
 

 

 
 

 

23rd May 2022 

 

 

Dear Gareth Leigh, 

 

Sizewell C DCO Application-comments on matters raised by BEIS  

 

As an Interested Party in respect of the Sizewell C planning application [IP no. 20026424], and as members of 

the BEIS/NGO Forum, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on the findings of your review and the 

responses which you have received so far. 

 

Together Against Sizewell C (TASC) has been heavily involved from the start of the planning process at the 

Stage 1 EDF consultation and have responded to all subsequent SZC Co/ NNB Genco consultations. Even at 

these early stages of the process, we questioned the availability of a potable water supply for the construction 

and operation of the plant. This is just one of the many critical issues vital to the proposed development which 

has remained unresolved after years of debate, questioning and inquiry and to which there are still no answers. 

Your review and the responses have given rise to further considerations which include, but are not limited to 

the following:- 

 

Lack of potable water supply for operation 

TASC note that the Scoping Opinion 2019 [APP-169] stated: 

Para 3.3.9 “The Inspectorate recommends that the ES assess the significant environmental effects associated 

with the Proposed Development and its interaction with utility receptors/ infrastructure assets, such as (but not 

limited to) existing gas and water pipelines, overhead/underground electrical cables, sewer network, and 

potable water supply. This should include consideration of both onshore and offshore receptors and assess 

impacts during construction, reinstatement, and operation of the proposed development.” 

In TASC’s opinion the Applicant has clearly failed to consider the ‘receptors and assess impacts during… 

operation of the proposed development” in relation to the potable water supplies because it has no guaranteed 

potable water supply. This is supported by Natural England whose comments on the REIS [REP10-199] include 

the statement in para 2.1.2: “The water supply is a fundamental component of the eventual operation of the 

project, and the potential impacts of its construction should be clearly assessed in accordance with sections 4.2 

and 5.15 of National Policy Statement EN-1 (NPS EN-1), sections 3.7 and 3.9 of NPS EN-6 and paragraph 

3.3.9 of the Planning Inspectorate’s Scoping Opinion for the Proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Development (July 

2019) [APP-169].” 

Turning to the Applicant’s recent submission to BEIS concerning the possibility of a permanent desalination 

plant, TASC consider the suggestions that one could be sited underground just north of the SSSI Crossing or 

on the Sizewell A site currently earmarked for the Sizewell B outage car park, are totally unacceptable. Both 

lead to further encroachment of an industrial complex into the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. One can only 

imagine the likely significant effects of siting an environmentally damaging underground desalination plant in 

and adjacent to designated wildlife sites (Sizewell Marshes SSSI, Minsmere to Walberswick SSSI and Ramsar 

site)- that are dependent on the levels and quality of groundwater. To put a desalination plant on Sizewell A 

land would result in the unacceptable loss of Pill Box Field. This area has been planted as partial mitigation for 
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the loss of Coronation Wood to enable the relocation of the Sizewell B facilities to make way for the SZC 

project. 

TASC would also like to remind the SoS that in January 2021 the Applicant advised, in its Water Supply 

Strategy document, that desalination is not an appropriate solution for the supply of potable water to SZC for 

either the construction or operation phases, this being one of the few statements made by the Applicant with 

which TASC can whole-heartedly agree. 

 

Mitigation for the impact on the B1122 

TASC do not wish to repeat comments made in our earlier DCO submissions but feel that, in the light of many 

unsubstantiated statements made by the Applicant in their response to your 18th March queries, we must repeat 

our statement that the Applicant has failed to apply the principal of avoidance first, mitigation second and if 

these cannot be applied, then compensate. While it is TASC’s opinion that the SZC project is unacceptable and 

should not be granted planning permission, it was mentioned during the DCO examination, that much of the 

substantial adverse impacts arising from use of the B1122 for all development traffic in the ‘early years’, could 

be avoided by putting the SLR, 2VB and park and ride sites in place before development on the main site 

commences. The Applicant’s statements as to why the main development work must start at the same time as 

the mitigation developments do not stand up to scrutiny:- 

-paras 3.1.15, 3.1.16 and 3.1.18 refer to the urgency of the need for nuclear and any delay would impact on the 

UK’s need to decarbonise the electricity grid by 2035. Sizewell C, if consented, is unlikely to be operational 

until 2035, at the earliest, by which time the grid is expected to be zero carbon so Sizewell C will only have 

added a huge carbon debt contrary to the UK’s aims to reach net zero as a matter of urgency. 

-para 3.1.22 contains a disingenuous statement by claiming that Sizewell C will add to energy security. The UK 

does not have indigenous uranium supplies so is totally reliant on overseas supplies and therefore the policies of 

governments over which we have no control. Indeed, with Russia and countries under its influence, supplying 

over 50% of the world’s uranium and EDF’s close ties with Rosatom, the Russian state’s nuclear operator, new 

nuclear projects, especially with EDF as the developer, appear to be far from secure. 

-paras 3.1.26 and 3.1.27 cite the approval of two Scottish Wind Farm projects as being a precedent which 

justifies potential adverse impacts on European sites. However, the Sizewell C project needs to be differentiated 

from these projects as: they do not include permanently viewable infrastructure development in the AONB and 

do not involve building directly on a SSSI.  

TASC have seen no evidence that the Applicant has adequately looked at alternatives that avoid or adequately 

mitigate the impacts from the early years works. The SLR has no legacy benefit, a view supported by Suffolk 

County Council. 

 

 

Coastal defences and processes 

TASC have already raised our concerns about the lack of detail provided in respect of the Hard Coast Defence 

Feature [HCDF] so are disappointed to find that the final details, even at this late stage of the process, are still 

not with the SoS. We do not even know HCDF’s exact position, particularly at the southern end. With the 

HCDF being critical to the viability of the whole project, TASC contend that the project cannot proceed without 

these details being finalised and in the public domain. 

In REP10-247 and REP8-285a (agenda item 3(b)) [please see extract at Annex A below], TASC set out our 

concerns about the shortcomings in the Applicant’s flood risk assessments, in particular the inadequacy of 

assessments only going up to 2140 when the site will need to be kept safe long after that date.  

Referring to question 5.1 in BEIS letter of 18th March, TASC endorse the response prepared by Mr Nick Scarr 

in his report entitled “Sizewell C- coastal considerations and TR553” together with his previous submissions 

calling into question the adequacy of the assessment of coastal processes and associated flood risks. TASC also 

endorse the submissions to BEIS from Bill Parker and the Suffolk Coastal Friends of the Earth report entitled 

“Comments on responses to SoS’s letter of 18th March 2022 concerning coastal processes and the implications 

for the proposed soft and hard coastal defences”. Like Nick Scarr, Bill Parker and  Suffolk Coastal FOE, we 

believe the Applicant has totally underplayed the potential coastal erosion that could occur at Sizewell during 

the full lifetime of the plant over the next century and a half. 
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The picture below shows the erosion in front of the Sizewell nuclear sites from the April 2022 storm  

  
  

 

SZC Co’s response to questions from the government of Austria [GoA] 

GoA question: Question 1 - What is the timetable of the planned dry interim storage for spent fuel? 

SZC co response at para 5.2.2: “7.7.80 Following this initial storage period in the on-site reactor fuel pool, the 

spent fuel assemblies would be prepared for transfer to the separate on-site [interim spent fuel store ] ISFS, 

where they would be safely stored until a Geological Disposal Facility is available for transfer, and the spent 

fuel is suitable for final disposal." 

TASC comment: The Applicant’s flood risk assessment only goes up to 2140, therefore the Applicant has not 

demonstrated that the SZC site and the spent fuel stored there can be kept safe for its full lifetime. Nor can there 

be any certainty that there will be a Geological Disposal Facility [GDF] available for this radioactive waste. 

 

SZC co response at para 5.2.3 includes the statement: “This would allow interim storage to be maintained until 

a Geological Disposal Facility, or an alternative disposal/management route, has been established and the heat 

levels within the fuel are at levels that permit its disposal”  

TASC comment: The Applicant’s statement confirms there is no certainty that there will ever be a UK GDF to 

store the spent fuel arising from the SZC project. The Applicant then suggests an alternative could be a 

possibility but has not demonstrated during the SZC examination process, that there is a viable ‘alternative 

disposal/management route’. TASC’s concern is that the spent fuel could be stored at the Sizewell C site 

indefinitely, effectively making the Sizewell C site a de facto nuclear waste storage facility without there being 

any community consultation as to whether the community is willing to host such a facility or, indeed, whether 

the waste could be safely stored there. 

 

GoA question: Question 2 - What is the status of the geological repository for spent fuel and HLW [high level 

waste]? 

SZC Co response at para 5.2.6 "With regard to the availability of a Geological Disposal Facility, Radioactive 

Waste Management Ltd have published their plans for the scheduling and implementation of the Geological 

Disposal Facility” 
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TASC comment: While it may be government’s intention for there to be a GDF, there is uncertainty that a 

GDF will be a scientifically proven safe means of storage. This is highlighted by the matters raised by the 

Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates in their report “NWAA ISSUES REGISTER Outstanding Scientific and 

Technical Issues Relating to the Production of a Robust Safety Case for the Deep Geological Disposal of 

Radioactive Waste”- the report is Annex B to this document. TASC understands that the NWAA raised over 

100 issues that needed to be resolved by the NDA to demonstrate the viability of a GDF and, while the report 

was prepared in March 2010, most of these issues remain unresolved. 

 

GoA question: Question 4 - Is it planned to use copper for the spent fuel canisters, and if yes, how will the 

copper corrosion problem be solved?  

SZC Co response at para 5.2.11 states: “For Sizewell C, fuel assemblies removed from the reactor would be 

cooled underwater in the fuel building fuel pool for around 10 years during operation; and 3 years at end of 

generation.”   

TASC comment: TASC are surprised that the Applicant is claiming that spent fuel will only need to be stored 

in the fuel pool for 3 years after operations cease. TASC have a written response from the ONR who have 

advised us that Sizewell C’s fuel will need to be stored in the fuel pool for 10 years for cooling and does not 

differentiate between during or after end of generation. We therefore question the veracity of the Applicant’s 

claim. 

 

SZC Co response at para 5.2.13 states “The spent fuel would remain here until disposal at the UK Geological 

Disposal Facility is available. The intended design life for the ISFS facility is for storage of spent fuel for 100 

years, but with the potential to extend to 120 years+ after end of generation.” 

TASC comment: SZC Co’s statement highlights the disparity between the length of time that spent fuel will be 

stored on the SZC site and the Applicant’s flood risk assessments only going up to 2140 with the Applicant 

claiming that the site will be decommissioned by that date. In the unlikely event SZC starts operation as soon as 

2035, the ISFS facility would be needed from 2045 so 120 years from then takes storage up to 2165 and after 

that the site would need to be decommissioned. This would take the full lifetime of the SZC site far beyond 

2140. Please see the extract from TASC document REP8-285a at Annex A setting out the ONR’s comments to 

TASC regarding the length of time SZC’s spent fuel is expected to stay on site.  

 

SZC Co response at para 5.2.15 includes the statement: “Details of the final disposal container will be 

confirmed closer to transport to the Geological Disposal Facility and will be subject to regulatory 

assessment.” 

TASC comment: The Applicant’s failure to be able to answer whether the final repository containers would be 

copper based, highlights the uncertainties surrounding the viability of a GDF being a safe way to store 

radioactive waste for the length of time required. 

 

Additional TASC comment: Referring to the ONR’s April 2022 response to the Secretary of State, entitled 

“Sizewell C: Questions from the Government of Austria”, TASC are concerned that the ONR have not 

answered some of the questions as the ONR state: “Having discussed these with NNB GenCo (SZC) Ltd, we 

agreed that some of the questions required a straightforward factual response regarding the project which we 

are content for NNB GenCo (SZC) Ltd to provide” and “Using the numbering used in Chapter 8 of the Austrian 

Government’s submission, we are content that NNB GenCo (SZC) Ltd provides answers to the following 

questions:  8.1 Q1 to Q4 & 8.4 Q2” As TASC have mentioned above, we feel that the Applicant has provided 

answers that appear to conflict with information provided by the ONR directly to TASC. 

 

 

Recent developments 

TASC wish to draw the SoS’s attention to the following recent developments:- 

- The SZC Co major partner, EDF, clearly has financial problems. These were set out in our submission 

in REP2-481j but EDF’s financial woes are clearly worsening as mentioned in this  
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- The fault that has led to the Taishan1 EPR reactor having been shut down for the last 10 months has still 

not been identified/disclosed. This, combined with the vibration problem identified in the Olkiluoto3 

EPR reactor and the delays and cost overruns at the Flamanville and Hinkley Point C EPR reactors, 

must call into question the viability of building an EPR at Sizewell. 

- EDF’s French nuclear fleet is experiencing severe maintenance issues which demonstrate the French 

state’s problems with energy security due to its over-reliance on nuclear power, as referred to in this 

. 

- On 20th May 2022, EDF published its 4th announcement advising of delays and cost overruns since 

Hinkley Point C contracts were signed, the daily Telegraph article  

 refers. 

- On 21st May 2022 the Daily Telegraph followed up the previous day’s announcement with the article 

 which includes the following “It is testament to 

the sheer incompetence of France’s state-backed utility EDF that Hinkley Point C has become Britain’s 

most radioactive construction project and it hasn’t even been built yet.” 

 

All the above, support TASC’s contention that EDF should not be considered a competent developer. EDF does 

not have the financial capability or technical competence to justify the UK government’s support for EDF 

building EPR reactors in the UK. 

 

TASC has taken part in the DCO process, submitting many well-researched and powerful arguments and 

observations, both verbally and in writing as have many other knowledgeable and sincere people. Many critical 

and very serious points affecting the DCO have been put to the Planning Inspectors and to your officials. At this 

late stage in the DCO process, we are of the view that, with so many unresolved and even unconsidered factors 

relating to the viability of this development the Secretary of State cannot possibly be in a position to give 

Planning permission to such an ill thought-out plan as he does not possess the information required to do so 

with the confidence necessary for the construction of two nuclear power plants which will be in situ for at least 

100 years. 

 

Until outstanding matters are known and resolved, we find ourselves unable to make further comment, and 

believe sincerely that BEIS and the Secretary of State is in no position to grant Planning Permission.  

 

 
Pete Wilkinson- TASC Chair 

Meadow Cottage, Hubbard’s Hill, Peasenhall, Saxmundham, Suffolk IP17 2JN 
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ANNEX A 
Extract from TASC’s  Deadline 8 DCO submission REP8-285a 

Extract from letter from the Office for Nuclear Regulation August 2020:- 

“ONR ref HPGE202006066 TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in Bridgewater 

January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020 Document prepared following Stop Hinkley’s 

(SH) review document of 15th June 2020” 

Extract: TASC’s question to the ONR: “4.44 Reference ST’s comments that a dry fuel store would be designed 

to hold fuel for about 120 years- for HPC and the proposed SZC, they will both comprise twin reactors each 

generating 3600 ‘high burnup’ Spent Fuel assemblies over the sixty year operating lifetime of the plant stored 

in fuel ponds and then dry containers. The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority discloses, when discussing the 

non-extant, nondesigned, Geological Disposal Facility for spent fuel that, “based on a canister containing four 

Sizewell C fuel assemblies, each with the maximum high burn-up of 65 GWd/tU and adopting the canister 

spacing used in existing concept designs, it would require of order of 140 years for the activity, and hence heat 

output, of the EPR fuel to decay sufficiently to meet this temperature criterion.” All of Sizewell C’s Spent Fuel, 

and, if HPC’s DFS is approved and built, HPC’s is to remain onsite until it meets this temperature criterion. 

Our questions are: - a) based on the ONR’s awareness of the situation, is the NDA statement suggesting that 

the dry canisters cannot be placed into a GDF until 140 years have passed?  

b) if the answer to a) is yes, then the DFS would be needed for 200 years i.e. 60 years of operation followed by 

the cooling period  

c) if the answer to a) is no, then how many years is it expected until a dry 

spent fuel canister would be safe to move off site? 

 

ONR response: “Noting that we do not have information available yet on Sizewell C, the response is given for 

Hinkley Point C based on our current understanding. The 140 year cooling period in the Nuclear 

Decommissioning Authority report (NDA Technical Note no. 11261814 Rev1) is conservative and does not take 

into account a number of aspects which have been used within the spent fuel management strategy for Hinkley 

Point C (HPC). For example: 

• Not all fuel within HPC will have a burn-up of 65 GWd/tU. This is the maximum peak burn-up dependent 

upon reactor core physics and is a bounding value for a spent fuel assembly. The average spent fuel assembly 

burn-up for HPC will be lower and therefore has lower heat output. 

• The thermal output of the disposal canister is calculated based upon a ‘mixing strategy’ where the average 

temperature of a canister is calculated. This is a mix of both high and low burn-up spent fuel assemblies, and a 

mix of spent fuel assemblies with longer and shorter cooling periods, within a single disposal canister. 

• Analysis shows that a storage period of 55-60 years post end of generation is required in order to meet the 

assumed GDF disposal thermal limits for all spent fuel assemblies generated during operation through 

adoption of this fuel management strategy. 

As an example, for HPC (using indicative timescales and dates): 

• The assumed availability date for the GDF ~2130 for fuel from new reactors. 

• Assumed start of generation of HPC: 2025 

• Assumed end of generation of HPC: 2085 

• The date from which fuel will be sufficiently cool to start to transfer to the GDF (from 55-60 after end of 

generation): 2140-2145 

• The date by which all fuel will be transferred to the GDF: ~2150-2155 (assumed to take just over 9 years) 

• The dry fuel store will not be needed until ~10 years start of operation of HPC: ~2035 

• The dry fuel store will then be needed for 50 years remaining operation of HPC, 55-60 years for the fuel to 

cool and 10 years to allow transfer of fuel to the GDF, which is 115-120 years. Removal of all fuel from site 

and end of use of the dry fuel store is therefore: ~2150-2155. 

• The initial design life for the dry fuel store is 120 years (noting the design is conceived to allow for 

refurbishment or replacement) which would take it to: ~ 2155 In summary, the number of years before the fuel 

can be taken off site to the GDF is approximately 55-60 years from end of generation, which is because of the 
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temperature criterion associated with the GDF canister. Fuel could potentially be moved from site safely 

earlier (but not currently to the GDF), although this is not planned.” 
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ANNEX B 
NWAA ISSUES REGISTER Outstanding Scientific and Technical Issues Relating to the Production of a 

Robust Safety Case for the Deep Geological Disposal of Radioactive Waste 
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