porpoise
and revised, much more stringent environmental targets adopted for assessing impacts of
underwater noise on marine animals. It was for these reasons that the MOLF solution was
rejected.

However, continued optimisation of the freight management element of the project led to
the development of a compromise design that uses two separate marine transport
facilities: the BLF included in the original application that will be used primarily for AIL
during construction and operation of Sizewell C, together with a comparatively short and
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slimline jetty (the temporary BLF) that will be used only for the construction period for the
delivery of aggregates and other bulk construction materials.

Separation of two facilities has allowed the temporary BLF structure to be shorter and
require fewer and smaller piles so that the environmental impacts are greatly reduced

The specification for the original longer jetty was as follows: 800m in length; 30m in
width; 1m diameter piles; 5m spacing between piles along its length; 7 piles across its
width; 1,078 piles in total. The total humber of piles was therefore substantial, owing
mainly to the need for the large structure to support the weight of AlLs and bulk materials
simultaneously along its full length.

By comparison, the proposed Temporary BLF comprises approximately only 120 piles and
the proposed Permanent BLF comprises approximately 28 piles.

The wide jetty was discounted for the following environmental reasons:
Significant impact on coastal processes.

The proximity of the piles to one another would have meant that the jetty structure would
have caused significant interruption of the normal wave pattern and, therefore, the
sedimentary transport system. The jetty would have essentially acted as a groyne, with
sediment accreting (building up) along the flanks of the jetty, causing cusps to form with
embayments along the shore. While the coastline would have recovered after removal of
the jetty, it would have taken several years to do so.

Significant impact on marine mammals and fish from underwater noise

For the type of piling that would have been required for the size of the jetty, underwater
noise would have propagated for several kilometres across much of the estimated 24
month construction period, which would have caused unacceptable impacts, for instance,
on harbour porpoises. Measures to mitigate this would have involved the use of acoustic
deterrents and deployment of marine mammal observers across several square kilometres
that would have notified the construction team when porpoise are in the area so that
works can stop until the mammals have left the area. The potential for the jetty
construction phase to have been very substantially extended beyond the expected 24
month period was considered to be an unacceptable project risk.

By comparison, the Temporary BLF has far fewer piles that are spaced further apart. This
is because the structure is significantly lighter given it is not designed to take the load of
AlLs. This substantially reduces the environmental impacts associated with piling and
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reduces the construction period to an acceptable level.

The Permanent BLF does contain more dense piling, but its compact design means that
only approximately 28 piles are required and underwater noise propagates far less in
shallow water. The Temporary BLF has no adverse impact on the construction programme
(see the response to Question Al.1.13 of this chapter).

Al.1.12

The Applicant

Strategic alternatives for the movement of freight

The ES 6.3 Volume 2 Chapter 6 — Main Site Development, Alternatives and Design
Evolution, paragraph 6.2.98, sets out the principal reasons why SZC Co. has chosen not to
proceed with the two jetty options which are informed by design development and
environmental work since Stage 2 and SZC Co.’s experiences from the construction of
Hinkley Point C. Please provide an update in the light of the changes to the application and
distinguish the current proposal from the jetty options previously rejected with particular
regard to underwater noise, seasonal controls on construction activity, and the potential
for delay to the construction programme and the commencement of operation of the
power station.

Response

Please see response Question Al.1.11 of this chapter.

Al.1.13

The Applicant

Strategic alternatives for the movement of freight

The ES 6.2 Volume I, Chapter 4 - Project Evolution and Alternatives, paragraph 4.3.66,
states that the BLF is now to be the only marine based capacity promoted:

Please explain how the findings and conclusions expressed in the ES submitted in support
of the application are compatible with the ES Addendum information relating to Change 2,
in that previously the BLF was the “only capacity promoted” and now it is two BLFs and
jetty components including the previous concerns expressed as to potential delay to the
overall time taken to construct the power station caused by the implementation of those
measures?

Response

SZC Co. assumes the EXA refers to Volume 1, Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-175], Paragraph
4.3.55.

Paragraph 5.13.10 of NPS EN-1 states that “"Water-borne or rail transport is preferred over
road transport at all stages of the Project, where cost effective”. The feasibility of
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increased marine deliveries continued to be considered and the Temporary BLF is now
proposed. This is considered to be compatible with Paragraph 4.3.55 of Volume 1,
Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-175] for the following principal reasons:

e Unlike the Temporary BLF, the Narrow Jetty would not have allowed for the additional
type of material that was ultimately found to be needed during construction. It would
not have been able to make any meaningful contribution to the construction phase
and was discounted.

e The reasons for discounting the Wide Jetty are set out in response to Question
Al.1.11. The Temporary BLF overcomes these concerns, including concerns relating to
the impact of the Wide Jetty on the overall Sizewell C construction programme.

The addition of the Temporary BLF does not extend the time to construct the power
station.

Al.1.14

The Applicant

Strategic alternatives for the movement of freight

The ES 6.2 Volume I, Chapter 4 - Project Evolution and Alternatives Paragraph 4.3.63
states that the level of uncertainty of the works needed to deliver the rail-led option would
affect SZC Co.’s ability to secure the necessary funding for the Sizewell C Project, and the
ability to demonstrate to the Government that the Sizewell C Project can be deployed in
time to meet the urgent need for new nuclear power generation. Paragraph 4.3.64
concludes that on the basis of these concerns, the works needed to support a rail-led
strategy would not be deliverable. Instead, an integrated strategy was developed to seek
to secure the best deliverable rail outcome, whilst addressing the concerns expressed in
relation to the road-led strategy:

(i) Please provide further details of the reasons for the uncertainty surrounding the
deliverability of the works associated with the rail-led option and why it was considered
that these could not be overcome within the required timescale?

(ii) Please provide further details to explain the complex nature of those rail works, and
how this is overcome by the changes to the application?

(iii) Please explain how the findings and conclusions expressed in the ES submitted in
support of the application are compatible with the ES Addendum information relating to
Change 1? In particular, why is it now considered that the changes in relation to the use
of rail are now regarded as being deliverable?
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Response

There is insufficient rail capacity available on the East Suffolk line during the day to
provide more than one rail path. This is due to the extended length of single track south of
Saxmundham and the hourly passenger timetable, which leaves insufficient running time
for additional services.

The length of single track could be split with a passing loop which would increase the
capacity on the line. Such a proposal was consulted on through to the Stage 4
consultation.

In addition to a passing loop, it would also be required to operate freight trains at 40mph
along the line in order to avoid disrupting the passenger service. The combination of
adding the additional freight services to the line, and at the required speed, was
considered by Network Rail to increase the risk to level crossings users on the East Suffolk
line.

In order to mitigate the increased risk, 45 level crossings on the East Suffolk line would
require interventions. This was investigated and at the Stage 3 consultation it was
proposed to close 12 footpath crossings and upgrade a further 33 level crossings to
mitigate the increase in risk. As a result of further work undertaken by Network Rail it was
concluded that the absence of any certainty that these measures could all be taken in time
meant that this option was not an appropraite basis on which to base the transport
strategy for the delivery of the Project.

Following this decision, the focus was to maximise the utilisation of the East Suffolk line
overnight, outside of the passenger service where trains could operate within the current
speed restrictions along the line. Capacity analysis undertaken demonstrates that there is
sufficient time to operate up to eight freight paths overnight, although there is little
contingency within this schedule to deal with any short delays. The preferred operational
approach would be to operate up to seven paths overnight and additonally to use a single
daytime freight path which is already accommodated within the existing passenger
timetable.

This approach is considered deliverable and minimises the risk associated with
interventions on the East Suffolk line. Close working with Network Rail has created the
necessary conifidence to propose an increase in rail movements from the three trains per
day anticipated in the submitted application.
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Al.1.15 | The Applicant Site selection for the Freight Management Facility
The Planning Statement, Appendix A - Site Selection Report, section 8, sets out the site
selection process for the Freight Management Facility (FMF). The representation of
Highways England [RR-0468] points out that the facility would be located to the east of
the A14 Orwell Bridge which is susceptible to periods of disruption and closures to traffic
during inclement weather. It seeks clarity around the proposed FMF location including
whether viable alternative locations west of the A14 Orwell Bridge have been identified,
and the criteria used to select the proposed location. Please summarise the selection
criteria and explain:
(i) The consideration given to the likelihood of closures of the Orwell Bridge in the site
selection process;
(i) the consideration of viable alternatives west of the Orwell Bridge.

Response Refer to responses to Questions TT.1.17 and TT.1.109 in Chapter 24 in response to (i)

and (ii) (Part 6).

Al.1.16 | The Applicant Site selection for the Two Village Bypass

The Planning Statement, Appendix A - Site Selection Report, section 6, sets out the site
selection process for the Two Village Bypass. This is also noted in the Site Selection
Report, paragraph 6.4.70, and the reasons for rejection of that proposal are set out in
subsequent paragraphs. The representation of Farnham with Stratford St Andrew Parish
Council [RR-0379] expresses concern as regards the route alignment for the bypass of
Farnham and Stratford St Andrew villages. There are also objections from a number of
local residents including Ashtons Legal on behalf of Farnham Environment Residents &
Neighbours (FERN) and others [RR-0108 to RR-0117]:

(i) Please respond in detail to the criticism made by the Parish Council and other IPs to the
proposed alignment of the new road including any change to the Ancient Woodland
designation, the impact upon the properties at Farnham Hall and the benefit of facilitating
a future four village bypass.

(ii) Please provide a larger scale plan of Plate 6.1: A12 Four village route options with the
proposed Two Village Bypass route overlaid to aid comparison of those schemes.
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Response

SZC Co. has prepared a summary document which brings together a number of issues
relating to the history of and selection of the two village bypass in order to assist the ExA:
Two Village Bypass Summary Paper (refer to Appendix 5C of this chapter).

(i) Criticism - that further consideration should be given to marine and railway led
provision

Applicant response - Please see the SZC Co. response to Question TT.1.22 in Chapter
24 (Part 6) on this matter.

Criticism - the pursuit of a bypass route to the west of Foxburrow Wood, to the exclusion
of a more easterly alignment

Applicant response - The proposed two village bypass alignment has been selected to
minimise its impact on residential properties and sensitive receptors, whilst providing an
effective bypass of Farnham and Stratford St. Andrew.

The route selected was assessed to have the least environmental effects. For instance, an
alternative alignment further from Farnham and Stratford St Andrew would inevitably
extend further into countryside and impact on woodland at Palant’s Grove, whilst
increasing journey times and reducing or negating the effectiveness of the road as a
bypass.

SZC Co.’s proposals for the bypass to run to the north of Foxburrow Wood obviate that
impact. In doing so the proposals also involve a smaller land take than the Parish
Council’s suggestion and provide an effective bypass which offers a clear benefit to traffic
compared with remaining on the existing A12.

In this respect, the DCO alignment accords with the lessons learned from previous bypass
proposals. The history of bypass proposals, and how the DCO proposal has evolved from
these historic proposals, is explained at Section 2.2 and Chapter 3 of the Two Village
Bypass Summary Paper (Appendix 5C). The route selected by SZC Co. is comparable
with the preferred route options historically promoted by the Highways Agency, preferred
by an independent public inquiry and, more recently, preferred in studies undertaken on
behalf of the County Council. This is set out in more detail in the Summary Paper.

A consequence of the route is its relative proximity to properties at Farnham Hall. In this
respect, SZC Co. has taken care in developing the route to respect the amenity of those
properties. Where the proposed alignment passes to the east of the Farnham Hall
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properties, the route would be in cutting approximately 4.5m deep to reduce the
environmental impacts on residents.

Noise impacts at Farnham Hall have been carefully considered. NPS EN-1 requires the
avoidance of significant adverse effects on health and quality of life from noise.
Paragraphs 4.6.32 and 4.6.33, and Table 4.24 of Volume 5 Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-
415] confirm that during 2028 Peak Construction, 2028 Typical Day and 2034 Operation,
the SOAEL is only exceeded at Pond Barn Cottages (and mitigation made available). The
bypass of course brings lasting noise and other benefits to Farnham and Stratford St
Andrew.

Criticism - Palant’s Grove has been de-classified as Ancient Woodland

Applicant response - Please see the SZC Co. response to Question Al.1.22 of this
chapter.

Criticism - that Farnham Hall is ten separate properties rather than one such that around
twenty properties and not eleven will be affected

Applicant response - Please see the SZC Co. response to Question NV.1.42 in
Chapter 21 (Part 5) of this report.

Criticism - An easterly alignment would enable the linking up of a future four village
bypass.

Applicant response - The proposed alignment of the two village bypass in the DCO
application would not prejudice the delivery of a longer, four village bypass in the future,
but, based on the conclusions of previous studies (as discussed below), a more preferable
solution may be for a separate bypass of Little Glemham and Marlesford to be brought
forward in the future by Suffolk County Council (SCC) if deemed appropriate.

The proposed two village bypass route has evolved as the detail has been developed but it
is fundamentally the same route as the preferred route in SCC’s 2014 A12 Four Villages
Study. This route (known as SB5), which bypassed the two villages of Farnham and
Stratford At Andrew is shown at Plate 2.2 of the Two Village Bypass Summary Paper
(Appendix 5C) of this chapter.

In the 2014 Study, SCC concluded that:

“a staged approach for the implementation of an improvement scheme for the length of
A12 between Wickham Market bypass and the junction with A1094 Friday Street -
termination point for this study — would be the most suitable solution. Currently the
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section of A12 between Marlesford and Little Glemham has a layout with comparatively
acceptable road widths and geometry. The most difficult section with the worst geometric
layout is that between Stratford St Andrew and a point north of Farnham.”

Similarly, the two village bypass Summary Paper explains that DfT’s decision (December
2019) to reject the bid for Suffolk’s Energy Gateway (SEGWay, 2017) scheme stated that
alternative options ‘such as a smaller two village bypass’ should be considered. Equally,
SCC’s 2006 study, as explained in the Summary Paper, also concluded that shorter
interventions are preferable.

The DCO proposal for a two village bypass would contribute significantly to the long term
local objective for a four village bypass. Should a four village bypass be pursued in the
future, a spur could be created coming off the two village bypass to the south which would
continue to bypass Little Glemham and Marlesford. This would require changes to the two
village bypass to tie the two together but it could be achieved if a four-village bypass was
still sought in the future. Figure 5.1 in this chapter provides an indicative sketch of how a
potential link could be provided to link the two village bypass to a future four-village
bypass. Alternatively, separate bypasses for Little Glemham and Marlesford could be
developed in the future.

Criticism - a speed limit of 60mph rather than 50mph which will cause more noise and
pollution

Applicant response - A speed limit of 50mph rather than 60mph would reduce noise
levels by approximately 1dB, however, this noise reduction is unlikely to be reflected at
every noise receptor as noise from other roads would mask this marginal reduction.

(ii) A larger scale plan of Plate 6.1: A12 Four village route options (2006) with the
proposed two village bypass route overlaid is provided at Figure 5.2 in this chapter. In
addition, figures have been prepared to show the proposed two village bypass overlaid
onto the A12 Four Villages route options from the A12 Four Villages Study 2014 (Figure
5.3 in this chapter), and the proposed two village bypass route overlaid onto the A12
SEGWay Strategic Case 2017 route options (Figure 5.4 in this chapter). This helps to
show the proposed two village bypass in the context of the various route options for an
A12 bypass, which evolved through SCC’s studies between 2006 and 2017. The proposed
two village bypass is shown in green on each of these figures.
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Site selection for the Two Village Bypass

The ES 6.6, Volume 5 Two Village Bypass, Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution,
paragraph 3.2.25, refers to analysis which suggested that congestion was only likely
within Farnham due to the narrowing of the road at the Farnham bend. At Stage 2 of the
consultation Stratford St Andrew was also added to the bypass options so at to remove
Sizewell C traffic congestion from both villages. The Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) for
the Sizewell Site (DECC, 2010) noted the Four Village Bypass as one of the key transport
interactions for the proposed Sizewell C development. Please explain in detail the reasons
for concluding that congestion was only likely to occur at the bend and that the impact of
Sizewell C traffic would not be sufficient to justify a bypass of all four villages.

Response

The Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) for the Sizewell Site®3, states that ‘Strategic
development plans are in place for a scheme to provide a new route for the A12,
bypassing the four villages of Farnham, Stratford, Glenham and Marlesford’.

Since the publication of the above report in 2010, further work has been carried out by
both SCC and SZC Co. on the A12 near these four villages. This additional work is set out
in detail within the Two Village Bypass Summary Paper (Appendix 5C of this
chapter). In particular, and as explained in the Summary Paper (Appendix 5C), the
2014 study published by SCC recognises that the issue relates to Stratford St Andrew and
Farnham, it states:

“"Currently the section of A12 between Marlesford and Little Glemham has a layout with
comparatively acceptable road widths and geometry. The most difficult section with the
worst geometric layout is that between Stratford St Andrew and a point north of
Farnham.”

Paragraph 2.3.50 of the Transport Assessment [APP-602] states that the Farnham Bend
between Stratford St. Andrew and a point north of Farnham is a pinch point along the
Al12. The Farnham bend is an existing known constraint to abnormal indivisible load (AIL)
movements on the A12 due to narrowing of the A12 and tight configuration of the bend
(see Chapter 2.2 of the Two Village Bypass Summary Paper at Appendix 5C to this
chapter for further information).

63 DECC (2010) Appraisal of Sustainability: Site Report for Sizewell. Available at:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/47800/1983-aos-site-report-sizewell-en6.pdf
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At the Farnham bend, the A12 bends sharply and larger vehicles such as HGVs must slow
to pass each other when coming from opposite directions. Table 8.4 and Table 8.5 of
the Transport Assessment Addendum [AS-266] set out the flows in the Early Years,
before the two village bypass would be in operation. A detailed breakdown of flows by
vehicular type for Peak Construction without the bypass is contained at Chapter 2 of the
Two Village Bypass Summary Paper. The modelling demonstrates a significant
increase in HGV flows. During the network peak hours of 08:00-09:00 and 17:00-18:00,
there would be a 76% and 143% increase in HGVs respectively through Farnham during
Peak Construction (typical day) as a result of Sizewell C construction traffic. This
significant increase in the number of HGV movements negotiating the narrow bend would
reduce average speeds and increase the likelihood of congestion and journey unreliability.

Suffolk Police has highlighted a clear risk of collision at the Farnham Bend. The safety
concerns are set out at Chapter 2 and Chapter 3 of the Two Village Bypass Summary
Paper (Appendix 5C of this chapter).

Table 8.7 of the Transport Assessment Addendum [AS-266] shows that the
introduction of a bypass of the two villages would reduce traffic flows by approximately
99% during Peak Construction during the evening peak hour (17:00-18:00) through
Stratford St Andrew and Farnham. The bypass would be highly effective in its principal
purpose.

In comparison, and as noted above in the 2014 study published by SCC, the A12 between
Marlesford and Little Glemham has a layout with comparatively acceptable road widths
and geometry, unlike at the Farnham Bend.

A bypass of all four villages would be of a significant scale and this scale would have
significant environmental impacts, as noted in the 2006 Four Villages Study undertaken
for SCC. A four village bypass would be a disproportionate intervention to mitigate the
effects of Sizewell C traffic during the construction phase, and therefore it was not
included within the application for development consent for the Sizewell C Project.
However, is necessary to give detailed consideration to more local issues and, particularly,
issues arising from the bend in Farnham.
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‘ Question to:
The Applicant
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Site selection for the Two Village Bypass

The ES 6.6, Volume 5 Two Village Bypass, Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution,
paragraph 3.3.25, indicates that the alternative alignment put forward by the Parish
Council was reviewed at the Stage 4 consultation stage, taking into account the impacts
on woodland, environment and nearby receptors as well as operational matters, but it was
not considered to be a better solution. Please explain:

(i) The operational matters that weighed upon that decision.

(ii) The additional average journey time that users of the alternative alignment would be
likely to take compared to the proposed route and the existing routes.

(iii) Justification for the conclusion that the proposed route would be likely to encourage
road users to bypass the current A12 route through Stratford St. Andrew and Farnham
compared to the alternative route.

Response

(i) In relation to operational matters, the Parish Council’s alternative alignment would be
considerably longer, diverting traffic well into the countryside, rather than providing a
realistic bypass of the villages. The Parish Council’s alternative alignment would be
2,860m in length compared to 2,380m for the DCO proposals, almost half a kilometre
longer.

The Parish Council’s alternative alignment has not been designed in detail and, for
instance, is not compliant with geometric standards. To address this at a high level SZC
Co. has prepared a geometric standards compliant schematic alignment version of the
Parish Council’s alternative to help understand the potential impact more closely (referred
to as the revised alternative Parish Council alignment). A comparison of the Parish
Council’s alternative alignment, and the revised alternative Parish Council alignment are
provided at Appendix A and Appendix B of the Two Village Bypass Summary Paper
(Appendix 5C).

The revised alternative Parish Council alignment would have significant effects on Friday
Street Farm, as the alignment would sever more of the ‘pick-your-own’ fields from the
Farm Shop and Café compared to the proposed alignment in the DCO submission. The
Two Village Bypass Summary Paper at Appendix 5C explains in more detail the
reasons why the Parish Council alignment is not considered to be a better solution.

(ii) SZC Co. has used a strategic model to calculate the journey time on the existing A12
at Peak Construction (2028) through Farnham and Stratford St Andrew without the
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bypass. The journey time is estimated at 1 minute 50 seconds, but this estimate does not
take into account potential delays at Farnham Bend, and therefore the journey time is
likely to be greater. This journey time has been measured from the same points on the
Al12 as where the proposed bypasses (both the two village bypass and the Parish Council
alignment) would leave and re-join the A12. The journey times for the DCO proposed
bypass is estimated at 1 minute 48 seconds; whilst the journey time for the revised
alternative Parish Council alignment is estimated at 2 minutes 8 seconds.

(iii) The two village bypass journey time is marginally faster than staying on the A12
through Farnham and Stratford St Andrew, assuming that there is ho congestion at
Farnham Bend. However, the bypass is clearly needed due to the safety and potential
congestion concerns at Farnham Bend, as explained in response to Question Al.1.17 of
this Chapter. The Parish Council alignment journey time is longer and could not be
expected to be attractive to the majority of drivers.

Whilst Sizewell C construction traffic would be instructed to use the bypass and avoid the
two villages, Sizewell C traffic represents only approximately 7% of A12 traffic (based on
Location AB - Marlesford, which is just to the south of Farnham - Table 8.6 of the
Transport Assessment Addendum [AS-266]) and the majority of other vehicles using
the A12 would be less likely to divert onto a bypass which offers no significant benefit in
journey time or distance.

As a result of its greater length the revised alternative Parish Council alignment would be
significantly less successful in its primary purpose - to bypass the two villages. The
revised alternative Parish Council alignment would be unlikely to provide the significant
reduction in traffic flows that would come as a legacy benefit for these local communities
with the DCO proposals.

Al.1.19

The Applicant

Site selection for the Two Village Bypass

The ES 6.6, Volume 5 Two Village Bypass, Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution,
paragraph 3.3.27 states that the alternative alignment would be closer to Walk Barn Farm
than the SZC Co. proposal is to any neighbouring property. Nonetheless the proposed
route would pass close to the Farnham Hall complex. Please provide in summary a
comparison of the distance of the two routes from residential properties in the vicinity; the
numbers of residences in the various locations; the anticipated noise impact upon those
residents and any impact upon heritage assets.
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Response

The proposed two village bypass has been routed as far away from residential properties
as practical, whilst providing an effective bypass and avoiding environmentally important
woodland and gardens.

Comparison of distance and number of properties within 250m of the routes:

Chapter 3 of the Two Village Bypass Summary Paper, and Appendices C and D of
the Summary Paper (found at Appendix 5C to this chapter), include plans showing the
proximity of the geometric standards compliant Parish Council alignment to properties
along the whole route (including 2 properties at Walk Barn Farm), and plans showing the
proximity of the two village bypass alignment (as proposed in the DCO) to properties
along the whole route (including the properties at Farnham Hall).

The plans show that there are 48 properties within 250m of the proposed bypass in the
DCO alignment and that there are 32 properties within 250m of the geometric standards
compliant Parish Council alignment.

The plans show that the two village bypass alignment (as proposed in the DCO) is
approximately 83 metres from Farnham Hall Farm House (to the east of the bypass) and
135 metres from the nearest property at Farnham Hall (to the west of the bypass). The
geometric standards compliant Parish Council alignment is 21.6 metres from Walk Barn
Farm.

Potential noise impacts:

The assessment of potential noise impacts from the two village bypass are set out in
Volume 5, Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-415] and updated in Volume 1, Chapter 5 of the
ES Addendum [AS-184]. There is no equivalent assessment for an alternative alignment.

Table 4.21 in Volume 5, Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-415] shows that there will be no
significant adverse effects from the construction of the two village bypass, once mitigation
is taken into account.

Table 4.23 in Volume 5, Chapter 4 of the ES [APP-415] shows that significant adverse
effects from the use of the two village bypass are possible at 11 receptors or receptor
groups.

A significant adverse effect, in an EIA context, which is what is identified in Table 4.23, is
not the same as a significant adverse impact on health and quality of life, as described in
the Noise Policy Statement for England or NPS-EN1. They are separate concepts. It does
not follow from the existence of a significant adverse effect in EIA terms that there will be
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Question:

a significant adverse impact on health and quality of life (i.e. an exceedance of the
‘SOAEL’) in terms of the NPSE or NPS EN-1. Please refer to the answer to Question
NV.1.75(i) in Chapter 21 (Part 5) for a full explanation of why this is the case.

Overall, the noise effects of the two village bypass accord with NPS EN-1 paragraph 5.11.9
because noise effects have been minimised by design, whilst significant adverse effects on
health and quality of life are avoided, as SOAEL will not be exceeded.

Potential heritage impacts:

The impact on heritage assets on the DCO alignment of the two village bypass alignment
is summarised in Table 9.5 of Volume 5, Chapter 9 of the ES (Terrestrial Historic
Environment) [APP-432]. The table shows that no significant adverse effects are
anticipated for any heritage assets during the construction phase and during the
operational phase.

The Parish Council alignment would pass close to the Grade II listed Hill Farmhouse
(1278707) and Pond Barn, which is a non-designated heritage asset considered in the ES,
on a raised embankment, and would be likely to give rise to significant adverse effects
through change to setting to these heritage assets. Other effects arising through change
to setting would be of a limited magnitude broadly comparable to those set out in the
submitted ES.

The Parish Council alignment is similar to that investigated in the early 1990s for a
proposed bypass, and there are a number of areas where artefactual material and
archaeological features have been identified, including cropmarks east of Glemham Hall
(SSA13), a scatter of medieval artefacts near Whin Covert (FNM 006) and Pond Barn (FNM
004), a scatter of burnt and worked flints near Nuttery Belt (FNM007), Prehistoric and
medieval field systems at Pond Barn (FNM 021) and cropmarks of an undated field system
(FNM 013). Effects on these features are considered likely to give rise to disturbance of
archaeological remains which would be broadly comparable to that arising from the DCO
alignment set out in the submitted ES.

Al.1.20

The Applicant

Site selection for the Two Village Bypass

The Consultation Report Appendix G records concern that the two village bypass would
damage Grade II listed buildings and other heritage assets in the area. The response

indicates that potential loss of heritage significance through change to setting would be
addressed through mitigation measures including standard CoCP measures to minimise
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noise and air quality effects (construction phase).

(i) Please explain in detail why such measures are not proposed for the operational phase
and identify the mitigation that is proposed for that phase?

(i) Specifically in relation to ES Vol 5 Chapter 4 Noise and Vibration para 4.7.12, how
would further consideration of measures that could be implemented to further reduce
traffic noise at detailed design stage be secured, and what type of measures are
anticipated?

Response

(i) Figure 9.1 of Volume 5, Chapter 9 of the ES (Terrestrial Historic Environment) [APP-
434], shows that the majority of heritage assets are located adjacent to the A12 within
the villages of Stratford St Andrew and Farnham.

The introduction of a bypass of the two villages would reduce traffic flows by
approximately 99% during Peak Construction through Stratford St Andrew and Farnham.
The existing carriageway would remain open for local traffic but signposting and the
timesaving advantages of the bypass would take all but very local traffic out of the
villages.

As summarised in Table 9.6 of Volume 5, Chapter 9 of the ES (Terrestrial Historic
Environment) [APP-432], and between paragraphs 9.6.64 and 9.6.108, the removal of
traffic from the two villages during the operational phase will result in a positive effect for
the majority of the heritage assets. In many cases, the reduction in traffic noise as result
of diverted traffic would help restore the setting of the assets, therefore contributing to
their historic interest.

Out of the 16 designated heritage assets in the ‘data search study area’ (defined at
paragraph 9.3.10 of [APP-432]), only one designated heritage asset (Farnham Manor
Grade II) is assessed to experience minor adverse effects which are not significant during
the operational phase. In terms of mitigation, as the new road passes near Farnham
Manor the road is proposed to be in cutting, approximately 4.5m deep, as shown in Dwg
no. SZC-5Z0204-XX-000-DRW-100522 [APP-038]. Woodland planting is also proposed
along the western side of the cutting.

As shown in Table 9.6 of Volume 5, Chapter 9 of the ES (Terrestrial Historic
Environment) [APP-432], only one other heritage asset is assessed to have minor adverse
effects which are not significant during the operational phase, and this is reported on the
‘Historic Landscape Character’ (HLC). In terms of mitigation, existing vegetation has been
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retained where possible, and additional hedgerow planning is proposed along the route of
the road.

During the operational phase there are no significant adverse effects anticipated for any
heritage asset.

(i) Further steps may be taken to mitigate and minimise adverse noise effects as part of
the detailed design of the road, which may include the use of a quiet road surface. This
was not originally proposed as this road surface is more expensive to maintain. However,
this will be discussed with Suffolk County Council (SCC) and East Suffolk Council (ESC)
and an update will be provided within the SoCG (Ref. 9.10.12) at Deadline 4.

Al.1.21

The Applicant

Site selection for the Two Village Bypass

The ES 6.6, Volume 5 Two Village Bypass, Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution,

paragraph 3.3.28, refers to the potential impact of the alternative alignment upon Friday
Street Farm. Please explain further by reference to a plan the various impacts that would
result from the alternative alignment upon the separate areas of the business mentioned.

Response

Chapter 3 of the Two Village Bypass Summary Paper, and Appendix C and D of the
Summary Paper (Appendix 5C), include plans showing the proximity of the geometric
standards compliant Parish Council alignment to Friday Street Farm, and plans showing
the proximity of the two village bypass alignment (as proposed in the DCO) to Friday
Street Farm.

These plans show that the Parish Council’s alternative alignment would pass closer to
Friday Street Farm to the west, requiring a larger land take and having a greater impact
on agricultural severance. It would be immediately adjacent to the pick-your-own fruit
polytunnels to the south of the farm, and would sever a greater extent of the fields to the
west of the car park from the farm. The proposed two village bypass alignment in the
DCO would be further from the fruit polytunnels and retain more of the fields to the west
within access of the farm complex, without needing to cross the bypass.

Al.1.22

The Applicant

Site selection for the Two Village Bypass

The ES 6.6, Volume 5 Two Village Bypass, Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution,
paragraph 3.3.29, refers to the potential impact of the alternative alignment upon
Foxburrow Wood ancient woodland and Palants Grove:

Page 181 of 236




ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

(i) Please explain in detail the perceived difficulties in maintaining a 15m buffer to
Foxburrow Wood and why this could not be overcome?

(i) Provide an update as to the status of Foxburrow Wood and Palant’s Grove as ancient
woodland.

(iii) The extent of the County Wildlife Site that would be lost as a result of the alternative
alignment.

Response

The alternative alignment proposed by the Parish Council is not compliant with geometric
standards. However, SZC Co. has prepared a revised alternative, comparable to the
Parish Council’s alignment, so that it is compliant with geometric standards (referred to as
the revised alternative Parish Council alignment). The Parish Council alignment, and the
revised alternative Parish Council alignment can be found at Appendix A and B of the
Two Village Bypass Summary Paper (Appendix 5C of this chapter). This revised
alternative Parish Council alignment has been prepared at a high-level to help understand
the potential impacts of an alignment to the east of Foxburrow Wood, however it has not
been designed in detail, for example the likely extent of earthworks required. The level of
detail shown in Appendix B of the Two Village Bypass Summary Paper (Appendix 5C
of this chapter) is considered sufficient to inform this response.

(i) The revised alternative Parish Council alignment would pass between the two ancient
woodlands of Foxburrow Wood and Palant’s Grove, bisecting the woodland between them
(which forms part of the Foxburrow Wood County Wildlife Site (CWS)).

As with the DCO alignment for the two village bypass, in addition to the requirement of
land for the road itself, the revised alternative Parish Council’s alignment would also
require additional land for any necessary earthworks, drainage, diversions of PRoW,
fencing and planting, as well as land to facilitate construction for example haul routes. At
this time, as detailed design has not been undertaken, it has been assumed that the
Parish Council alignment would require approximately a 14m to 20m corridor on both
sides of the road alignment (assuming no earthworks are required) where it passes
between the two ancient woodlands to facilitate construction and operation of the road,
including the accommodation of haul routes, drainage, PRoW changes (specifically E-
243/006/0) and a fence. This corridor would be wider if earthworks are required.

At its closest point, the road in the revised alternative Parish Council alignment would be
approximately 23m from ancient woodland on the eastern side and 30m on the western
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side. With a 14m to 20m corridor either side of the road, it would be possible to avoid land
take directly from the ancient woodland (assuming no earthworks would be required), but
the alignment, due to the corridor, would impinge upon a 15m buffer to Foxborrow Wood
and Palant’s Grove ancient woodland.

In addition, as described above, the revised alternative Parish Council alignment would
result in a new road fragmenting Foxburrow Wood CWS. The alignment would separate
the two ancient woodlands (Foxborrow Wood and Palant’s Grove Ancient Woodland),
which are currently functionally linked by the central wooded section of Palant’s Grove.
Bisecting Palant’s Grove would fragment the CWS and sever the ecological connectivity of
between the two retained ancient woodlands and prevent movement of wildlife through
the existing corridor which connects them. No tree surveys of the section of woodland that
would be impacted have been undertaken and therefore the potential for bat roosts is not
known, however, historical records and bat transect surveys undertaken in May and July
2019 recorded evidence of bat activity (Common pipistrelle Pipistrellus pipistrellus) and
the revised alternative alignment would result in loss of woodland that is likely to provide
suitable foraging, commuting and roosting habitat.

In comparison, the route proposed by SZC Co. would avoid both of these Ancient
Woodlands in their entirety, and not result in their separation. The proposed route by SZC
Co. would also provide a 15m buffer to Foxborrow Wood and would not result in the loss
of any CWS.

(ii) The central section of Palant’s Grove woodland, was previously classified as ancient
woodland but was de-classified by Natural England after the submission of the DCO
application. However, both Foxburrow Wood and the eastern section of Palant’s Grove
remain designated Ancient Woodland. In addition, all of the woodland is a non-statutory
designated County Wildlife Site (Foxburrow Wood CWS).

(iii) The revised alternative Parish Council alignment would pass between Foxburrow Wood
ancient woodland and Palant’s Grove ancient woodland, requiring the removal of the
central section of Palant’s Grove. The road itself, and the corridors either side of the road
required to facilitate construction and operation of the road (as explained in part (i) of this
response), would result in a permanent loss of approximately 1,834sqm of Foxburrow
Wood CWS (assuming no earthworks would be required in the revised alternative Parish
Council alignment).
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The County Wildlife Site (CWS) designation is recognition of a site's high wildlife value
within the County context and is typically made by the local planning authorities. Site
selection criteria vary but in general, these sites support important or threatened species
and habitats that are local and national priorities for conservation including the habitat
types listed on Section 41 of the NERC Act. Further information on CWS designations is
set out in response to question Bio.1.20 in Chapter 7 (Part 2) of this report.

CWSs are not protected by legislation, but their importance is recognised by local
authorities when considering any relevant planning applications and there is a
presumption against granting permission for development that would have an adverse
impact on a site®.

The removal of this central neck of Foxburrow Wood CWS would fragment the CWS and
sever the ecological connectivity of the ancient woodlands on either side, resulting in
avoidable harm to the biodiversity of the CWS.

Al.1.23 | The Applicant Site selection for the Southern Park and Ride

The Planning Statement, Appendix A - Site Selection Report, section 5, sets out the site
selection process for the Southern Park and Ride (SPR). The representation of the
Hacheston Parish Council [RR-0447] suggests that the SPR should be situated further
south on the A12 at Martlesham where an under-used Park and Ride exists. Please
indicate whether consideration has been given to the specific alternative site proposed by
the Parish Council and, if so, the reasons for rejection.

Response Please see the response to question TT.1.103 in Chapter 24 (Part 6) of this report.

Al.1.24 | The Applicant Site selection for the Southern Park and Ride

The Site Selection Report, paragraph 5.4.7, indicates that for the Stage 1 consultation,
Option 1 - Wickham Market was considered to be in the optimal position:

(i) Please explain further why that was considered to be the case, in particular by way of
comparison with a site located further south on the A12.

(ii) Please explain further why Options 2 and 3 were considered to have the potential to

64 East Suffolk Council (ESC) (2020). Local Plan https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Planning-Policy-and-Local-Plans/Suffolk-Coastal-
Local-Plan/Adopted-Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/East-Suffolk-Council-Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan.pdf
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cause greater issues in terms of congestion, access and highway safety compared to
Option 1.

Response

(i) Prior to Stage 3 consultation, a review of travel times from areas west of the A12 to
the northern and southern park and ride sites demonstrated that the potential impacts of
locating the park and ride at either Woodbridge or Martlesham would not be preferable to
Wickham Market.

If the park and ride was located at either Woodbridge or Martlesham, many construction
workers living west of the A12 would likely be allocated to using the Darsham park and
ride as this would be a shorter total journey time to the main development site, with a
much shorter bus journey time from Darsham (circa 10 minutes) than from either
Woodbridge (circa 30 minutes) or Martlesham (circa 35 minutes).

Additional workers allocated to the northern park and ride would increase traffic using the
A1120 through Yoxford High Street Conservation Area towards the A12 and north to the
northern park and ride. While traffic flows on the B1078 travelling to and from the
Southern park and ride would obviously reduce, other Sizewell C related LGV traffic would
remain and still cause an impact that would require mitigation. Therefore, moving the
southern park and ride further south to Woodbridge or Martlesham would not remove
B1078 impacts and would increase impacts elsewhere (i.e. A1120 in Yoxford).

(ii) Acccess to the Option 2 site at Woodbridge would be at a new fourth arm to the
A12/A1152 Woods Lane roundabout. The additional arm and turning traffic would likely
increase the number of collisions significantly at the roundabout. Traffic leaving the park
and ride site and heading south would increase the conflict flow past the A12 southbound
and A1152 arms, which would increase queuing and delays. By comparison, the Transport
Assessment shows that traffic travelling to/from the Wickham Market site does affect
performance of the B1078/B1116 Fiveways roundabout and does not impact A12 flows
past the site.

A new roundabout at Scott’s Lane would be needed to access the Option 3 site, to

accommodate the right turning movement out of the park and ride site in the evening. A
new roundabout would impose additional delays to A12 traffic compared to the Wickham
Market site, which does not impact A12 flows past the site. The additional traffic turning
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into and out of the park and ride site at the new roundabout would likely result in a small
increase in the number of collisions at this location.

Al.1.25

The Applicant

Site selection for the Southern Park and Ride

The representation of Great Glemham Parish Council [RR-0438], submits that the SPR
facility should be situated alongside the FMF at Sevenhills to reduce pressure on Wickham
Market. What assessment has been made of existing pressures on Wickham Market and
the impact that the proposed park and ride facility would have on those pressures in
comparison to a location beside the FMF?

Response

SZC Co. has not considered siting the southern park and ride adjacent to the freight
management facility, as it would require workers to make a circa 45 minute bus journey
(an extra 20 minutes compared to that from Wickham Market) to site after driving to the
park and ride site from their home location. For many workers, including those living in
Ipswich, Woodbridge and Framlingham for example, such a location would be a deviation
from their most direct route to site adding time, costs and emissions to their journey.
Only those living in Felixstowe would find such a location convenient. By contrast, the
southern park and ride at Wickham Market would intercept trips on their route to the main
development site.

SZC Co. has developed a package of measures for the B1078 between the A140 at
Coddenham and Wickham Market that would mitigate impacts along this route. The
measures and funding mechanism in the Draft Deed of Obligation (Doc Ref. 8.17(C))
are described in the Consolidated Transport Assessment (Doc Ref 8.5(B)).

Al.1.26

The Applicant

Site selection for the Southern Park and Ride

The ES 6.5 Volume 4 - Southern Park and Ride, Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design
Evolution, paragraph 3.2.22 states that Option 2 (Woodbridge) and Option 3 (Potash
Corner) were both considered to be potentially suitable sites in transport terms but would
have been in less optimal locations. These would have had the potential to cause greater
issues in terms of congestion, as well as access and highway safety when compared with
Option 1 (Wickham Market). This is expanded upon in paragraph 3.2.26. Please explain
further these potential transport issues identified with Options 2 and 3 and why Option 1
was considered to be preferable in highway safety terms?
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Response

Please see the response to part (ii) of Question Al.1.24 of this chapter.

Al.1.27

The Applicant

Site selection for the Sizewell Link Road

The Planning Statement, Appendix A - Site Selection Report, section 7, sets out the site
selection process for the Sizewell Link Road (SLR). The Aldringham-cum-Thorpe Parish
Council [RR-0019] is critical of the location of the SLR junction and submits that it is too
far north for traffic from the south and does not provide the necessary relief to the
existing road network further south. The Site Selection Report Table 7.1 provides a
comparison between various route options including those further to the south of the
chosen route. However, the impact on traffic relief to the existing road network is not
considered in this analysis. The initial need for the road to alleviate traffic impacts is
identified in paragraph 7.4.10 but consequently the route options presented do not
consider any traffic network analysis of the various route options. Given the report
suggests that traffic analysis has been undertaken on the various route options
considered, this analysis should be submitted to support the option appraisal of
alternatives. If this has not been undertaken the Applicant should explain how it can
therefore conclude that the selected alignment offers the best route choice in terms of
network management.

Response

To respond to these questions, SZC Co. has prepared the Sizewell Link Road: Principle
and Route Selection Paper (the Sizewell Link Road Paper) (Appendix 5D of this
report), which brings together information on route selection and related issues.

The route selection exercise was closely informed by an understanding of environmental
factors. This environmental information, and the reasons why Route Z south was chosen,
can be found in paragraphs 3.2.36 to 3.2.59 of Volume 6, Chapter 3 of the ES [APP-
450].

In terms of traffic management, Sizewell C HGV traffic will be on designated routes, and
would be obliged to use any new road between the A12 and the main development site.
Similarly, the park and ride strategy is to intercept car trips on the A12 and to consolidate
workers onto buses. The park and ride and direct buses would be assigned to use any new
road between the A12 and the main development site.

The combination of the routing and signage strategy and the provision of a link road will
protect the road network further south. Routes further south do not require additional
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protection. The route chosen for the link road also protects amenity interests further
north.

As set out at paragraphs 4.1.64 to 4.1.72 of Chapter 4 of the Sizewell Link Road
Paper (Appendix 5D of this report), SZC Co. undertook a comparison traffic modelling
assessment of Route W North to Route Z, after SCC requested SZC Co. revisit Route W at
the Stage 3 consultation.

The modelling assessment estimated that there would be 105 daily two-way Sizewell C
HDV flows on the A12 through Yoxford if Route W North was constructed, as HDVs would
need to travel through Yoxford (on the A12) to reach the more southern alignment of
Route W north. There would be 0 HDV flows through Yoxford if the chosen Sizewell link
road was constructed. Please also see the response to question TT.1.91 in Chapter 24
(Part 6) of this report on this subject.

Al.1.28 | The Applicant Site selection for the Sizewell Link Road
The Planning Statement, Appendix A - Site Selection Report, paragraph 7.4.14, Route W is
described as “requiring engineering works to traverse the landform which would have had
a significant adverse effect on the existing landscape character and there was the
potential for the significant (sic) of several heritage assets to be affected adversely as a
result of the route’s alignment.” Yet in Table 7.1 in comparison with Route Z, the
preferred option, there is very little difference in the summary presented in that table
between the two options in terms of Landscape and Heritage. Given the level of
engineering operations required to traverse the landform in the design progressed the
Applicant is asked to explain in more detail why the Route W options have been
discounted for the reasons set out in Table 7.17?

Response This information is set out at Chapter 4 of the Sizewell Link Road Paper (Appendix
5D to this chapter). Section (iii) of that chapter explains why, including the landscape and
heritage reasons, the Route W options (north and south) have been discounted. Please
also see the response to Question Al.1.31 of this chapter.

Al.1.29 The Applicant Site selection for the Sizewell Link Road

It is a working assumption of the Transport Assessment that 85% of the HGV traffic
travelling to the Main Development Site is coming from the south. Please additionally set
out the proportion of the remaining other Sizewell C related traffic (i.e. construction and

Page 188 of 236




ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

operational workers, LGVs, etc) that will be travelling to the selected route of the SLR
from the south?

Response

Please see the response to question TT.1.94 in Chapter 24 (Part 6) of this report.

Al.1.30

The Applicant

Site selection for the Sizewell Link Road

The Site Selection Report, paragraph 7.4.27, recognises that Route W located to the south
of Saxmundham was best placed to intercept the Sizewell C HGVs from the south.
However, it is asserted that it would not have as effectively relieved B1122 communities
of traffic as more northerly routes. Please explain the basis of that assertion and why
greater weight was not placed upon the relief from HGVs and other traffic travelling from
the south?

Response

The Sizewell link road as proposed would be more effective at relieving HGV impacts on
communities than Route W or any other route. Whilst HGVs from the south would travel
further north along the A12 before turning onto the bypass to reach the proposed
alignment of the Sizewell link road than they would with a route W alignment, that section
of the A12 forms a bypass to Saxmundham of signifcantly lower environmental sensitivity
than the section of the A12 through Yoxford or than the sensivitiy of the northern section
of the B1122. As set out in response to Question Al.1.27 of this chapter, those
communities are much better relieved by the selected route.

The Sizewell link road is proposed to be open to the public and SZC Co. predicts that
general traffic currently using the B1122 would transfer to the proposed Sizewell link road,
as the Sizewell link road follows a similar alignment to the B1122. This will not only
relieve those communities of Sizewell C traffic, it would reduce existing traffic flows
through the villages of Middleton Moor and Theberton. In comparison, it is unlikely that as
much existing B1122 traffic would reroute via a ‘W North’ alignment, due to its relative
remoteness from the B1122. The issue of traffic volumes on the B1122 through Yoxford,
Theberton and Middleton Moor were particular issues raised during the early consultation
stages and these issues would not be resolved with the ‘W North’ alignment.

The issue of relief from the south was also an important consideration — please see the
repsonse to Question Al.1.27 of this chapter.
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The Sizewell Link Road Paper (Appendix 5D to this chapter) also explains that route
W is no longer a feasible option due to its physical overlap with local plan allocations
around Saxmundham.

Al.1.31

The Applicant

Site selection for the Sizewell Link Road

The ES 6.7 Volume 6 Sizewell Link Road Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution,
paragraph 3.2.46, states that the W route could have had an adverse effect on the setting
of the existing heritage assets including Hurts Hall and Leiston Abbey as they are situated
approximately 450m north and 300m north of Route W respectively. Please provide
further details of those heritage impacts and the landscape impacts and explain why they
could not have been satisfactorily mitigated?

Response

Route W would pass near to a number of existing designated heritage assets including the
Grade II listed Hurts Hall (1268178), Wood Farmhouse (1231179) at Saxmundham, Hill
Farmhouse (1231296), High House Farm (1216049), Pattle’s Farmhouse (1287772)
between Saxmundham and Knodishall Green. Route W North between Knodishall Green
and Theberton would pass close to Westhouse Farmhouse (1227893), Crossing Farmhouse
(1287532), Hill Farmhouse (1287643), Moat Farmhouse (1228246), the Grade II*
Theberton House (1228378) and the Leiston Abbey Second Site asset group. Route W
South would pass close to the Grade II* Leiston House Farmhouse (1287646), the Grade
IT listed Wood Farmhouse (1227752), Fishers Farmhouse (1216275) and the Leiston
Abbey Second Site asset group.

There is potential for the significance of several heritage assets to be affected adversely
due to changes in their setting resulting from the Route W’s alignment. Specific concerns
relate to the passage of Route W on a substantial elevated embankment south of Hurts
Hall. In this area, the topography of the land is such that the road would climb for
approximate 500m on an embankment to a maximum height of 7.5m above existing
ground level and cross the East Suffolk line, and then create a significant road on
embankment as the new road heads east and crosses the Fromus Valley via a bridge,
south of Hurts Hall. This bridge would be a prominent structure and would be visible in the
surrounding landscape. This is not considered suitable as these embankments would
introduce prominent infrastructure into the landscape.

Due to the location of where Route W north connects to Abbey Road, close to the main
development site, impacts from the construction and operation of a road on the setting of

Page 190 of 236



ExQ1: 21 April 2021
Responses due by Deadline 2: 2 June 2021

ExQ1

Question to:

Question:

Leiston Abbey have the potential to combine and result in a greater effect on this asset.
Comparatively, Route Z (the Sizewell link road) connects to Abbey Road further north, and
is the furthest of the route options from Leiston Abbey, and is less likely to result in
combined effects on this asset.

In terms of buried archaeological remains, the landscape through which the W route
passes is similar to the Z Route south in that there has been very little previous
archaeological work prior to the present application, and conclusions drawn solely from
desk-based analysis suggest it could reasonably be expected that the direct effects of
either iteration of the W route would be broadly equivalent to those of the adopted Z
Route south, with effects being significant in the absence of mitigation, but generally
possible to mitigate through investigation. Route W, however, is a significantly longer
route, which brings some potential for greater impacts.

Importantly, the route selection is not just related to heritage matters, but takes into
account a number of environmental considerations. The advantages of Route Z compared
to the other routes is set out within Chapter 4, Section V of the Sizewell Link Road
Paper (Appendix 5D to this chapter). This includes landscape effects and comparisons
of the different options - see in particular Appendix 8 of the paper.

Al.1.32

The Applicant

Site selection for the Sizewell Link Road

The ES 6.7 Volume 6 Sizewell Link Road Chapter 3 Alternatives and Design Evolution,
paragraph 3.3.21, confirms that once operational, the SLR would be open to general
traffic during and after the construction of Sizewell C. The Consultation Report, section
8.10 - Changes to the Sizewell C Project in response to the Stage 4 consultation, indicates
that a decision was made at that stage to propose the SLR as a permanent facility, rather
than temporary. However, the Consultation Report Appendix G Stage 4 Issues Table f
Sizewell Link Road/Theberton Bypass - records general support for removal of the SLR
following the construction phase and for the land to be restored. Please explain in further
detail the assessment of the consultation responses on this topic which led to the decision
to permanently retain the SLR and how that reflects the Stage 4 consultation responses.

Response

The removal of the Sizewell link road was included as an option within the Stage 4
consultation. The majority of the responses opposed the removal of the Sizewell link
road. Question 6 of the consultation questionnaire asked:
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"Please provide your views on whether some or all of Sizewell link road/Theberton bypass
should be removed and the land restored once Sizewell C is operational.”

A total of 161 responses were received to this question, of which, 41 responses gave a
view on whether the Sizewell link road should be removed and land restored. Of these
responses, 68% opposed the removal of the Sizewell link road after Peak Construction and
32% supported the removal of the Sizewell link road.

In the Councils’ joint response to Stage 4 (Suffolk County Council and East Suffolk Council
(ESC)), ESC raised concerns about the potential environmental impact of the removal of
the road. ESC raised specific concern regarding the removal of the SuDS that serve the
Sizewell link road, which could have a negative impact on the biodiversity that would have
established in the SuDS from the time they were constructed. ESC also raised concerns
that the removal of the Sizewell link road would increase the duration of the construction
phase of Sizewell C.

Further information on the consultation responses received on the retention of the
Sizewell link road has been compiled to assist the examination. This information is set out
at Chapter 3, Section viii of the Sizewell Link Road Paper (Appendix 5D of this
chapter).

As a response to the Stage 4 consultation, a decision was made to propose the Sizewell
link road as a permanent facility, rather than temporary. Taking account of the views
expressed through consultation and engagement, SZC Co. considered that it would be
preferable to avoid further disruption to local residents and the environment by removing
the road and to leave it as a lasting legacy of the Sizewell C Project. The road also
provides a long-term route to Sizewell C and Sizewell B, which is of continuing benefit
operationally.

Al.1.33

The Applicant

Site selection for the Sizewell Link Road

The Suffolk County Council [RR-1174] submits that the SLR should not be permanent and
instead be removed after Sizewell C construction is completed for the reasons set out in
paragraphs 40 and 41 of its representation. It submits that the retention of the SLR would
cause a greater permanent residual landscape and ecological impact than a temporary
solution, as well as resulting in permanent loss of agricultural land. Since there is no
strategic transport case for permanent retention of the SLR the Council requests the road
to be removed after the construction period:
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(i) Please provide a detailed response to these concerns relating to the need to retain the
SLR on a permanent basis at this location.

(if) Whilst the proposed development would help to reduce the amount of traffic on the
B1122 through Middleton Moor and Theberton during the peak construction phase of the
Sizewell C Project, is it necessary for it to remain to achieve a reduction in traffic during
the operational phase? And

(iii) Please identify and explain the advantages and disadvantages of retention of the road
versus its removal?

Response

(i) As a response to the Stage 4 consultation, a decision was made to propose the Sizewell
link road as a permanent facility, rather than temporary. It was considered by SZC Co.
that it would be preferable to avoid further disruption to local residents and the
environment by removing the road and to leave the road as a lasting legacy of the
Sizewell C project for the benefit of local communities but also for the benefit of providing
good quality long term access to Sizewell.

The Councils (Suffolk County Council and East Suffolk Council) submitted a joint response
to Stage 4, in which ESC raised concerns about the potential environmental impact of the
removal of the road. ESC stated (para. 241):

"At Stage 3, ESC raised concerns with potential adverse environmental impacts of removal
of a Sizewell Link Road post the construction phase. ESC retains this view and would not
support proposals to remove a Sizewell Link Road post construction. ESC considers a
separate HGV route to serve the existing A and B stations as well as the new C station to
be a positive legacy of the development.”

Further detail on environmental impacts of the removal of the Sizewell link road, and the
need to retain the Sizewell link road on a permanent basis, is set out at Chapter 3, Section
viii of the Sizewell Link Road Paper (Appendix 5D of this chapter).

(ii) Retaining the Sizewell link road would result in a permanent reduction in traffic for
communities along the B1122. The Sizewell link road would also be particularly beneficial
when statutory outages, and forced/un-planned outages, occur in the operational stage of
Sizewell B and C.

This permanent reduction in traffic for communities along the B1122, as a result of the

Sizewell link road, also offers other benefits, including sustained improvements in noise
and air quality, particularly in Theberton.
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Further detail as to why the Sizewell link road should be retained for the operational
phase, including how the Sizewell link road can help alleviate traffic from the B1122
during outages at Sizewell B and Sizewell C is set out at Chapter 3, Section viii of the
Sizewell Link Road Paper (Appendix 5D of this chapter) (paragraphs 3.1.131 to
3.1.134).

(iii) If the Sizewell link road is retained, there would be a humber of advantages.
Retaining the Sizewell link road would result in a permanent reduction in traffic for
communities along the B1122, and would offer environmental benefits, particularly around
Theberton. In the Councils’ joint response to the Stage 4 consultation, the Councils state
(para. 239) that the adoption of the whole Sizewell link road has yet to be agreed with
SCC, however, the Councils (both Suffolk County Council (SCC) and East Suffolk Council
(ESC)) summarise the environmental benefits around Theberton. Paragraph 246 of the
Councils’ response states:

"The Councils [SCC and ESC] consider the Theberton Bypass as a legacy benefit of the
development, by removing through traffic from the village, with likely associated benefits
on noise and air quality and greater network resilience, and strongly believe it should be
retained following construction.”

Retaining the Sizewell link road also will be particularly beneficial for communities along
the B1122 when statutory outages occur in the operational stage of the power plant. Itis
estimated that during the maintenance and refuelling outages for just Sizewell C,
approximately 1,000 additional staff would be required to work on site at any one time.
Retaining the Sizewell link road will mean that these additional workers, and any
necessary parts/ material/machinery, can avoid using the B1122, and will not have to
travel through the villages of Yoxford, Theberton and Middleton Moor.

ESC recognises the legacy benefit in retaining the Sizewell link road in the context of the
Sizewell A, B and C, but also in relation to other projects, such as the Greater Gabbard
and Galloper offshore windfarms. In the Joint Local Impact Report (dated May 2021
[EN010012]), ESC states (para 16.93):

"Taking additional HGV movements from the B1122 and removing its role as the abnormal
indivisible load route for Sizewell B and the existing substations for National Grid and
Greater Gabbard and Galloper offshore windfarms justifies retention of the Sizewell Link
Road. Its retention as a dedicated and purpose-built HGV and abnormal indivisible load
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route to Sizewell A, B, C, and to the existing offshore windfarm related substations,
Jjustifies its permanency”.

SZC Co. anticipates that the existing B1122 would be downgraded by SCC to an
unclassified road once the Sizewell link road is operational. As the majority of traffic would
reassign to use the Sizewell link road, the B1122 will experience much lower traffic
volumes and could become more popular among cyclists, helping improve cycling
connectivity in the immediate area.

The advantages of retaining the Sizewell link road are set out in more detail at Chapter 3,
Section viii of the Sizewell Link Road Paper (Appendix 5D of this chapter)
(paragraphs 3.1.130 to 3.1.134).

If the Sizewell link road was temporary, a significant amount of construction activity and
traffic would be required to remove the Sizewell link road.

The Sizewell link road would need to be built to a high standard. With a 10-12 year
construction period and given the scale and nature of traffic involved, it is misconceived to
think the Sizewell link road could be built as some form of temporary haul road. Its
construction would require a large amount of construction material quantities, as set out
in Volume 6, Chapter 2 (Description of Sizewell Link Road) of the ES [APP-446].

If the Sizewell link road was made temporary, the works would include the removal of the
Sizewell link road itself, pavements, road drainage networks, utilities (cables, overhead
lines) and the Pretty Road Overbridge. There would also be a need to reinstate parts of
the A12 and B1122, including: removal of A12 Western Roundabout and reinstating the
existing A12 alignment; removal of Middleton Moor roundabout and reinstatement of the
existing B1122 alignment; and the removal of Sizewell link road tie-in to the B1122 at the
eastern end of the Sizewell link road and reinstatement of the existing B1122 alignment.

These activities would result in a significant amount of construction traffic. To construct
the Sizewell link road, a large amount of material is proposed to be moved to the main
development site. If the Sizewell link road was temporary, this material would have to be
transported back to the Sizewell link road site to reinstate the land to the original
condition or sourced from elsewhere if that material had already been incorporated in site
landscaping.

It is estimated that to move just this material from the main development site to the
Sizewell link road site to reinstate the land would require 10,556 one way truck
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movements alone.®® This would be in addition to other construction traffic movements
that would be needed for other works, including drainage and landscaping.

The removal of the Sizewell link road has the potential for environmental impacts, and this
was noted by ESC in response to the Stage 4 consultation. ESC stated (para. 241):

"At Stage 3, ESC raised concerns with potential adverse environmental impacts of removal
of a Sizewell Link Road post the construction phase. ESC retains this view and would not
support proposals to remove a Sizewell Link Road post construction.”

Overall, the removal of the Sizewell link road would require a significant amount of
construction activity and would have environmental impacts. It would also negate the
benefit that road will bring to sensitive communities at Yoxford and on the B1122 and
dent the community the long term benefits of relief to and the potential enhancement of
the B1122 as a local road with an emphasis on walking and cycling.

Al.1.34 | The Applicant

Site selection for the Sizewell Link Road

The representation of Ward Farming Ltd [RR-1259] is critical of the process whereby the
SLR route was selected. Please respond specifically to the criticisms made by Ward
Farming Ltd including of the Aecom report commissioned by EDF.

Response

SZC Co. undertook a detailed site selection process when deciding on the Sizewell link
road route. Background information on the route selection process has been complied to
assist the examination. This information is set out at Chapter 4 of the Sizewell Link
Road Paper (Appendix 5D of this chapter).

The AECOM report was commissioned by SZC Co. in April 2019 to provide a peer review of
the selection of the route for the Sizewell link road and the rationale in selecting it as a
preferred option.

%5 The figure quoted here is linked to reinstating the land if the Sizewell link road was made temporary. The total number of one way movements for
construction of the Sizewell link road are as follows :

Import: 12,434 HGVs
Export: 10,556 HGVs
Total: 22,991
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AECOM was asked to undertake an independent selection process to provide an
independent opinion of the preferred option for the Sizewell link road. AECOM assessed
each route against a number of criteria including:

Relief to Communities

Scale of Cost

Minimising Route Mileage

Legacy Benefit

Engineering Impact

Transport Environmental and Safety Topics

This independent assessment concluded that Route Option Z scored the best against the
assessment criteria and AECOM recommended the route as the preferred option from the
four route options assessed.

In addition to the independent assessment by AECOM, SZC Co. also commissioned LDA
Design Consulting (LDA Design) to undertake an independent appraisal but focussing only
on environmental considerations. The