
Dateline 12th October 2021 [D10] 

CLOSING THOUGHTS OF AN EAST SUFFOLK RESIDENT  

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 As the denizens of East Suffolk prepare for the 14th October 2021, they have considerable cause 
to reflect on the imminent closure of an Examination into an application for the siting of two more 
nuclear reactors within the Suffolk Coast and Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. An 
Application, said by many to be a SPV [NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited] designed to 
maximise corporate agility going forward.  

1.2 For those not familiar with the term, SPV [Special Purposes Vehicle] or SVE [Special Purposes 
Entity], are often set up in the local jurisdiction as a corporate entity with a specific independent 
mandate.  

1.3 The initial shareholders are usually the project promoters, generally through a holding company; 
other subsidiaries of the holding company; associated companies that are part of the consortium 
(such as project operators); and financial investors. The SPV also raises debt from banks and 
nonbank financial institutions. This structure allows a promoter group to implement several projects 
through a holding company and subsidiary structure, ensuring that each project is separately 
assessed for its viability, and sandboxes failure. Since each equity investor or lender is exposed to 
the financing risk only to the extent of its direct contribution, a project failure has limited impact. 

1.4 Whilst widely used, probably the most famous SPV in recent times is the Enron Corporation…  

 

OTHER THINGS TO PONDER 

2. WATER 

2.1 With little to substantiate the claim, the Applicant talks of sourcing water from ‘elsewhere’; in 
the event that NWL, is unable to supply (the needs of NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited), 
whilst maintaining that a planned desalination plant at the site is ‘temporary’ for the anticipated 12 
year construction programme. 

2.2 East Suffolk businesses and residents may wish to consider what possible options the Applicant 
has in mind, if they are willing to commit to the construction and operation of two more reactors at 
the Sizewell Site with no declared, please excuse the term, ‘watertight’ supply strategy. 

2.3 If achieved, and against the all the best advice of NWL and the Environment Agency, is it possible 
the Applicant could have the last laugh? For example; is there a scenario where we really see bulk 
water tankers lying off Sizewell Beach, pumping millions of litres of potable water onshore, whilst 
Suffolkers get supplies from bowsers and standpipes on street corners as successive summers prove 
the climate lobby correct? 



3. NAUTILUS MPI 

3.1 Why is the Applicant seemingly unwilling to talk, let alone work with, the Nautilus sponsor, 
National Grid Ventures; to see whether together they can reduce the additional potential 
environmental impacts on the Suffolk Coast of a MPI (multi-purpose interconnector), perhaps even 
accommodating it on the Sizewell Estate. 

3.2 If security is the issue, could Nautilus be accommodated within the ‘defence in depth’ 
provisions? 

 

4. RAW MATERIALS  

4.1 Against a backcloth of rising raw material costs and threats to move UK energy intensive 
businesses overseas, what is the projected budget impact on Sizewell C of sustained price rises in the 
order of: 

 Concrete reinforcing bars - currently up 68% 

 Pre-cast concrete sections - currently up 10.5% 

 Fabricated structural steel - currently up 75% 

 Sawn/planed wood imports - currently up 74% 

4.2 Even then, if the price is isn’t a major issue, will adequate supplies be securable against global 
shortages, and deliverable to the requirements of the Applicants need?   

 

5. CONSTRUCTION WORKFORCE 

5.1 With research showing that over 500,000 UK-born builders are to retire in the next 10-15 years, 
and non-UK born retirements also increasing, is the Applicant going to be able to recruit and 
maintain a labour pool capable of constructing and maintaining the Sizewell C Project. 

5.2 With the recent CITB identifying a 17,000 shortfall in building trade personnel in East Anglia 
(excluding any SZC impact) where will the Applicant recruit from? 

5.3 The Applicant has long maintained that there will be plenty of ‘local jobs local people’ yet is 
inconsistent in describing what ‘local’ actually means in relation to the SZC Project.  

5.4 Assuming Hinkley Point is a reasonable indicator, recognising SZC is a completely separate SPV 
(see 1.1 and 1.2 above) and therefore not necessarily working with the same management ethos; 
local could be virtually anywhere in East Anglia (defined in NUTS 2 as containing Essex, Suffolk, 
Norfolk, Cambridgeshire, including the City of Peterborough unitary authority area.)     

5.5 Alternatively, taken to mean the term ‘East of England Region’, the term local could be applied to 
Bedfordshire, Cambridgeshire, Essex, Hertfordshire, Norfolk and Suffolk. 



5.6 In 2019; the latter had a population of 6.235 million people as opposed to just 2.522 million in 
the former.  

5.7 It is also worth noting that between Q1- 2017 and Q1-2021 the EU construction workforce in the 
UK fell by 51%. 

 

6. SUPPLY CHAIN 

6.1 The Applicant has also maintained that there will be plenty of opportunities for ‘local businesses’ 
as part of the ‘SZC Supply Chain’ yet is not always consistent in describing what ‘local’ actually means 
in relation to the SZC Supply Chain.  

6.2 Assuming Hinkley Point is a reasonable indicator, recognising SZC is a completely separate SPV 
(see 1.1 and 1.2 above) and therefore not necessarily working with the same management ethos; 
local could be virtually anywhere from the South Kent Coast (perhaps even across the Channel) 
across to the East Midlands and as far north as Scotland.     

6.3 Additionally it must not be forgotten that Hinkley Point C already has an established, trusted and 
experienced ‘Supply Chain’ that almost invariably would seek to capitalise on an opportunity to ‘do it 
all again’. That might also bring into contention suppliers from the western tip of Cornwall, 
throughout Wales and the West Midlands. 

 

7. INBOUND MATERIALS  

7.1 As the hearing closes it is by no means certain how construction materials will make their way to 
the Sizewell C Site. 

7.2 There appear to be plenty theoretical ‘options’ but nothing concrete and certainly nothing with 
‘I’s dotted and T’s crossed. Frankly, there is seemingly little prospect of nailing that great lump of 
jelly to the wall before the Secretary of State decides. 

7.3 The concern for all Suffolk residents and businesses must be just how much wriggle room the 
Applicant has succeeded in convincing the Examining Authority it can rightfully claim should they 
recommend acceptance to the Secretary of State.   

7.4 It should not be forgotten that rail is not a done deal, with plenty of really serious questions to 
be answered; not least of these is the vexed question of funding an expensive uplift to Darsham 
Crossing should the Northern Park and Ride get the go ahead. 

7.5 Beach Landing(s), whilst having made some progress also seem less than thoroughly ‘nailed 
down’.      

7.6 The big worry, as it always has been is; that if one or more of these ideas the Applicant’s has 
been busy; reshaping, renaming, resizing and rejigging for the last four years or so fall away - then 
Suffolk roads in general and the A12 in particular will pay a costly price and will likely play host to 



long delays, increased congestion, more incidents and increasingly anxious local users as HGV’s 
increase dramatically. 

7.7 Moreover, as the A12 creaks under the strain, adjacent communities are likely to see huge 
increases in what the Applicant euphemistically calls ‘self-routing’ by frustrated A12 users.  

7.8 Whilst the Applicant relies on evidence from Hinkley Point to deny the likelihood of these 
jeopardies occurring, the reality is (Sizewell HGV’s possibly excepted) other road users (including the 
SZC workforce) will take any action necessary to dodge the SZC leviathan trucks, buses and AIL’s. This 
was more or less conceded by the Applicants traffic lead when, in an unguarded moment, he let slip 
“…it’s a free world…and people will do what they need to do…” 

 

8. IF THE CAP FITS… 

8.1 One of the tools deployed by the Applicant is the acceptance of ‘CAPS’ on the number and types 
of vehicle movements on specific routes over a particular period. 

8.2 It seems this activity is largely undertaken by the ‘traffic planning’ experts of the Applicant and 
the Highways at the Local Authority. As a consequence, the casual observer might mistake the whole 
process for a game of brag or another of those rudimentary games where nerve seems to play a 
significant part. 

8.3 However, its role seems somewhat compromised by two particular weaknesses; firstly enforced 
project changes in which, as has happened with the Applicant, additional vehicle movements were 
necessary to facilitate the deployment of a desalination plant. Consequently, as quickly as caps had 
been agreed, they were demonstrated to contain significant headroom, consumed (at least in part) 
by water tankers and desalination equipment deliveries. 

8.4 The second weakness became visible at Hinkley Point C, where having lost the ability to manage 
within the cap, the developer sought significant increases from the Local Authority, who in turn were 
left with little real option other than to agree them. 

8.5 One suspects the Applicant would likely assert including a contingency in the first example is 
good planning and designed to deal with unforeseen circumstances should they arise. As for the 
second weakness, it is unlikely any developer would assert that this was essential to remedy poor 
planning!              

8.6 Should the SZC proposal obtain Development Consent, it will be interesting to see how many 
visits to the metaphorical ‘honeypot’ the Applicant has to make in order to stabilise any cap 
agreements. Hopefully, building on the Hinkley Point experience it will prove unnecessary. 

8.7 Caps can also apply to the number of Construction Workers at any particular time. In the 
example of Hinkley Point it is understood these too were increased, again one can only hope that 
should SZC gain consent, these lessons too are learnt from. Should they not be, demand on 
resources, housing, health services and a myriad of other issues could be impacted.      

 



9. BIO-DIVERSITY… 

9.1 In early October we learnt how poorly the UK was doing in protecting, growing and enhancing 
bio-diversity in comparison to our peers and the other nations of the world.  

9.2 It was not a result to be proud of and yet, with this Application we are witnessing a request for 
permission to carry out unnecessary acts of wholesale destruction, not just of agricultural land, 
woods, hedgerows, and numerous other habitats, but also landscapes and very special places (i.e. 
SSSI, etc.)  

9.3 Moreover, with the threat to some of the ‘special places’, what is also being sought by the 
Applicant is permission to gamble on destroying more land to see if we can recreate what is being 
destroyed, in at least one case at a wholly disproportionate cost.       

 

 

 

        


