
 

 

Sizewell C DCO – Written Representation – Deadline 2 – Dr Thérèse Coffey MP for Suffolk 
Coastal 

Tackling climate change and ensuring we have enough electricity as we phase out fossil 
fuels is vital to the success and sustainability of this country as we head towards net 
zero by 2050. The increasing electrification of much of our infrastructure and 
resources will need to be catered for. Nuclear power as a zero-carbon energy source is 
a key part of the energy mix we need today and in the near future given there is not 
sufficient technology yet to establish a baseload of electricity supply for the country’s 
needs. Domestic energy provision is also important for our domestic security.  Sizewell 
is an important nuclear cluster, generating electricity before the area was designated 
an AONB in 1970.  Sizewell was included as a suitable site in the National Policy 
Statement EN-6 and which was supported by Parliament in a formal vote.  Since then, 
there has been a consultation on updating the NPS (December 2017) and it was 
responded to by the Government in July 2018.  While the new draft NPS has not yet 
been published, there was nothing in the consultation or response that indicated that 
Sizewell would be removed from the list of suitable sites though all mitigations would 
need to be included in the DCO. It will be for the Planning Inspectorate and ultimately 
the Secretary of State for BEIS to decide the merits of the DCO within this framework.   

The construction of Sizewell C is extremely important for the UK's future energy 
supply. While I recognise and understand why many local residents are opposed to 
nuclear power generally or this particular application, nuclear power has been a long-
standing sector in our part of Suffolk and the construction of a new nuclear reactor 
would have significant benefits for the local community and local economy, which is 
very important for local prosperity given the low average income in this part of Suffolk 
and the country. The economic gain from a project the size of this would be really 
positively felt locally - with the creation of thousands of jobs including well-paid, long 
term jobs. 

I recognise that many people have moved or retired here to enjoy the very special 
nature and environment of the Suffolk coast and will not have experienced the 
construction of Sizewell B nor Sizewell A.  I fully understand their concerns that a new 
nuclear power plant at Sizewell will create significant disruption to local communities 
and the transport network, especially during the construction phase. I also share 
people’s concerns about the environmental impact. Mitigation against all of these 
impacts is absolutely key. 

There is a further cohort of constituents who have always opposed nuclear power and 
think it unsafe. Our regulatory regime is best in class and I do have full confidence in 
the Office of Nuclear Regulation (ONR). I declare that since September 2019, when I 
was appointed Secretary of State for the Department of Work and Pensions (DWP), 
that I am formally accountable for the ONR – which is an arms’ length body sponsored 
by DWP (and was previously part of the Health and Safety Executive). That said, the 



designated minister within DWP is Baroness Stedman-Scott and the relationship 
between the department and the ONR is set out on gov.uk. Furthermore, officials at 
the ONR and DWP are aware of my constituency interests regarding the sites at 
Sizewell. I met the ONR early on in my time as an MP and have facilitated 
conversations between the ONR and officials and councillors, particularly during the 
GDA stage of the type of reactor being proposed at Sizewell C. It is through those 
conversations that it quickly became clear that aesthetic design changes to the reactor 
would not be possible, unlike what had happened with the iconic Sizewell B. None of 
those meetings happened since I became the Secretary of State at DWP.  

In my verbal submission to the examination hearing on the 19th May 2021, I recognised 
the fact that EDF has made some significant changes to its approach following the pre-
application consultation. While late in the day, I broadly welcome those changes, 
particularly in relation to transport mitigation and the fact that they are now pursuing 
a predominantly marine & rail-led approach to bringing freight to site during the 
construction phase, rather than a road-led strategy. There are some major 
environmental impact changes in the DCO too and these substantial changes are 
largely welcome. 

However, as I set out at the hearing, I am highly concerned, considering these changes 
have been made quite late on, that our environmental regulators (the Marine 
Management Organisation, the Environment Agency and Natural England) will not 
have sufficient time to consider all the impacts of the new proposals. 

To provide more detail on this, I have been meeting the regulators. Most recently, I 
met the Environment Agency and heard first-hand the work they need to do to make 
assessments on flood risks, coastal processes changes and water supply. A key aspect 
of the new marine-led approach is the need for a second beach landing facility the  
impact of which needs to be properly assessed. They also indicated to me that the 
draft permit decisions are unlikely to emerge during the DCO process meaning any 
recommendation to the Secretary of State will potentially condition these aspects 
rather than having them properly scrutinised as part of the examination. That is not 
ideal and why I suggested there should be an extension to this process. I have made a 
similar recommendation to the Secretary of State. On reflection and after discussion, I 
would hope three months would suffice. 

There is precedent here for an extension. The Scottish Power Renewables’ EA1 & EA2 
wind farm applications were extended by the Secretary of State in a statement to 
Parliament on the 12th May, to allow all interested parties, including regulators, 
additional time to engage properly in the examination process. I believe a short 
extension here, if needed, will help the project in the longer term. And that is what I've 
heard from the regulators that they feel they do need more time. I firmly believe that 
this additional time now – to ensure all the evidence is considered as part of the 
examination process – will help the project in the longer term and avoid unnecessary 
legal challenge. 



I also want to put on record at the beginning of the formal examination process 
comments that I have previously made in relation to the preliminary phase: 

Transport 

As well as supporting the new marine-led approach, I also back EDF’s proposal to 
increase the frequency of freight train movements to facilitate additional material 
imports by rail, as it will take further pressure off our highway network. Unfortunately, 
as EDF are still not proposing a passing loop a majority of these additional freight 
journeys will take place using overnight trains. In fact, the number of overnight trains 
increases from 5 to 7 movements. I previously raised my concerns about the impact 
this would have on the residents that live close to the East Suffolk line. I declare an 
interest as I live less than 250 metres from the line though I am making this point on 
behalf of residents rather than myself in this regard. Having held a meeting with 
Network Rail, I suggested that there was a range of mitigation measures EDF should 
put in place to reduce the impact of noisy trains and train screech. I am pleased that 
EDF have taken on board those suggestions and are now proposing an investment in 
continuous long-welded track to reduce vibrations as well as looking at quieter rolling 
stock which operate at slower speeds. These mitigations need to form part of the final 
DCO whether or not a passing loop is provided. There are further considerations that 
could be made for those residents near the crossings (of which there are multiple 
along this line) for consideration of local lighting issues or other aural notifications (eg 
use of the whistle or horn at certain places in Woodbridge) and the consideration of 
triple glazing and blackout blinds.  

Two-Village Bypass 

I strongly support this scheme by-passing the villages of Stratford St Andrew and 
Farnham and it is absolutely essential this is put in place prior to construction.  It has 
been a longstanding ambition to upgrade the A12 in this location, albeit on a larger 
scale. I welcome the bypass of the two villages, rather than the solution of only 
bypassing Farnham proposed in earlier consultations.  

Sizewell Link Road 

Whilst I welcome the minor amendments to ensure better visibility splays for the new 
Sizewell Link Road, I would still strongly suggest that this should be removed on 
completion of the project. A permanent road in this location would have a detrimental 
impact on the landscape and no legacy benefit. 

Other Highways Matters 

I strongly oppose reducing the speed limit on the A1094/B1069 junction to 40mph as I 
do not think it is necessary in any way.  

There may also be unintended consequences of introducing quite so many 
roundabouts on the A12 and B1122 on traffic flows. I recognise that modelling will 
have been done but if that turns out to be incorrect then EDF should be expected to 



introduce traffic- and time-responsive traffic lights to keep traffic flows moving. 
Although I usually oppose traffic lights on roundabouts, there are ways to introduce 
them appropriately, either so they are speed sensitive or only work for certain times of 
the day, reflecting peak hours. 

Environmental Impacts 

I am keen to see EDF contribute to nature recovery as well as just mitigation which is 
why I welcome their commitment to establish an independent Environmental Trust to 
manage rewilding and the biodiversity of the growing Sizewell estate. They are also 
now proposing to use less of the AONB by utilising existing brownfield land for current 
buildings that have to be moved and creating more fen meadow. 

It is now a question for the regulators whether EDF have done enough on this matter – 
including in relation to flood risk and coastal erosion as mentioned above. 

For consultancy purposes, EDF have engaged CEFAS (Centre for Environment, Fisheries 
and Aquaculture Science) which is an executive agency of Defra. Executive agencies are 
able to seek external work, fees for which they can use towards their funding. While I 
was Environment Minister, I engaged considerably with CEFAS (which is based in 
Lowestoft and Weymouth) on the policy and practical work I undertook regarding 
improving the marine environment. Their global reputation is renowned which is why I 
would have great confidence in any evidence they provide.  Normally, I would expect 
our regulators to turn to CEFAS for their expert views on such matters and while they 
cannot in this instance, I am sure they will recognise the standards at which CEFAS 
operates though I recognise that is still for the regulators to deliberate. 

Accommodation Campus 

I understand the concerns regarding the proposed site for the accommodation campus 
at Eastbridge. I had previously asked EDF and the local council to find different sites 
(including the Police HQ site and possible locations near Saxmundham and Leiston  
that could have been turned into beneficial legacy accommodation sites -with the 
possibility of Martlesham becoming a campus linked to Adastral Park or the University)  
but the local authority decided that they could not find viable alternatives. Whilst the 
location selected is not ideal, I recognise the work EDF have done throughout the 
various consultation stages to reduce the height, with the tallest buildings closest to 
the reactor site. I also recognise that an accommodation campus close to the site will 
also reduce traffic movements.  Various funds have been proposed including a housing 
fund to help take the pressure off the local housing market, details of which need to be 
worked through with the council. 

I recognise and welcome that off-site sports pitches will also be provided as part of the 
campus including a 3G pitch and two multi-use games areas at Alde Valley School and 
adjacent to Leiston Leisure Centre. As well as construction workers sharing these with 
the school and community during construction - the pitches will also be left as a legacy 
benefit. Sports will not be the only leisure or recreation available given the natural 



surroundings. I am concerned that the possibility of more recreational users of local 
nature sites for walking or cycling could be held against EDF by one of the regulators. 
EDF provides some much loved and well used nature sites for recreational use. If 
dedicated sites were needed, I would be concerned it could result in the closing off of 
these sites to general use by the public in response to the requested of a regulator for 
dedicated or designated workforce sites. I do not in any way want to suggest that EDF 
have indicated or proposed this option but I am flagging my concern. 

Impact on other businesses 

Tourism is an important part of the Suffolk economy and I am conscious of the 
concerns of some local employers and organisations on whether tourists will be put off 
by the large construction site and whether their employees will migrate to work on the 
construction. While it seems there was no loss of business during the construction of 
Sizewell B, I recognise that the tourism offer has continued to evolve in the time since. 
While it is for individuals to decide for whom to work, I think the tourism issues can be 
addressed through any mitigation funding and legacy benefits. While Pro Corda is not a 
tourist venue, I do recognise the special nature of this world-class programme at 
Leiston Abbey and would continue to promote suitable mitigations.  

Conclusion 

In conclusion, while there is a significant amount of work that needs to take place 
during this process to ensure that appropriate mitigation measures are put in place, I 
do think that the local and national economic gain plus the national and global 
environmental gain - including jobs, skills and legacy benefits, the UK’s future energy 
need and contribution to achieving zero carbon – means that I broadly support the 
construction of Sizewell C.  

I would, however, urge the examining authority to ensure that our environmental 
regulators are satisfied – and ensure that all the issues in conjunction to this are heard 
and discussed within the examination process itself, requesting an extension from the 
Secretary of State if necessary, so as not to leave these matters to further conditions 
or conclusion outside this process.  

 

  

 


