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20 October 2021 
 
 

Dear Lord Agnew of Oulton 

 

Proposed Nuclear Power plant at Sizewell, Suffolk 

 

The Suffolk Preservation Society acknowledges that nuclear power generation forms part of the 
Government’s strategy for the transition to net zero and that Sizewell has been identified in national policy 
as host to an additional nuclear facility.  

However, Sizewell C has the potential to have major adverse impacts on a wild and beautiful landscape that 
is host to numerous nationally and internationally important wildlife habitats. The site is within a 
designated Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and forms part of the Suffolk Heritage Coast. Much of the 
associated development impacts on scenic landscapes and high-quality historic environments. The project 
area enjoys a rich historic legacy dating back over 1000 years, characterised by small, deeply rural historic 
villages within rich biodiverse landscapes, all of which provide the foundation for its success as a tourist 
destination as well as a key attraction for those who call it home.  

The technical and logistical difficulties of accessing and developing this site have been clearly demonstrated 
through the Examination process. Many significant and wide-ranging concerns have been raised by 
communities and environmentalists. The high level of environmental and social harm that would result 
from this scheme if it is granted a DCO cannot be satisfactorily mitigated in this fragile location, 
distinguished by its beauty and tranquility. There are major outstanding concerns relating to the cumulative 
impacts on the designated landscape and protected habitats, in particular those associated with the 
desalination plant. We, with many others, remain concerned by the insufficient assessment of the impacts 
of noise, disturbance, air pollution, increased infrastructure and increased HGV movements on protected 
landscapes, exceptional habitats and local communities. 

The fundamental incompatibility of the scheme with the constraints of site are evidenced by the 
outstanding objections by Suffolk County Council to major elements of the project including the impacts of 
the Sizewell Link Road; the second outage car park at Goose Hill; the proposed 4 pylons and overhead 
cables at the power plant site, all within the AONB; together with the design of the SSSI crossing. 
Furthermore, the magnitude of the compensation that is being offered by the applicant, including over £12 
million into a Natural Environment Improvement Fund, starkly demonstrates that much of the harm 
resulting from the scheme is incapable of mitigation, particularly those impacts upon the wellbeing of 
communities and their environmental quality. 

 



 
 

 

 

 

Now it has been announced by the Government, prior to the outcome of the Examination, that Sizewell is 
the forerunner as part of its net zero strategy, we stand by our position that Sizewell C is not the solution. 
Notwithstanding the challenges of a climate and energy crisis that we are currently facing, a swifter, 
cheaper alternative that does not result in such environmental devastation must be found. Put simply, the 
cost is too high; environmentally, socially and economically. We urge that Sizewell C must be resisted for 
these rational reasons. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 
 
Robert Townshend 
Acting Chairman 

 

 

 
 

 

 



From: Kemi Badenoch MP  
Sent: 22 October 2021 12:19
To: SM-Defra-Correspondence Section (MCU) >
Subject: Sizewell C and RSPB Minsmere (Case Ref: KB26831)
 
Dear George,

Please see below some correspondence from one of Kemi’s constituents regarding the impact of Sizewell C
reactor on the RSPB Minsmere nature reserve. I understand that the constituent is concerned that the plant will
have a negative impact on conservation efforts of bird species.

I would be grateful if our office could receive a response that we can share with this constituent.

Kind regards, 
 

Mark Corea
Parliamentary Assistant to Kemi Badenoch MP
Member of Parliament for Saffron Walden

 House of Commons, London, SW1A 0AA

In line with data protection regulations, Kemi Badenoch’s office processes constituents’ data for casework and
policy query purposes under the lawful basis of public task.  In instances where this lawful basis is not sufficient
and explicit consent is required, a member of Kemi Badenoch’s office will get in touch with you to establish
your consent.  To find out more, and read the full Privacy Notice,

________________________________________

Dear Ms Badenoch
Many thanks for your reply.
I appreciate the reasons for the Government’s commitment to Nuclear Power but I strongly believe this must
not be at the expense of vital conservation projects. I truly urge you and Mr Johnson to make a personal visit. I
have taken many people there and not one has failed to be transported by its beauty. The sight of so many rare
birds is something that can move and awe children to take care of the natural world around them. What message
are we sending if we wilfully destroy this unique habitat? Net Zero carbon agenda is laudable but surely cannot
be at the expense of equally important conservation of species? Why ruin a success story? Please visit. Take
your family. You do not need to make it a formal visit -just go and wander around for a few hours. You will
then, I am certain, be invested in this heartfelt plea for Minsmere to be allowed to continue to be that major site
for conservation and allow birds to have the sanctuary that they must keep in order to survive.
You will feel the compelling need to raise this with your colleagues and not be fobbed off with the argument
that it is necessary for UK to meet its targets. Climate change and conservation of natural habitats are linked.
Do not be fooled into destroying a vital habitat in the misguided belief that it is helping the planet. It is not.
Regards

________________________________________



Dear Ms Badenoch
I am one of your constituents.
May I encourage you and Boris Johnson to make a visit to the country’s best bird sanctuary: RSPB
MINSMERE. It is incredibly successful and has seen Marsh Harriers come back from the brink of extinction.
Still rarer than Golden Eagles, they can easily be spotted at MINSMERE and what a rapturous sight it is! Other
rare birds such as the bittern boom their unique song and so many waders like the regal avocet can be spotted in
this protected and unique area. Children’s education is fully supported here and conservation projects abound. It
has guested BBC Spring Watch. It is much loved.
Do not sacrifice this beautiful and successful wild habitat. It lies in the shadow of Sizewell Nuclear Power
Station and both have managed to co exist but SIZEWELL C threatens to destroy all that has been achieved. In
these Earthshot years do not be the Government that stamps on this fragile eco system. It truly would be a crime
that the majority of voters could not forgive.
Regards

Sent from my iPhone
.
 
Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) This email and any
attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If you have received it in error you
have no authority to use, disclose, store or copy any of its contents and you should destroy
it and inform the sender. Whilst this email and associated attachments will have been
checked for known viruses whilst within Defra systems we can accept no responsibility
once it has left our systems. Communications on Defra's computer systems may be
monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other
lawful purposes.





From:
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning
Cc:

Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station: Re Planning Inspectorate request for delay.
Date: 06 January 2022 14:19:03

GARETH LEIGH.  Head, Energy Infrastructure Planning

Dear Gareth Leigh,

I am moved to write to you as a consequence of reading your letter to Kathryn Dunne, responding to 
her request that the Secretary of State extend the Reporting stage for development consent for the 
proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station.

I trust that was not a private letter, for I read it on the very public site of .

I hear in the tone of your letter the frustration of the Business Secretary Kwasi Kwarteng at yet 
another delay in the necessary approval process for the Sizewell C reactor(s). With respect, I would 
dearly like to convey to him the wisdom of looking again and again at our awareness of the Atomic 
World: at how we view this neighbouring dimension, because there is a profound wholeness to this 
diminutive world that our physics-only approach simply does not see.

I am happy to tell you I was born in Kenya, of a Scottish mother and an English father, who was an 
official in the British Colonial Administration. As a consequence, I know our British colonial attitudes 
and behaviour from the inside out, and see how they unconsciously influence our view and treatment 
of the particle world.

I worked as a geologist in Canada as a young man and became involved in a search for uranium. 
That work made me curious about the nature of the energy in the atom. This in turn brought me to 
learn how nuclear physics has determined that there are 'four-interactive-forces' in each and every 
atom. Here I must say that I think it crucially important that we realise that we know these 'four forces' 
solely on the basis of their objective properties. The best piece of geological work I even did was to 
wonder about the subjective nature of these 'four forces'. What, for instance, might they feel like.

This avenue of inquiry brought me to realise that these same four energetic qualities were equally 
present and constantly at work in my/our family life. Indeed, I see they are in every family system. But 
in this setting, we know these 'four forces' for their subjective effects, for their social and spiritual and 
domestic qualities. In this context, three of them are forms of Love, while the fourth is a form of Light, 
or Gravity.

The same energy in the atoms as is here in us humans, in us Humanity.The simple fact that the 
military and nuclear industry, academia and Governments are entirely oblivious of this fairly obvious 
insight, of the energetic symmetry of our Universe, is reason enough to stop any further nuclear 
developments.

The same energy in the atoms as is here in us humans conveys in a moment how atoms are the 
family systems of the particle population. Nuclear fission works for us by breaking up the large 
gregarious community-size atoms of uranium, that we can gain access to the 'four forces' normally 
locked up in their collective existence. We have developed this cruel destructive process in order to 
gain access to the calorific values that are in the quotient of Light that is otherwise a normal 
ingredient in each and every atom and family system.

I am also happy to tell you that I worked at Dounreay, the nuclear reactor (now closed), here in 
northern Scotland. I sought work there when my interest in the physics of the atom morphed into a 
concern for the metaphysics of this dimension that is downstairs and somehow inside of the 
dimension that we humans live within.



I was employed on a geological investigation that sought to determine if the site was suitable for an 
underground waste repository. (It isn't). I was equally a cheeky brat, going around the reactor site, 
putting my inquisitive nose into the workings of the place, talking with the operating staff in the 
canteen where we would all have our meals. The one manager, hearing my interest, took me aside 
and explained how the staff were so pre-occupied with managing the physics of the plant, they did not 
have a spare moment to dwell on the metaphysics.

Even so, I found what I was looking for in the laboratory located beneath the reactor, where the spent 
fuel rods were taken and cut up for metallurgical examination. The long chamber at the heart of the 
laboratory was awash with radiation. The men working at the glove boxes, cutting up the spent rods, 
were stoic about it and left as soon as they could. No one lingered on. I went there on several 
occasions and sat still and felt what this invisible effect felt like. The dominant emotion was always of 
an immense sadness. Waves of a hot black sadness filled that space, and with it, an undercurrent of 
despair and fear. I could only listen to the effect for a minute or so at any one time. But like the cellar 
of Bluebeard's castle, this is the place where we can know directly the absolute iniquity and horror of 
our nuclear work. Here is a major reason why our nuclear reactors are so heavily made and guarded, 
that the emotional content of radiation is smothered and kept hidden, that even the operators can 
remain oblivious of the appalling pain that comes pouring out of the fissioned particles.

I've a home-made web site < > where I elaborate on all of what I say in this 
letter.

My initial reaction was to think of our reactors as being like holocaust chambers. But there is not the 
evil that created those places. Nowadays, thanks in part to my childhood in Africa, I see that we are 
working in the Atomic World as colonists. I see how nuclear reactors are a modern day equivalent of 
the Atlantic African Slave Trade. But this process happens out-of-sight, downstairs in the Atomic 
dimension. History is repeating itself. We British are repeating ourselves. Government and public 
alike are readily seduced by the promise of a reliable supply of electricity. All else is secondary.

Dear Gareth, I am highlighting a perception of our nuclear work that is not difficult to realise, once we 
get off of our physics-only view of this adjacent world. The Achilles Heel that dogs all our nuclear 
endeavours. In the modern vernacular, we need only look there with a 'feminine lens', to see how the 
particle population is as busy with relationships, family life and the raising their electron children, as 
we humans are, living with the very same bundle of over-arching and indwelling and compelling 
forces amongst and within us.

Building contraptions that break up the innocent family systems in the realm downstairs and inside of 
where we are, to make ourselves yet more comfortable, is the reality we need to recognise and own. 
I'd suggest that not a scrap of respect will come to us from future generations if we proceed.

There is an upbeat view I am also happy to outline. The same bundle of forces in the atoms as is 
here in our family systems suggests the potential we have to develop some kind of collective process 
whereby we might create quantum units of our 'four forces energy', and work out how send their 
wholesome effect to land amongst the fissioned particles. If we are susceptible to the energy radiating 
from the particles, the process will surely work the other way round. And we have leverage, by way of 
our relative magnitude, to top them up, as-it-were, with energetic qualities, typically Love, that they 
lost in their journey through our reactors.

Instead of splitting the atom, learn how we might heal the split parts. The same as we seek to do for 
each other, here in our dimension. This is where I think Government should be looking. Bear in mind, 
if we can influence energetic processes at the atomic level, then the nuclear weapons suddenly begin 
to look vulnerable and mutable. I like how this thought matches the commitment I heard yesterday, of 
the big five nuclear-armed nations, agreeing to constantly avoid nuclear war.

Here I would quote my Irish friend, who says ... the only way out is to go in deeper.

There, thanks, I've said what often sits heavily on my chest. Good wishes then, may all things go well 
for you and your office, and also for the Business Secretary, that he might feel better informed to fulfil 
his duties.

Yours sincerely



Ian Turnbull,



07/01/2022 

GARETH LEIGH 

Head, Energy Infrastructure Planning, Sizewell C  

 

Dear Gareth Leigh, 

I received your email of 31.12.21 via The Planning Inspectorate as I am a registered IP in the Sizewell 
C inquiry. 

I was somewhat surprised at the tone and comments from the SoS to the Planning Inspectors who 
have had a mammoth job dissecting over 57,000 documents from the applicant EDF, followed by the 
many submissions from those objecting to the build.  

I have been following the plans from EDF for two new reactors on the Suffolk coast, for nearly 10 
years and I would have thought that, after such a lengthy period of time and many consultations, the 
applicant would have presented a more robust DCO submission, hence making the inspectors job 
slightly easier. This quite obviously was not the case. 

We all know nuclear is a very complicated business and must be thoroughly examined and the 22 
extra submissions by the applicant, came very late in the day, making the inspectors job even more 
complex. Let us take the late submission of the desalination plant for one. Concerned local people 
have been asking EDF how they would overcome the shortage of potable water for the build and 
safe running of the plant, in one of the driest areas in the country, for years, so why such a late 
inclusion of the desalination plant when they have always known there would be a problem? *1. 

 Another difficulty was evident throughout the ISH’s, was at times, the no show of Natural England 
and the MMO, both Government funded bodies. It made the examiners job even more difficult 
when these bodies were called upon to give evidence and answer questions and they were not in 
attendance. Apparently both organisations did not have enough staff and resources to attend the 
ISH’s, even though ISH’s were held on-line. This should surely have been addressed long before the 
process began, given the severity of the project and the highly sensitive area i.e., the Suffolk AONB 
and SSSI, both of which will be heavily impacted by the build. 

Another observation is to the extended deadline given to East Anglia One North Offshore Windfarm 
and the location of the substation which has now been given a 3 month’s extension by the SoS. The 
Prime Minister has been pushing renewable energy, especially wind generation, yet with all the 
problems EDF have, with the EPR design, it seems strange that the 6-week extension, requested by 
the examiners, has been received with such disapproval by the SoS.  



The Sizewell C build would be a mammoth deployment for this area and if given approval will no 
doubt cause untold problems for the County of Suffolk so I think we, the public, should be the ones 
to have faith in the Planning Inquiry and the Inspectors, who, with all due respect, were at times on 
a learning curve themselves, and given the sensitivity of the area, the eroding coastline, the polluting 
desalination plant and the huge amount of infrastructure needed throughout Suffolk, to name but a 
few, means there needs to be an absolute water tight case, that this is the right place for this 
controversial build. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Jennifer and Peter Kirtley. 

 

 

 

      



 

 

 

 

 

 

Gareth Leigh 

Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, BEIS 

By email only. To: beiseip@beis.gov.uk : Cc Kathryn Dunne Planning Inspectorate. 

Dear Mr Leigh, 

With reference to your letter to the Planning Inspectorate dated 24th December 2021 in response to 

PINS letter dated 16th December 2021 which requested a delay in the Reporting stage for Sizewell C 

(SZC), we wish to make the following comments. 

Together Against Sizewell C (TASC), along with local authorities, other government bodies, NGOs and 

members of the public have followed the process of the proposed SZC nuclear power plant through all its 

stages including all of its six consultations, including two during the DCO examination, over the last eight 

years of our lives. We have engaged with BEIS via the BEIS/NGO nuclear forum as well as with the 

ONR/NGO forum of which TASC are members. We have written and voiced our concerns about the suite 

of energy policy documents which were written in 2008. Many changes have taken place in the energy 

sector in that time and the manner of energy policy development is now fundamentally and predominantly 

reliant on the Planning Act, 2008 section 105 and a Ministerial statement. 

While we fully understand that the NSIP process is developer led, in our opinion, when the SZC DCO 

Application was submitted, it was incomplete, a fact which, we believe led the DEFRA sponsored group of 

regulators to request a delay in planning proceedings due to the incomplete nature of the application. There 

was so  little relevant information pertaining to such a massive and complex project as the construction of 

two EPRs in such an inappropriate and remote site which will affect a 25 mile wide corridor of 

development  that we were surprised that PINS accepted the application in such an inadequate form, 

bearing in mind that  there was so little information on the massive project which will entail major 

disruption and destruction of the environment, the construction of a jetty, many new roads and 

roundabouts, accommodation blocks, rail disruption, ‘park and ride’ facilities and a new access road across 

the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB.  



TASC members, parish and town councils and individuals voiced their concern about so many missing 

vital facts, figures and information relating to the proposed development, including Ordnance Survey maps 

which had no grid references and lacked distinguishing features. TASC members and many members of 

the public took part in the Issue Specific Hearings during which planning inspectors repeatedly and called 

for more information until the last throes of the examination. Two weeks after its end, additional 

information was required due to the absence of an identified supply of potable water for construction and 

the possibility of the need for a desalination plant, matters which remain unresolved. 

Throughout the inquiry, it has been evident that inspectors, public and regulators alike have been frustrated 

by this lack of information and the 22 changes to the original application sought by the developers, took up 

valuable time and resources, even to the extent of needing a further, separate consultation on transport 

strategy during the conducting of the inquiry. 

 It is fully understood by all persons who have taken part in the process of the DCO for a new nuclear 

power station in an AONB at Sizewell that this was a “planner’s nightmare” and that a great deal of time 

and effort would be needed to produce a useful and accurate report for the Secretary of State. Your words, 

“to ensure developer confidence” in respect of what is hoped for the PINS response, show a complete lack 

of official comprehension of and insight in the SZC DCO process.  It seems clear to all who spent many 

hours, days, weeks and months involved in the DCO process that any delays fall squarely at the feet of the 

applicants, EDF. 

If we are to have a new nuclear power plant at Sizewell, TASC are grateful to the Planning Inspectorate for 

the care and concern they have given, to the best of their abilities and knowledge, to the complexities of 

this NPS. Those of us who live and work in this area of Suffolk are grateful for their diligence and 

expertise in the very difficult circumstances of the pandemic, but the fact remains that if the application is 

successful, it will be based on a process which was sadly lacking in information detail from the developer 

and compromised by insufficient openness, transparency and a willingness to listen to the legitimate 

concerns of the East Suffolk community. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Pete Wilkinson 

Chairman TASC  

13 January 2022 

 

 
 

 



 
From: R Rainger Leiston CLT  
Sent: 15 January 2022 11:32
To: Secretary Of State (Kwasi Kwarteng) <Secretary.State@beis.gov.uk>; Hands, Minister (BEIS) < >;

Subject: Sizewell C - Deed of obligation
 
Dear All
 
I'm sure you have received many communications regarding the proposed development of Sizewell C. As Leiston Community Land Trust our request is
slightly different, we are a mixed Board, we do not wish to express a view either for or against the proposed development. However we are very aware of
the potential impact such a development would have on our fragile community.
 
We acknowledge that a Mitigation/Compensation proposal has been drafted in the form of the Deed of Obligation. As a community lead group working to
provide affordable facilities for local people we would urge you to stress the importance of ensuring an appropriate level of attention is given to Leiston's
needs.
 
Leiston is the parish that Sizewell falls in and with a core population of 6000 will see this double with the arrival of the construction team. The socio
economic impact of this on our small market town will be immense.
 
Leiston is a town that will do the work, but needs your support to ensure the levelling up funding is directed to our community to offset the impact of the
construction phase and create a legacy that will support the decades of operation of the site. Please ensure that the Deed of Obligation and Levelling Up
budgets are apportioned to Leiston cum Sizewell Parish.
 
We thank you in anticipation of your attention to this matter.
 
--
Russ Rainger
Chair Leiston Community Land Trust

mailto:Secretary.State@beis.gov.uk


 

 

 

 

 

 

Gareth Leigh 

Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, BEIS 

By email only. To: beiseip@beis.gov.uk : Cc Kathryn Dunne Planning Inspectorate. 

Dear Mr Leigh, 

With reference to your letter to the Planning Inspectorate dated 24th December 2021 in response to 

PINS letter dated 16th December 2021 which requested a delay in the Reporting stage for Sizewell C 

(SZC), we wish to make the following comments. 

Together Against Sizewell C (TASC), along with local authorities, other government bodies, NGOs and 

members of the public have followed the process of the proposed SZC nuclear power plant through all its 

stages including all of its six consultations, including two during the DCO examination, over the last eight 

years of our lives. We have engaged with BEIS via the BEIS/NGO nuclear forum as well as with the 

ONR/NGO forum of which TASC are members. We have written and voiced our concerns about the suite 

of energy policy documents which were written in 2008. Many changes have taken place in the energy 

sector in that time and the manner of energy policy development is now fundamentally and predominantly 

reliant on the Planning Act, 2008 section 105 and a Ministerial statement. 

While we fully understand that the NSIP process is developer led, in our opinion, when the SZC DCO 

Application was submitted, it was incomplete, a fact which, we believe led the DEFRA sponsored group of 

regulators to request a delay in planning proceedings due to the incomplete nature of the application. There 

was so  little relevant information pertaining to such a massive and complex project as the construction of 

two EPRs in such an inappropriate and remote site which will affect a 25 mile wide corridor of 

development  that we were surprised that PINS accepted the application in such an inadequate form, 

bearing in mind that  there was so little information on the massive project which will entail major 

disruption and destruction of the environment, the construction of a jetty, many new roads and 

roundabouts, accommodation blocks, rail disruption, ‘park and ride’ facilities and a new access road across 

the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB.  



TASC members, parish and town councils and individuals voiced their concern about so many missing 

vital facts, figures and information relating to the proposed development, including Ordnance Survey maps 

which had no grid references and lacked distinguishing features. TASC members and many members of 

the public took part in the Issue Specific Hearings during which planning inspectors repeatedly and called 

for more information until the last throes of the examination. Two weeks after its end, additional 

information was required due to the absence of an identified supply of potable water for construction and 

the possibility of the need for a desalination plant, matters which remain unresolved. 

Throughout the inquiry, it has been evident that inspectors, public and regulators alike have been frustrated 

by this lack of information and the 22 changes to the original application sought by the developers, took up 

valuable time and resources, even to the extent of needing a further, separate consultation on transport 

strategy during the conducting of the inquiry. 

 It is fully understood by all persons who have taken part in the process of the DCO for a new nuclear 

power station in an AONB at Sizewell that this was a “planner’s nightmare” and that a great deal of time 

and effort would be needed to produce a useful and accurate report for the Secretary of State. Your words, 

“to ensure developer confidence” in respect of what is hoped for the PINS response, show a complete lack 

of official comprehension of and insight in the SZC DCO process.  It seems clear to all who spent many 

hours, days, weeks and months involved in the DCO process that any delays fall squarely at the feet of the 

applicants, EDF. 

If we are to have a new nuclear power plant at Sizewell, TASC are grateful to the Planning Inspectorate for 

the care and concern they have given, to the best of their abilities and knowledge, to the complexities of 

this NPS. Those of us who live and work in this area of Suffolk are grateful for their diligence and 

expertise in the very difficult circumstances of the pandemic, but the fact remains that if the application is 

successful, it will be based on a process which was sadly lacking in information detail from the developer 

and compromised by insufficient openness, transparency and a willingness to listen to the legitimate 

concerns of the East Suffolk community. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Pete Wilkinson 

Chairman TASC  

13 January 2022 

 

 
 

 



 
 

From: Vivien Rowe  
Sent: 06 February 2022 15:07
To: .uk; Energy Infrastructure Planning <beiseip@beis.gov.uk>
Cc: 
Subject: Fwd: Sizewell C night trains.
 
My latest attempt to get people to do away with night trains that will devastate hundreds of lives along this stretch of rail
track, all the town and parish council are against the night trains, the track from Saxmundham to Woodbridge is about 11
miles, the granite base is still in place and compared to a bypass and proposed rail link to avoid Farnham and Leiston the cost
is small.
Give the people living beside the rail track the peace they deserve and secure the investment they have put into there
properties, some living within 15ft of the track.
Kind Regards M.F.Rowe. 
Acoustic barriers are also essential.

mailto:beiseip@beis.gov.uk


Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Vivien Rowe >
Date: 6 February 2022 at 12:16:19 GMT
To: 
Subject: Sizewell C night trains.

Dear Dr Therese Coffey M
As you are aware I have contacted you before regarding the above.
My interest in this is with Whitearch Residential/ Holiday park, Main Rd, Benhall, which if night trains are
permitted, we will have to close down the development of the holiday side of the company, consideration also
needs to be given the residents.
I have carried out my own survey of properties within 200m of the rail track, as a result the following figures,

.
By chance on my survey I met a councillor, who living within 800m on the rail track, informed me that last year a
heavy goods train used the line at night, the result being, they were awoken by the vibrations.
With the proposed bypass at Farnham and Stratford, a total of 36 homes near to the A12, costing what ever and
no night lorries, the rail link in Leiston to avoid the town again with no night trains, then why is there no
investment to reintroduce the second rail track from Saxmundham to Woodbridge to protect the people along
side the rail track from sleep deprivation, depreciation of property value and probably mental health issue
through lack of sleep, we are talking about up to seven trains a night from 11pm to 7am, for the duration of the
build. 
All the town and parish councils are against night trains, notice needs to be taken of there concerns to protect
the residents within there wards, get the second track reinstated and run the trains during the day a small cost
within the scheme of things, also protective acoustic barriers put in place, reduced council tax and although I
think there was a condition put in place in 1993 to protect rail companies from paying out compensation, that
should not apply to this situation.
Give the residents the help they need, as when it gets to the local planning stage,the local councillors opinions
with probably be brushed aside.
Yours Sincerely, 
Malcolm F. Rowe. 
This communication could be shared.



From: Vivien Rowe >
Date: 6 February 2022 at 12:16:19 GMT
To:
Subject: Sizewell C night trains.

Dear Dr Therese Coffey M
As you are aware I have contacted you before regarding the above.
My interest in this is with Whitearch Residential/ Holiday park, Main Rd,
Benhall, which if night trains are permitted, we will have to close down the
development of the holiday side of the company, consideration also needs to
be given the residents.
I have carried out my own survey of properties within 200m of the rail track,
as a result the following figures,

plus three residential homes with 85 places in addition out laying properties
not counted.
By chance on my survey I met a councillor, who living within 800m on the
rail track, informed me that last year a heavy goods train used the line at night,
the result being, they were awoken by the vibrations.
With the proposed bypass at Farnham and Stratford, a total of 36 homes near
to the A12, costing what ever and no night lorries, the rail link in Leiston to
avoid the town again with no night trains, then why is there no investment to
reintroduce the second rail track from Saxmundham to Woodbridge to protect
the people along side the rail track from sleep deprivation, depreciation of
property value and probably mental health issue through lack of sleep, we are
talking about up to seven trains a night from 11pm to 7am, for the duration of
the build. 
All the town and parish councils are against night trains, notice needs to be
taken of there concerns to protect the residents within there wards, get the
second track reinstated and run the trains during the day a small cost within
the scheme of things, also protective acoustic barriers put in place, reduced
council tax and although I think there was a condition put in place in 1993 to
protect rail companies from paying out compensation, that should not apply to
this situation.
Give the residents the help they need, as when it gets to the local planning
stage,the local councillors opinions with probably be brushed aside.
Yours Sincerely, 
Malcolm F. Rowe. 
This communication could be shared.



From:
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning
Subject: Sizewell C Night Trains
Date: 16 February 2022 10:50:34
Attachments: 220215 Final representaion to BEIS.pdf

Dear BEIS Energy Infrastructure Planning team
 
Mr Malcolm F. Rowe of Benhall, Suffolk, has brought to our attention his
representations to you in opposing EDF’s plans to run multiple night trains on the East
Suffolk Line to Sizewell C.
 
Melton Parish Council has expressed identical opposition to night trains in our past
responses to both EDF and the Planning Inspectorate.
 
We now wish to make representations to the Secretary of State, emphasising our
residents’ opposition to EDF’s night train proposals and summarising Melton Parish
Council’s positions on the wider Sizewell C planning application, particularly its all-
important freight transport strategy.
 
The East Suffolk Line between Melton and Saxmundham is single track only.  The line
requires a capacity upgrade to permit day-time freight movements and provide sufficient
resilience to cope with the inevitable breakdowns etc.  This was also EDF’s strategy at
the Stage 1 and Stage 2 consultations.  EDF then, by inaction, reneged on that strategy,
much to the frustration of local councils (particularly the principal authorities, as
evidenced by their written submissions to the Planning Inspectorate).
EDF now proposes to move much of its heavy freight by multiple night trains on the
East Suffolk Line through Melton.  Melton Parish Council was so concerned about the
adverse impact of this proposal, plus the fact that it had not been communicated
effectively by EDF to residents, that we leafletted every household (2,100+) to explain
the scale and impact of the Sizewell C night train schedule, inviting responses via an
on-line survey.
The responses from Melton residents made clear they do not want to experience the
noise and vibration disruptions that would accompany multiple night trains, every night,
for years. 
 
Residents also endorsed the view of Melton Parish Council that freight movement by
Sea should be the first-choice transport mode; and Rail in daytime-only should be the
second-choice transport mode; with Road being the third-choice transport mode.
 
This representation to the Secretary of State asks for the following mitigations to be
applied to EDF’s freight strategy:

maximise the volume of freight moved by Sea
for rail freight trains to be run in daytime-only on an upgraded East Suffolk Line
with dualled-track between Melton and Saxmundham, without the loss of any
regular daytime passenger services

The note attached to this email summarises Melton Parish Council’s positions on the
wider Sizewell C planning application.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make this representation.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Pip Alder, Clerk to Melton Parish Council




Sizewell C Project  -  Representation to BEIS  (from Melton Parish Council, Feb 2022) 
 


Melton Village - transport bottleneck  -  Melton straddles the main southern approaches to Sizewell by 


road and rail.  The A1152, which transits the centre of Melton village, funnels heavy and growing traffic 


from businesses and households in the Deben Peninsula, to and from the A12.  The A1152 is also used as 


an alternative route of choice to all locations near Sizewell/Leiston, avoiding the A12. 


 
 


SZC Overall  -  Melton Parish Council (MPC) believes SZC will bring dis-benefits to the local environment 


that far outweigh the opportunities for investment and any legacy benefits accruing from its construction. 


 


SZC Process  -  By common agreement, EDF’s engagement with local communities has been abysmal.  A 


democratic deficit was also opened-up when EDF rushed through highly significant proposals to change the 


DCO but failed to reconvene the Community Forum.  MPC has consulted its parish residents twice on the 


SZC proposals.  Firstly, in 2019 on the substantive SZC planning application.  Secondly, in May 2021, 


when we leafletted every household about EDF’s the night train proposal, inviting a response via an on-line 


survey. 


 


Main Development Site - MPC does not consider Sizewell to be a suitable location for a new nuclear 


power station because it is in an AONB and there are many other serious disadvantages with this site. 


 


SZC Freight Management Strategy  -  It fails to deliver adequate investment in both the road and rail 


transport infrastructure that is essential for the project. 


 


Roads  -  Major developments in this part of Suffolk have had an adverse cumulative impact on the 


strategic highways network, creating an investment need that has not been met by the incremental 


approach of the statutory planning process.  There are currently significant road traffic problems on both 


the A12 and the A1152 – the latter has several serious “pinch-points” on its short length between the A12 


and Wilford Bridge roundabouts.  Not only would SZC exacerbate these problems, it would further 


encourage the use of well-known rat-runs which all converge at the A1152’s Wilford Bridge 


crossing.  MPC suggests the following mitigations to the current SZC proposals: 


 


A12  


• It should be dualled continuously from Woodbridge to its junction with the A1094 at Friday Street. 


• A dualled 4-village bypass scheme should be built, similar to that promoted by Suffolk County 


Council (SCC) within its Suffolk Energy Gateway scheme.  At Stage 3 of the SZC consultation, EDF 


said it supported SCC’s scheme and was prepared to provide a financial contribution in lieu of a 


two-village bypass – this opportunity should be re-visited. 







 


A1152  -  There is an urgent need for: 


• a reduction in the volume of traffic on the A1152 through Melton: explore radical options for traffic 


routes between the centre of the Deben Peninsula and the A12 that avoid the Wilford Bridge; 


• the dog-legged level crossing at Melton Station to be upgraded and straightened out; 


• an improvement to the A1152’s physical condition and its design at the Melton crossroads traffic 


lights (next to our Primary School) to relieve the serious traffic congestion. 


 


Rail  -  The East Suffolk Line between Melton and Saxmundham is single track only.  The line requires a 


capacity upgrade to permit day-time freight movements and provide sufficient resilience to cope with the 


inevitable breakdowns etc.  This was also EDF’s strategy at the Stage 1 and Stage 2 consultations.  EDF 


then, by inaction, reneged on that strategy, much to the frustration of local councils (particularly the 


principal authorities, as evidenced by their written submissions to the Planning Inspectorate). 


 


EDF now proposes to run multiple freight trains, each night, on the East Suffolk Line through Melton (a 


substantial urban settlement and even bigger when joined up with Woodbridge).  MPC is totally opposed to 


night trains and also objects to the inconsistency of EDF’s policy on freight movements at night.  For 


Leiston, EDF has banned all road and rail freight movements on the grounds that the noise and vibration 


would be an unacceptable disturbance to residents.  Melton deserves similar consideration. 


 


The responses from Melton residents made clear they do not want to experience the noise and vibration 


disruptions that would accompany multiple night trains, every night, for years.  Residents have also told us 


their real-world experience of train noise and vibration is more profound and intrusive than EDF’s 


interpretation of the technical measurements recorded for its Environmental Statement. 


 


Residents endorsed the view of Melton Parish Council that freight movement by Sea should be the first-


choice transport mode; and Rail in daytime-only should be the second-choice transport mode; with Road 


being the third-choice transport mode. 


 


This representation asks for the following mitigations to be applied to EDF’s freight strategy: 


• maximise the volume of freight moved by Sea  


• for rail freight trains to be run in daytime-only on an upgraded East Suffolk Line with dualled-track 


between Melton and Saxmundham, without the loss of any regular daytime passenger services; 


 


People and Economy  -  MPC recognises SZC’s potential to deliver economic benefits but there is still 


insufficient clarity about their scale, or the effectiveness of EDF’s mitigation strategies.  MPC considers the 


dis-benefits of SZC outweigh the benefits. The community would incur severe dis-benefits to transport, the 


environment and pollution, tourism, accommodation and community safety.  While the economic benefits to 


the supply chain and jobs are welcome, in the latter case they fall short of expectations. 


 


Southern Park & Ride  -  We note the proposed location of the Southern Park & Ride at Wickham Market   
We strongly re-affirm our previously stated view that the Stage 2 Consultation option for a Park & Ride site 


to be located adjacent to the Woods Lane (A1152) roundabout on the A12 must not be reconsidered.  


Given the new housing developments and additional traffic at the Woods Lane roundabout, the area 


adjacent to the A12 roundabout is now even more unsuitable for a Park & Ride site than it was at Stage 2. 


 


Water Supply  -  SZC will need up to 3 million litres per day of potable water, from a low rainfall area where 


the frequency and severity of drought will worsen with climate change. We are concerned this will impact 


adversely on agricultural and domestic supplies and cause ecological problems in the region. 


 


SZC Business Case and Financial Security  -  MPC suggests an independent expert should be 


appointed to: 


• apply a value for money test to the whole-life financial business case for SZC 


• evaluate the impact of this project on EDF’s financial capacity 


 


Melton Parish Council, February 2022 







Signed and sent on behalf of Melton Parish Council
 
Pip Alder
Clerk to Melton Parish Council

 

Web: www.melton-suffolk-pc.gov.uk
Melton Parish Council Office Opening Hours: Monday, Wednesday and Thursday 9am to 4pm by appointment
only.
 
You have received this email from Melton Parish Council. The information contained within it or any attachment
may be privileged or confidential and is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee. Any unauthorised use
may be unlawful. If you receive this email by mistake, please advise the sender immediately by using the reply
facility in your email software. Melton Parish Council will be the Data Controller of the information you are
providing. As required by the Data Protection Act 2018 the information will be kept safely and securely,
processed and used or shared only for the purpose for which it has been provided or where allowed by law. By
contacting Melton Parish Council you agree that your contact details may be held and processed for the
purpose of corresponding. You may request access to the information we hold on you or to be removed as a
contact at any time by contacting

 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.melton-suffolk-pc.gov.uk%2F&data=04%7C01%7Cbeiseip%40beis.gov.uk%7C1385e27773444b19a82208d9f13a1e99%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637806054334552921%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=GvD3tAYLHgs7Ov7%2F8ga74PN%2BygOlCunjHQ3047wgouE%3D&reserved=0


Sizewell C Project  -  Representation to BEIS  (from Melton Parish Council, Feb 2022) 
 

Melton Village - transport bottleneck  -  Melton straddles the main southern approaches to Sizewell by 

road and rail.  The A1152, which transits the centre of Melton village, funnels heavy and growing traffic 

from businesses and households in the Deben Peninsula, to and from the A12.  The A1152 is also used as 

an alternative route of choice to all locations near Sizewell/Leiston, avoiding the A12. 

 
 

SZC Overall  -  Melton Parish Council (MPC) believes SZC will bring dis-benefits to the local environment 

that far outweigh the opportunities for investment and any legacy benefits accruing from its construction. 

 

SZC Process  -  By common agreement, EDF’s engagement with local communities has been abysmal.  A 

democratic deficit was also opened-up when EDF rushed through highly significant proposals to change the 

DCO but failed to reconvene the Community Forum.  MPC has consulted its parish residents twice on the 

SZC proposals.  Firstly, in 2019 on the substantive SZC planning application.  Secondly, in May 2021, 

when we leafletted every household about EDF’s the night train proposal, inviting a response via an on-line 

survey. 

 

Main Development Site - MPC does not consider Sizewell to be a suitable location for a new nuclear 

power station because it is in an AONB and there are many other serious disadvantages with this site. 

 

SZC Freight Management Strategy  -  It fails to deliver adequate investment in both the road and rail 

transport infrastructure that is essential for the project. 

 

Roads  -  Major developments in this part of Suffolk have had an adverse cumulative impact on the 

strategic highways network, creating an investment need that has not been met by the incremental 

approach of the statutory planning process.  There are currently significant road traffic problems on both 

the A12 and the A1152 – the latter has several serious “pinch-points” on its short length between the A12 

and Wilford Bridge roundabouts.  Not only would SZC exacerbate these problems, it would further 

encourage the use of well-known rat-runs which all converge at the A1152’s Wilford Bridge 

crossing.  MPC suggests the following mitigations to the current SZC proposals: 

 

A12  

• It should be dualled continuously from Woodbridge to its junction with the A1094 at Friday Street. 

• A dualled 4-village bypass scheme should be built, similar to that promoted by Suffolk County 

Council (SCC) within its Suffolk Energy Gateway scheme.  At Stage 3 of the SZC consultation, EDF 

said it supported SCC’s scheme and was prepared to provide a financial contribution in lieu of a 

two-village bypass – this opportunity should be re-visited. 



 

A1152  -  There is an urgent need for: 

• a reduction in the volume of traffic on the A1152 through Melton: explore radical options for traffic 

routes between the centre of the Deben Peninsula and the A12 that avoid the Wilford Bridge; 

• the dog-legged level crossing at Melton Station to be upgraded and straightened out; 

• an improvement to the A1152’s physical condition and its design at the Melton crossroads traffic 

lights (next to our Primary School) to relieve the serious traffic congestion. 

 

Rail  -  The East Suffolk Line between Melton and Saxmundham is single track only.  The line requires a 

capacity upgrade to permit day-time freight movements and provide sufficient resilience to cope with the 

inevitable breakdowns etc.  This was also EDF’s strategy at the Stage 1 and Stage 2 consultations.  EDF 

then, by inaction, reneged on that strategy, much to the frustration of local councils (particularly the 

principal authorities, as evidenced by their written submissions to the Planning Inspectorate). 

 

EDF now proposes to run multiple freight trains, each night, on the East Suffolk Line through Melton (a 

substantial urban settlement and even bigger when joined up with Woodbridge).  MPC is totally opposed to 

night trains and also objects to the inconsistency of EDF’s policy on freight movements at night.  For 

Leiston, EDF has banned all road and rail freight movements on the grounds that the noise and vibration 

would be an unacceptable disturbance to residents.  Melton deserves similar consideration. 

 

The responses from Melton residents made clear they do not want to experience the noise and vibration 

disruptions that would accompany multiple night trains, every night, for years.  Residents have also told us 

their real-world experience of train noise and vibration is more profound and intrusive than EDF’s 

interpretation of the technical measurements recorded for its Environmental Statement. 

 

Residents endorsed the view of Melton Parish Council that freight movement by Sea should be the first-

choice transport mode; and Rail in daytime-only should be the second-choice transport mode; with Road 

being the third-choice transport mode. 

 

This representation asks for the following mitigations to be applied to EDF’s freight strategy: 

• maximise the volume of freight moved by Sea  

• for rail freight trains to be run in daytime-only on an upgraded East Suffolk Line with dualled-track 

between Melton and Saxmundham, without the loss of any regular daytime passenger services; 

 

People and Economy  -  MPC recognises SZC’s potential to deliver economic benefits but there is still 

insufficient clarity about their scale, or the effectiveness of EDF’s mitigation strategies.  MPC considers the 

dis-benefits of SZC outweigh the benefits. The community would incur severe dis-benefits to transport, the 

environment and pollution, tourism, accommodation and community safety.  While the economic benefits to 

the supply chain and jobs are welcome, in the latter case they fall short of expectations. 

 

Southern Park & Ride  -  We note the proposed location of the Southern Park & Ride at Wickham Market   
We strongly re-affirm our previously stated view that the Stage 2 Consultation option for a Park & Ride site 

to be located adjacent to the Woods Lane (A1152) roundabout on the A12 must not be reconsidered.  

Given the new housing developments and additional traffic at the Woods Lane roundabout, the area 

adjacent to the A12 roundabout is now even more unsuitable for a Park & Ride site than it was at Stage 2. 

 

Water Supply  -  SZC will need up to 3 million litres per day of potable water, from a low rainfall area where 

the frequency and severity of drought will worsen with climate change. We are concerned this will impact 

adversely on agricultural and domestic supplies and cause ecological problems in the region. 

 

SZC Business Case and Financial Security  -  MPC suggests an independent expert should be 

appointed to: 

• apply a value for money test to the whole-life financial business case for SZC 

• evaluate the impact of this project on EDF’s financial capacity 

 

Melton Parish Council, February 2022 



1. wildlife
2. public access along rights of way
3. traffic, including the impact of traffic displaced from other roads by the

increased volume of traffic to/from the development site
4. noise assessment in respect of both railway line and any crossing construction

works and as a result of the increased train movements proposed.

In 2020, after revisions to the application Transport Strategy, it was resolved that there
was no objection to the proposed increase in the number of train movements so long as
these did not take place at night and there was mitigation against any increase in noise.

The Council maintains its view that any increase in train movements must be day time
only and mitigation must be included.

Yours faithfully

From:
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning
Subject: Sizewell C: Rail Strategy Impact
Date: 21 February 2022 12:32:44

Dear Sirs

The Council has considered the Sizewell C application on many occasions and registered
as an Interested Party.

There are properties in the parish within 30 metres of the railway line, along Beacon Lane
and Martlesham Road, and there are concerns about the impact of noise and vibration from
the proposed additional train movements in the Railway Strategy, given the proximity of
the line to these private houses.

The Council has also resolved to recommend that the following surveys and impact
assessments should be required in respect of the impact of the Road and Rail Strategies on
the parish:

Carol Ramsden
Clerk to Little Bealings Parish Council

You have received this email from Little Bealings Parish Council. The content of this
email is confidential may be legally privileged and intended for the recipient specified
in message only. It is strictly forbidden to share any part of this message with any third
party, without a written consent of the sender. If you received this message by
mistake, please reply to this message and follow with its deletion, so that we can
ensure such a mistake does not occur in the future.
Little Bealings Parish Council ensures that email security is a high priority. Therefore,
we have put efforts into ensuring that the message is error and virus-free.
Unfortunately, full security of the email cannot be ensured as, despite our efforts, the
data included in emails could be infected, intercepted, or corrupted. Therefore, the
recipient should check the email for threats with proper software, as the sender does
not accept liability for any damage inflicted by viewing the content of this email.
By contacting Little Bealings Parish Council you agree your contact details may be
held and processed for the purpose of corresponding.
You may request access to the information we hold on you by emailing:
l



From:

Subject: Response to the Environment Agency correspondence AMC/2020/4725-5, AMC/2020/10992.
Date: 21 February 2022 10:19:36
Attachments: EN010012-007731-DL8 - EA ISH 11 Hearing submis.pdf

From EA main reply to me 4725-5 2022 02 16 reply.pdf
Sizewell C flood resilience,response to the EA - AMC20204725-5.pdf

Response to the Environment Agency correspondence AMC/2020/4725-5, AMC/2020/10992. 

To: The Environment Agency: Simon Hawkins, Simon Barlowe, Ian Cable, Sir James Bevan,
 
Cc: The Secretary of State
 
Thank you for your reply on 16/2/2022, Your ref: AMC/2020/4725-5 and AMC/2020/10992
Dated: 16 February 2022.

Please find enclosed my reply " Sizewell C flood resilience..." to your correspondence.

Thank you for your reply to me. I have enclosed two other files for your convenience.

Regards
Nick Scarr
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Wendy McKay       Our Ref: 20026727 


Lead member of the Panel of Examining Inspectors   Your Ref: EN010012 
National Infrastructure Planning 
Temple Quay House       Date: 24 September 2021 
2 The Square 
Bristol, BS1 6PN 
sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
 
By email only 


Dear Ms McKay 


 
Planning Act 2008 – Section 88 and the Infrastructure Planning (Examination 
Procedure) Rules 2010 – Deadline 8: Post Hearing submission of oral case for Issue 
Specific Hearing 11 (Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes).  
 
Application by NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited for an Order Granting 
Development Consent for the Sizewell C Project 


For Deadline 8 (24th September) the Examining Authority (ExA) have requested written 
submission of the oral case presented at Issue Specific Hearings. 


Our comments (Appendix A) provide a summary and further detail of our oral case 
presented at ISH11, Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes.  


Yours sincerely 


Simon Barlow 
Project Manager 
Sizewell C Nuclear New Build 
Environment Agency 


 


 
 


 



mailto:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
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Appendix A: Environment Agency summary of oral case for ISH11: Flooding, Water 
and Coastal Processes 


Agenda Item EA Position 


1. Welcome, introductions and arrangements for the Hearing  


Reference will be made in Agenda items to the 
Applicant’s and IP’s responses to ExQ1 and 
ExQ2, the comments on those responses and 
all written representations up to Deadline 7. 


 


No Environment Agency comments 


 


2. Water Supply 


The Water Supply Strategy and the availability 
of both potable and non-potable water to meet 
the full demands of the Project with particular 
regard to the early years of construction. 


SZC Water Supply Strategy 


At Deadline 7 (3rd Sept), SZC Co submitted a updated [REP7-037] Planning Statement, Appendix 
8.4KL Site Water Supply Strategy - Revision 2.0. 
 
Within the hearing the Environmental Agency noted that there had been too little time given to provide 
comments, but we will do so at Deadline 8 (24th September). 
 
We also noted that we considered any potential extension of desalination operation beyond the 
construction phase may result in additional environmental impacts not yet assessed. 
 
SZC Mains Water Supply  
 
We have provided a detailed update on our understand of SZC mains water supply proposals within 
our Deadline 8 response on [REP7-037] Deadline 7 Submission - 8.4 Planning Statement - Appendix 
8.4K - Site Water Supply Strategy - Revision 2.0 


3. Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (MDS FRA) 


Outstanding issues with respect to the 
Applicant’s assessment, in particular:  


(a) Coastal flood risk; and  
 


The EA highlighted that there was an outstanding issue regarding the increase in offsite flood risk at 
Tank Traps, in the event of a 0.5% (1 in 200) annual probability coastal overtopping flood event in 
2090. There would be up to a 0.2m increase in flood depth on land owned by RSPB in this flood event, 
although the land is already at risk of flooding to 1.54m in this event, so the depth of flooding would 
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increase to 1.74m deep. We understand that the applicant are in discussions with RSPB regarding the 
acceptability of this. 


We also highlighted that there are also small areas of land that would become at risk of flooding that 
aren’t presently, in a 0.5% (1 in 200) annual probability coastal overtopping event in 2090. However, 
these are very small areas on the edge of existing floodplain, and flood depths would be 
approximately 0.05m or 5cm. Again we understand that the applicant is in discussions with the 
landowners regarding the acceptability of this. 


If landowner permission is not received then we consider that paragraph EN1 5.7.17 requires the 
Decision Maker to determine the acceptability of these small increases in flood risk elsewhere. 


ExA Query regarding Sizewell-Dunwich Banks 


 The latest modelling (as reported in TR545) uses wave data from a buoy located offshore of the 
Sizewell – Dunwich banks and applies this into a model domain inshore of the feature. This means 
that the waves used in the model have not been impacted by the banks (which are known to cap 
inshore storm wave height). Various bank scenarios have also been assessed involving different 
sizes, orientation, height etc. as part of the expert geomorphological assessment work. The 
Environment Agency therefore agrees with the applicant that the modelling is suitably conservative. 
We had previously questioned the degree of conservatism when examining earlier technical reports, 
but after further discussions with the applicant and subsequent review of the updated versions of 
TR545 and TR544 we are satisfied that our concerns have been addressed.  


 


(b) Any other areas of outstanding 
concern for the MDS FRA.  


 


 


There are no other outstanding EA areas of concern for the MDS FRA. 


4. Associated Development Site Flood Risk 
Assessments 


 


Outstanding issues relating to the following:  


(a) Sizewell Link Road FRA; and  
 


There previously was an outstanding issue regarding increases in flood depths on the floodplain 
upstream of some of the river crossings, however most of these have since been shown to be within 
the development boundary, and so are considered to be acceptable and do not need landowner 
permission. There was one area for SW6 crossing outside of the site boundary, however the applicant 
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has since clarified that this was a mapping error, and inspection of the modelling cross-sections shows 
that the water remained within the channel in all flood events. 


(b) Other Associated Development Sites.  
 


There are no other outstanding areas of concern for the other associated development sites. 


 


5. Outline Drainage Strategy [REP2-033]  


Outstanding issues relating to the Outline 
Drainage Strategy with particular reference to:  


(a) Main Development Site, including 
Water Management Zones  


 


 


We have reviewed the Main Development Site Drainage Strategy [REP7-017] submitted at Deadline 
7. We are satisfied that additional control measures will be considered for mitigation of increased 
pollution risk. Although this will be identified and explored in future design concept works, terminology 
in the drainage strategy document should be clear and state when increased, additional or fail-safe 
methods will be considered and implemented where appropriate.   


 


(b) Drainage strategies for Associated 
Development Sites  


 


 


No Environment Agency comments 


 


6. Water Monitoring and Response Strategy 
[AS-236] 


 


Outstanding issues relating to the Water 
Monitoring and Response Strategy. 


 


We have reviewed the Water Monitoring Plan [REP7-074] submitted at Deadline 7 and have no 
comments to add. 


 


 


7. Water Framework Directive 
Compliance Assessment 


 


Outstanding concerns with respect to the Water 
Framework Directive Compliance Assessment. 


SSSI Crossing 


The applicant has submitted at Deadline 7 a revised SSSI crossing design [REP7-005] for the 
construction phase which would remove the drainage pipe.  



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004777-D2%20-%20Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%20Other-%20Updated%20Volume%202%20Chapter%202%20Appendix%202A%20of%20the%20ES-%20Outline%20Drainage%20Strategy.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002987-SZC_Bk6_6.14_ESAdd_V3_Ch2_Appx2.14.A_Groundwater_and_Surface_Water.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006987-Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%202.5%20Main%20Development%20Site%20-%20Permanent%20and%20Temporary%20Beach%20Landing%20Facility%20and%20SSSI%20Crossing%20Plans%20-%20Plans%20Not%20For%20Approval%20-%20Part%202%20of%202%20-%20Revision%203.0.pdf
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The triple span bridge design remains our preferred option as it would further reduce impacts to the 
ecology of the area including invertebrates, and it would have the minimal land take from the SSSI.  


Notwithstanding this, we consider this updated design, would reduce the risk of deterioration, under 
The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) Regulations 2017 (WFD), to an acceptable 
level, and would not require a regulation 19 exemption.  


WFD Assessment Report Second Addendum 


At Deadline 7 the applicant submitted [REP7-284] the updated SZC Bk8 8.14Ad2 Ch WFD 
Assessment Report Second Addendum - Revision 1.0 


We will provide comments at Deadline 8 (24th September): 
 
WFD Ore & Alde TFCI deterioration risk EA Position  
 
In the hearing the Environment Agency highlighted we are concerned that as a result of entrapment 
losses to some fish species from the operation of SZC that a reduction in the number of fish entering 
the Ore & Alde and Blyth waterbodies has the potential to lead to a deterioration of this element under 
the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) Regulations 2017 (WFD). The Blyth is not 
currently monitored for fish under the WFD programme and assessment will be undertaken on the Ore 
& Alde and applied to the Blyth by proxy.  
 
SZC Company at the request of the Environment Agency have run some potential fish reduction 
scenarios for the Ore & Alde Transitional Fish Classification Index (TFCI) looking at a targeted number 
of species of greatest importance in this waterbody. A within class deterioration is observed in all 
scenarios which brings the Ecological Quality Ratio (EQR) score close to the good/moderate boundary 
(0.58) and reduces the confidence in the classification to uncertain or no confidence. A greater number 
of scenarios have been run by the Environment Agency using a greater number of species that feature 
in the Ore/& Alde TFCI in the 6 year reporting cycle (2013-2018), these additional scenarios resulted 
in a class deterioration from good to moderate potential for fish in this waterbody.  
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Due to the uncertainty which remains as to what the final predicted and actual entrapment loss figures 
will be from the operation of SZC, we are currently unable to conclude that a risk of deterioration for 
fish within this waterbody and by proxy the Blyth waterbody does not exist.  
 
In order for us to maintain WFD compliance we recommend requirements are included in the DCO to 
address this potential impact. These requirements would secure robust monitoring and provide 
mitigation and compensation to undertake improvements which would benefit fish in the affected 
waterbodies should a deterioration occur.  
 
As a response to this At Deadline 7 the applicant has submitted on additional monitoring, 
mitigation/compensation proposals via: 
 


[REP7-040] 8.17 Draft Deed of Obligation Revision 7.0  
[REP7-077] 9.89 Draft Fish Monitoring Plan - Revision 1.0 
[REP7-007] Deemed Marine Licence conditions 50 & 51 in 3.1 Draft Development Consent 
Order - Revision 8.0 


 
We will provide comments at Deadline 8 (24th September) 
 
In-combination assessment for WFD compliance 
 
In the hearing we also highlighted that through the Environmental Permitting Regime, we will also 
need to complete an in-combination assessment to ensure WFD compliance, this will include 
consideration of impacts associated with operational and construction related permits, such as the 
water discharge activity, and combustion activity permits. We will only be able to complete this when 
we have determined these permits.  
 


8. Coastal Processes Update  


Coastal processes update to include the 
following: Modelling for SCDF through 
decommissioning to 2140;. 


We received modelling extending the assessment out to 2140 at Deadline 7 to account for the full 
duration of the decommissioning phase. At the Hearing stage, we highlighted our review of that 
modelling work is still ongoing, but we are in a position to share some broad headline messages: 


1. It is notable that the assessment work in this latest addition of TR545 uses two of the three 
storm parameters previously used in the assessment to 2099; namely a 1 in 20 yr event from 
NE and S (we understand that insufficient time was available to run the Beast from the East 
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sequence, which equates to a larger 1 in 107 yr return interval for cumulative wave energy, but 
was shown in the previous modelling phase to be less erosive than the 1 in 20 yr northerly 
event). At ISH6 we outlined our view that more severe storm conditions should be modelled 
when assessing geomorphological change beyond 2099, and whilst we note that this has not 
yet been provided to us, it is our understanding from a conversation with the applicant that 
work is planned to consider 1 in 10,000 yr return interval conditions equating to very severe 
sea level rise and wave events occurring simultaneously. We consider this a necessary step to 
account for the full range of plausible scenarios, and look forward to receiving this work for 
further technical review. 


2. We will need to complete our detailed review of the modelling, but in light of what we have 
seen to date (i.e. a partial assessment of risks for the full duration of the project), we are 
comfortable with the approach being used and the preliminary conclusions that have been 
drawn so far. 
 


Further comments have been provided separately at Deadline 8. 


modelling relating to the detailed design of the 
adapted HCDF;  


As with our previous response, we must add the caveat to this response that our detailed review 
remains ongoing, and so at this time we can only share broad headline messages based on an early 
light touch review. 


We are pleased to see the inclusion of the updated HCDF design, including pairing back of the crest at 
the northern end and a seaward deviation at the southern end. We note that further work is planned to 
model this design during the operational phase, though this version of the design report does suggest 
that this is considered unlikely to alter the existing conclusions. 


 


It is notable that the modelling of the adapted design and RCP8.5 sea level with the NE 1 in 20 yr 


return period wave climate results in erosion locally exceeding the sacrificial layer volume, meaning 


immediate recharge would be required to avoid HCDF exposure in the event that another moderate 


storm were to occur soon after. The report notes that this is an ‘unlikely worst case scenario’ but we 


feel this will require further examination in the next iteration of the modelling and design reports 


(particularly when considering more severe wave conditions and possibility of storm clustering as a 


reasonable worst case).  
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A coarse cobble layer buried beneath the main SCDF and sitting atop the HCDF is suggested as 


mitigation for this risk. We recognise the logic behind this suggestion, and look forward to reviewing 


the modelling of this scenario in version 4. We particularly welcome suggestions such as this which 


would in theory avoid coarsening of the main SCDF particle size towards the upper end of or beyond 


the natural size range for the Sizewell frontage, given the environmental impacts that could result from 


such a modification away from native conditions. However, this would be provisional on a high degree 


of comfort that the cobble layer would remain buried, since regular or prolonged exposure could alter 


the morphodynamics and detrimentally affect the environment. 


 


 


the SCDF design; At the hearing we highlighted we remain fairly comfortable with the SCDF design, with the caveat 
again that work is ongoing to complete the necessary assessments which will ultimately determine the 
final design options. 


 


the provision of additional modelling, plans, 
sections, and information sought by IPs;  


The key remaining outstanding work in our view is the modelling of more severe joint probability 
events which we referred to under the first item in this section of the hearing. We also note that the 
detailed designs of both the HCDF and SCDF remain in development, and we welcome the 
opportunity to feed into those discussions, for example in relation to the geometry and sediment grain 
size composition of the SCDF (as discussed at ISH6).  


The EA welcome the ExA request that applicant provide a list at D8 of which further information will be 
submitted going forward. 


the Minsmere Sluice Operation Technical Note;  No Environment Agency comments 


the monitoring, triggers, mitigation, and controls 
incorporated within the latest revisions of the 
draft DCO requirements, the DML and the 
CPMMP 


In the hearing we highlighted that we view the CPMMP as critical for ensuring ongoing monitoring and 
mitigation of coastal change impacts at the site, which is clearly of great importance in light of the 
inherent and unavoidable uncertainty when forecasting changing conditions over timescales in excess 
of a century. Experience suggests that it is critical for adaptive management plans such as the 
CPMMP to have clear and robust governance and enforcement arrangements in place, and we are 
aware that conversations are ongoing to ensure that this is the case through the DCO and DML 
requirements. 


9. Any other matters relevant to the agenda  


10. Close of hearing  
 












 


  
 


 
 
 
 
 
Nick Scarr 


nickscarr1@gmail.com  
Our ref:  AMC/2020/4725-5 
 
  
Date:  16 February 2022 


 


 


 
 
Dear Mr Scarr,  
 
The Applicant’s treatment of the offshore geomorphology in its FRA and its approval 
by the Environment Agency 
 
Thank you for your emails of 25 January 2022 to Simon Barlow; and 31 January and 3 
February 2022 to our Chief Executive, Sir James Bevan. James has read your emails and 
asked me to respond on his behalf. He will also receive a copy of this response. 
 
You have asked us to confirm our acceptance and approval of the wave inputs used by the 
Applicant in its Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and that it represents conservative values, 
and to confirm that there is no degree of misunderstanding. 
 
It is worth clarifying that the Environment Agency (EA) is a statutory consultee in the 
Development Consent Order (DCO) process (further mention is made of this below), and we 
have already offered expert advice and opinion to the Examining Authority (ExA), who in turn 
will offer their advice to the Secretary of State for (Business, Environment and Industrial 
Strategy) BEIS. 
 
In more specific terms, we recognise that the modelling undertaken for the separate flood 
risk and geomorphology work streams produced different results regarding the role of the 
Sizewell-Dunwich bank in capping nearshore wave height. The Applicant used different 
models for the separate flood risk and coastal geomorphology work streams, meaning a 
different set of parameters and calibration and validation approaches were used to generate 
appropriate outputs in each case. Both work streams utilised approaches which were subject 
to peer review and received support and scrutiny from relevant specialists within the EA and 
partner organisations. 
 
The geomorphology modelling was assessed in-house, whilst EA flood risk specialists 
reviewed the flood risk modelling with additional expert support from a consultancy familiar 
with the type of modelling employed.  
 
We were, and we remain, satisfied that the outputs represent an appropriate worst case, 
despite the counter-intuitive way in which the interaction between the bank and waves is 
represented. 
 
Turning to your other points: 
 
At the Issue Specific Hearing ISH11 it seems clear that Mr Neil Humphrey for the 
Planning Inspectorate had expected and assumed that the Environment Agency had 
studied my papers analysing the Applicant’s Sizewell C flood risk assessment. 



mailto:nickscarr1@gmail.com





 


  
 


 
 
 
 
Our recollection is that we were asked if your reports had raised issues that may alter our 
position and we advised that we remained satisfied that the FRA and coastal 
geomorphological assessments submitted by the applicant remained acceptable. 
 
Despite my repeated requests for the EA to consider my papers and enter 
constructive dialogue, pleas that extended to writing to my MP Therese Coffey asking 
her to intercede, the EA had steadfastly refused to review them considering 
it ‘…inappropriate to do so...’ See enclosed document (S. Barlow email 22 May 2020). 
 
We are treating this matter under our escalated formal complaints procedure, as we do feel 
that we have addressed your concerns on this matter previously through correspondence 
and discussion, but to clarify once more and by way of a final explanation on this point. 
 
The Environment Agency’s role in the planning process is to review the FRA and coastal 
geomorphological impacts assessments* - submitted by the applicant - and comment upon 
their adequacy, and their findings, to the planning decision maker. This we did and in 
immense detail. Mr Barlow correctly advised that you could (and should) submit your 
observations (your reports) on these assessments to the Examining Authority (ExA) so that 
they could also take account of your views and you did so. 
Contrary to your suggestion that we did not review your reports – we did, in fact do so. 
However, this was not until after the email from Mr Barlow to which you refer (at the time of 
that email, opportunity had not yet existed to undertake the review you had sought from us). 
Having done so we did not deem it necessary to adjust our position on the applicant’s 
submissions, nor did we deem it appropriate to comment on your reports to the ExA. Should 
the ExA have asked us to comment upon your submissions then we would have done so, 
but they did not. 
We are an advisor to the planning process not the decision maker. Your observations 
(reports) were better submitted to the ExA where they could form part of the evidence that 
they can draw upon before making their recommendation to BEIS. 
*Note – we share this responsibility with the Local Authority, as the Coastal Protection Authority 


The Environment Agency was therefore unable to comment in any substantial form on 
my papers at ISH11 but did not appear to inform Mr Humphrey at the time of its 
attitude towards my work. The Planning Inspectorate presumably remains unaware. 
 
Mention was made of your reports, and we confirmed that they had not adjusted our position 
on the formal FRA and coastal geomorphological assessment modelling submitted with the 
DCO. You may also recall that at the end of the enquiry we advised the ExA that we were 
still awaiting further modelling on the coastal defence design and that we had not yet 
reached common ground on this matter. We have been diligent in our review and remained 
dissatisfied on areas where inadequate information was provided during the examination. 
However, where the work was complete and the modelling considered acceptable to us, we 
have been content to confirm that this is the case. 
 
I think it important in an open public enquiry that the Planning Inspectorate is made 
fully aware of these concerns. I would be obliged if you could address 
correspondence to the Inspectorate accordingly  
 
The Examination is now closed, and the Examining Authority will not accept any further 
submissions. 
 







 


  
 


 
 
 
Finally, on the point of your Freedom of Information Request: 
 
The Environment Agency also turned down my Freedom of Information request for 
BEEMS TR319 – a document essential to understanding the Applicant’s Flood Risk 
Assessment and inshore wave behaviour. I eventually obtained this document from 
Cefas. See enclosed document. 
 
In relation to your request for information (our reference EAN/2020/177503), I refer you to 
our letter of 27 August 2020 (copy enclosed) in which we explained the reasons why we 
were unable to provide a copy of BEEMS TR319.  
 
If you require further details concerning the Environment Agency’s complaints procedure and 
service commitment standards, more information is available on our website at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/environment-agency/about/complaints-
procedure  
 
If you remain unhappy with our position, you still have the right to refer your complaint to the 
Ombudsman. Their contact details are available on our website by following the link supplied 
above or at: 
 
http://www.lgo.org.uk/ - Local Government Ombudsman (For complaints about flood defence 
and land drainage issues).  
 
http://www.ombudsman.org.uk/home - Parliamentary and Health Service Ombudsman (For 
complaints about all other aspects of our work. These complaints must be made through 
your local MP). 
 
For complaints about alleged failures of public authorities to comply with environmental law 
you can also now contact the Interim Environmental Governance Secretariat (IEGS). You 
can find out more information about the IEGS, and their complaint service here: 
https://www.iegs.org.uk/ . Our web pages will be updated to reflect this additional escalation 
route in due course. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Simon Hawkins 
Area Director  
East Anglia Area 
 


 
Tel: 02030 255472 
Email: areamanagercorrespondence.eastanglia@environment-agency.gov.uk 



https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/environment-agency/about/complaints-procedure

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/environment-agency/about/complaints-procedure

http://www.lgo.org.uk/

http://www.ombudsman.org.uk/home

https://www.iegs.org.uk/

mailto:areamanagercorrespondence.eastanglia@environment-agency.gov.uk
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Concerns regarding the flood resilience of the Sizewell C main nuclear platform could 
be overlooked due to the incoherent analysis and confused responses of the Applicant 
and the Environment Agency to the inshore wave conditions and the role and 
importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 


 


Response to the Environment Agency correspondence AMC/2020/4725-5, 
AMC/2020/10992.  
 
Date 21 2 2022 
 
To: The Environment Agency: Simon Hawkins, Simon Barlowe, Ian Cable, Sir James Bevan, 
 
Cc: The Secretary of State  
 
Thank you for your reply of the 16/2/2022, Your ref: AMC/2020/4725-5 and AMC/2020/10992 
Dated: 16 February 2022. 
 
I appear to have not made myself clear for which I apologise. Please see the brief comments below 
that explain why the Applicant’s treatment of inshore wave conditions in the DCO must overall be 
re-examined: 
 
The Applicant, in written communication states: 
 


“The wave condition outputs taken from the coastal geomorphological studies provide for a 
conservative assessment for application within the FRA coastal overtopping assessment. The 
flood risk assessment took the most conservative values as input data to the modelling. This 
approach has been reviewed and validated by the Environment Agency.” 
“…the assessment concluded that the Baseline scenario, i.e. with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank 
in situ, resulted in more conservative (i.e.worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with 
their removal. As such, the scenario with the bank in place [i.e. the Sizewell-Dunwich bank 
in an unchanging form] was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and epochs as a 
conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130 


 
This position of the Applicant, supported by the Environment Agency, that the Sizewell-Dunwich 
bank in place (in an unchanging form for all the station life) represents “a conservative approach” is 
not only incorrect but results in the obtuse corollary that the loss of the Dunwich bank must 
necessarily be of benefit to the proposed Sizewell C. 
 
This has been recognised by the Applicant and indeed the Applicant has stated and confirmed as 
follows: 
  


“If Dunwich Bank were lost or substantially reduced (in extent or elevation) there is a greater 
potential for erosion of the shoreline around Dunwich and, importantly, the Minsmere – 
Dunwich Cliffs, resulting in a local increase in the supply of sand and pebbles (i.e., beach 
shingle) from the cliffs. This sediment would move south and could reduce erosion rates. 
Reduced erosion rates could tend to increase resistance to flooding over the Minsmere and 
Sizewell frontages.” Responses to the ExA's Third Written Questions (ExQ3) Volume 1 - SZC 
Co. Responses epage 68. 
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This position of the Applicant that the presence of the Sizewell-Dunwich bank is the conservative 
approach and therefore the loss of Dunwich Bank must be a benefit to Sizewell C is then effectively 
supported by the Environment Agency. (This support is stated as ‘validated by the EA’ in the 
Applicant’s responses in ExQ as above and by the Environment Agency itself as ‘’… content with how 
it [The Sizewell-Dunwich banks] was modelled…’ see ISH11 as shown in my email 25/1/22, 3/2/22 
enclosed in Appendix 1). 
 
This position is not ‘counter-intuitive’, as the EA states (Your ref: AMC/2020/4725-5), it is wrong 
because the Applicant itself confirms the approach is wrong in its earlier validated research with 
brief examples of evidence as follows: 
 


The Applicant, BEEMS TR311 2.3.2.2.3 “Sizewell nearshore waves… are substantially lowered 
before arriving at the shore due to dissipation across the GSB’s three positive relief features; 
the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank and the two longshore bars. Coastal sandbanks and longshore 
bars dissipate wave energy” 


 
The Applicant, BEEMS TR058 p.45 “…1) the inner longshore bar which will cause wave 
breaking during almost all wave conditions; 2) the deeper outer longshore bar which will 
cause wave breaking during moderate and large storms; and 3) the Sizewell bank, which will 
cause only the largest waves (e.g., Figure 17) to break. In large storms all three will cause 
breaking and progressively lower the wave energy propagating toward the shoreline. 
Together they are likely to be a key factor explaining the comparative stability of Sizewell 
shorelines.” 
 


The Applicant, BEEMS TR139, explains that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks control even 
moderate storms which can produce notable erosion and flooding of the low-lying areas 
faced by the proposed location for Sizewell C: 


“Very extreme tide plus surge conditions, or tide plus surge plus waves, are not necessary to 
cause significant erosion and flooding of low-lying areas. Studies to the north [the South 
Minsmere Levels] and south of Sizewell have shown that even moderate storms, with 
estimated return periods of 1 in 5 to 1 in 10 years, have caused significant flooding as a result 
of breaching of shingle ridges, narrow dunes and earth embankments (e.g. Pye & Blott, 2006, 
2009). The outer defence at the northern end of the Minsmere frontage was breached, and 
the inner defence partially overtopped, during moderate storms in 2006 and 2007. These 
events also caused significant dune erosion between Sizewell B and Minsmere Sluice but had 
relatively little effect on the beach and dunes in front of the ‘A’ and ‘B’ power stations. The 
main reason for this long-shore variation in storm susceptibility appears to be the 
morphology of the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank. Waves from the NNE are refracted across the 
northern end of Dunwich Bank and focused towards the shore at the northern end of the 
Minsmere frontage. Refracted north-easterly waves also pass through the saddle between 
Dunwich Bank and Sizewell Bank. The size, depth and position of this ‘saddle’ is therefore 
of critical importance with regard to the risk of erosion and flooding between the proposed 
Sizewell ‘C’ site and Minsmere Sluice.”  


 
The Applicant’s approach in the DCO then disagrees with its own research and must, therefore be 
untenable and unsupportable by any other parties in the absence of significant explanation.  
 
The Applicant has admitted to me that the ‘narrative has changed’ in the DCO with regards to the 
Sizewell-Dunwich banks (Conference call between myself, James Hanson, Tony Dolphin, Stephen 
Roast, Kate Bozek and Helena Wicks for the Applicant 21/9/21 – a conference call conducted at the 
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request of Neil Humphrey for the Secretary of State/Planning Inspectorate at ISH11). However, there 
is no new information that I am aware of that validates a narrative change. The science and 
empirical evidence that offshore banks or a harbour wall reduces the inshore wave climate is a 
given and cannot be summarily dismissed. BEEMS TR319 is referred to as the defining document 
yet even if we are to accept TR319, it does not validate this ‘narrative change’ for all epochs and 
scenarios. 
 
Although the Sizewell Dunwich banks are not mentioned by name in any of the original FRA and 
Addendum FRA documents produced by the Applicant, an omission I find puzzling, the Sizewell 
Dunwich banks are the critical arbiter of micro-stability of the nuclear coastline at Sizewell. They 
protect the inner and outer longshore bars and after the growth of the Dunwich bank from 1836 has 
protected the shoreline from being the ‘most eroded in records’ through accretion to stability. The 
banks will always be of critical importance to Sizewell C. See my document REP2-393 sections 2, 6, 7. 
 


However, in my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption for the 
maintenance and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-year 
episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate change 
sea-level rise and storm level change. The northern section of the Dunwich bank has dropped by 2 
meters in the last decade alone according to the Marine Management Org. (ExQ) See REP8-248,  
REP10-345. 
 
Hence my concerns.  
 
That the ‘changing narrative’ of the importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks has been supported 
and underpinned by the Environment Agency ‘and its partner organisations’ is perplexing. (Your 
reply AMC/2020/4725-5 Date: 16 February 2022). 
 
In my conference call with Oliver Burns of the EA on the 4/10/21 (Mr Burns represented the EA at 
ISH11 one month earlier when Neil Humphrey for the Planning Inspectorate raised the issue of my 
papers) although it appeared that he did not seem to have particular knowledge of my work, led me 
to understand that he would not consider supporting this ‘changing narrative’ that the loss of the 
Dunwich bank would be beneficial to Sizewell C.  
 


• Note Ref. ISH11 - Your response to me AMC/2020/4725-5 16 Feb states at the ISH11 
meeting with the Planning Inspectorate that when asked about my papers: 
“Our recollection is that we were asked if your reports had raised issues that may alter our 
position and we advised that we remained satisfied that the FRA and coastal 
geomorphological assessments submitted by the applicant remained acceptable” 
 
This is not consistent with my understanding. I do not recall you informing the Planning 
Inspectorate in this manner at ISH11 nor is any reference to my papers made in the EA’s 
post-ISH11 submission, Your Ref: 20026727 24 Sept 2021. “Our comments (Appendix A) 
provide a summary and further detail of our oral case presented at ISH11, Flooding, Water 
and Coastal Processes.” 


 


Summary 
 
The Environment Agency, by supporting the Applicant’s approach to the Sizewell-Dunwich banks in 
the DCO, as declared at ISH11 and as understood by the Applicant (my email 3 Feb 22), is seemingly 
supporting and, according to the Applicant, validating, the following: 
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• The Sizewell-Dunwich bank structure will remain unchanged over the lifetime of the plant 
(beyond 2140),  


 


• that there is a more conservative (greater) inshore wave climate with the Sizewell-Dunwich 
banks present for all scenarios and epochs and thus the loss of the Dunwich bank must be 
beneficial to Sizewell C. 


 
The Applicant states: “The flood risk assessment took the most conservative values as input data to 


the modelling. This approach has been reviewed and validated by the Environment Agency.” See 


Appendix 1. 


The Environment Agency states that “We were, and we remain, satisfied that the outputs represent 
an appropriate worst case, despite the counter-intuitive way in which the interaction between the 
bank and waves is represented.” Your reply to me AMC/2020/4725-5 16 Feb 
 


• Note: ‘Outputs’ are not independent of ‘inputs’ and therefore I read ‘inputs and outputs’ 
rather than ‘outputs’ and you make this overall clear by confirming that the EA is ‘’… 
content with how it [The Sizewell-Dunwich banks] was modelled [by the Applicant]…’ 


  
This is not ‘counter-intuitive’ as you suggest in your correspondence to me. It is wrong. The Dunwich 
bank has no hard geology and is actively depleting as we speak (the northern section has reduced 
2m in the last decade alone according to the MMO);  the wave climate position is wrong according 
to the Applicant in its BEEMS documents as shown above and also according to the EA itself in point 
4 of EA Ref: 20026727  “Our comments (Appendix A) provide a summary and further detail of our 
oral case presented at ISH11, Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes.” 
 
In what appears to be an attempt to address some of these problems the Applicant produced TR545 
towards the end of the DCO process. The meaning of TR545 needs careful consideration; TR545 is a 
particular study in ‘cut and fill’ of a soft coastal defence feature. Its claims to conservative modelling 
are extremely limited as shown in my document REP7-220 and particularly so if such claims are 
contextualised to be representative of overall flood and erosion risk modelling of the proposed 
Sizewell C. The Environment Agency specifically acknowledges the limitations of TR545 in Point 8 of 
the document, EA Ref: 20026727 “Our comments (Appendix A) provide a summary and further detail 
of our oral case presented at ISH11, Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes.” Please see my 
document REP7-220. 
 
If Sizewell C is approved and built as presented in the DCO hearing it may not have the flood 
resilience in the next century and the later part of this century because the Applicant’s Flood Risk 
Assessment has failed to recognise and consider important aspects of the Applicant’s own research 
found in BEEMS studies. This is summarised in my papers REP2-393, REP5-253, REP7-219, REP7-220, 
REP7-220, REP8-248, REP10-345 and a post-Deadline 10 paper ‘Sizewell C Main nuclear platform 
flood resilience in the next century’ which has been forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
attention of the Secretary of State. Please find a copy enclosed in Appendix 2 of this document. 
 
As stated, the Applicant’s approach in the DCO disagrees with its own research and must, therefore 
be untenable and unsupportable by any other parties in the absence of significant explanation. 
 
I hope that this now makes clear the nature of the problem, a problem among others that I have 
been trying to convey in my documents that I have sent you and the Planning Inspectorate.  
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I accept that, despite making considerable effort to do so, I have failed in my attempts to make 
contact with or engage with the Environment Agency’s specialist teams in any constructive debate 
apart from one brief call with Mr Burns and, as you say, the DCO Application is now closed.  
 
I can only hope that in your ongoing work with the Applicant towards a SoCGs which you refer to, 
you find the possibility of addressing the somewhat unorthodox modelling methodology applied to 
the Sizewell Dunwich banks as expressed above and in my papers. 
 
I remain willing to assist and work with the EA and make clear that my concerns relate to, and are 
limited to, the flood resilience of Sizewell C later this century and next.  
 
My documents, REP2-393, REP5-253, REP7-219, REP7-220, REP7-220, REP8-248, REP10-345 justify 
points made above and many more. Please note that my main paper REP2-393 has been validated 
by two published and respected professors of geomorphology. (See REP6-068).  
 
Regards Nick Scarr    
 
Following: 
 
Appendix 1 — my original email 25/1/22 and 3/2/22 
Appendix 2 — Copy of my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next 
century” sent to the Planning Inspectorate post-D10 for the Secretary of State. 
 
Enclosed documents: 
1) Environment Agency correspondence AMC/2020/4725-5, AMC/2020/10992. 
2) “Our comments (Appendix A) provide a summary and further detail of our oral case presented at 
ISH11, Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes.” 
 


================*============== 


Appendix 1 
 
My emails of 25 January 2022 to Simon Barlow and 3 February 2022 to Sir James Bevan as below. 
 


Nick Scarr nickscarr1@gmail.com Sent email 3 Feb 2022 
 


 
 
 


to Ian, CE, james.bevan, Simon,  


 
 


 


Dear Sir James Bevan, Ian Cable, 
 
Re: Sizewell C – papers submitted to PINS. 
 
At the Issue Specific Hearing ISH11 it seems clear that Mr Neil Humphrey for the Planning 
Inspectorate had expected and assumed that the Environment Agency had studied my papers 
analysing the Applicant’s Sizewell C flood risk assessment. 
 
Despite my repeated requests for the EA to consider my papers and enter constructive dialogue, 
pleas that extended to writing to my MP Therese Coffey asking her to intercede, the EA had 
steadfastly refused to review them considering it ‘…inappropriate to do so..’  See enclosed 
document. 



mailto:nickscarr1@gmail.com
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The Environment Agency was therefore unable to comment in any substantial form on my papers at 
ISH11 but did not appear to inform Mr Humphrey at the time of its attitude towards my work. The 
Planning Inspectorate presumably remains unaware. 
The Environment Agency also turned down my Freedom of Information request for BEEMS TR319 – 
a document essential to understanding the Applicant’s Flood Risk Assessment and inshore wave 
behaviour. I eventually obtained this document from Cefas. See enclosed document. 
 
I think it important in an open public enquiry that the Planning Inspectorate is made fully aware of 
these concerns. I would be obliged if you could address correspondence to the Inspectorate 
accordingly. 
 
Regards 
Nick Scarr Plus copy of the 25/1/22 email as below 
 


---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Nick Scarr <nickscarr1@gmail.com> 
Date: Tue, 25 Jan 2022 at 11:07 
Subject: The Applicant's treatment of the offshore geomorphology in its FRA and its approval by the 
Environment Agency 
To: Barlow, Simon <simon.barlow@environment-agency.gov.uk>, <Eleanor.Stewart@environment-
agency.gov.uk>, <oliver.burns@environment-agency.gov.uk> 
 


25/1/22 


Dear Simon Barlowe, Eleanor Stuart, Ollie Burns, 


I hope all is well. 


At the Issue Specific hearing ISH 11, 14/9/2021 the Environment Agency expressed its general 


satisfaction with the Applicant’s FRA. This is expressed below referring to the transcripts: 


“33:56 Good morning, sir Sarah Palmer for the Environment Agency. We just wanted to 


clarify that in terms of the main development site and coastal flood risk. Only outstanding 


issue is regarding the increase in offsite flood risk tank traps…” Session 2 


The Environment Agency also expressed satisfaction of the Applicant’s modelling of the Sizewell 


Dunwich banks in its FRA: 


“07:35 Good morning, sir. Sarah Palmer for the Environment Agency. I'm afraid I can't 


answer the detail about the modelling of the bank [Sizewell Dunwich bank] and how that 


relates to the flood risk assessment. I know that my coastal geomorphology colleagues 


have looked into this and I believe they were content with how it was modelled, but I can't 


provide the details to you. But I do believe they were content, how it was represented within 


the flood risk assessment.” ISH11 Session 2 


The Applicant then confirmed both its treatment of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and 


the Environment Agency's approval of the methodology: 


“…So, so one might assume that the fra, if the bank was in place, that that would actually 


have an energy as the dissipation. Actually, as it turns out for the fra conversely, that's true. 


So so the having the bank in place, in terms of fra assessment actually gives you a more 



mailto:nickscarr1@gmail.com

mailto:simon.barlow@environment-agency.gov.uk

mailto:Eleanor.Stewart@environment-agency.gov.uk

mailto:Eleanor.Stewart@environment-agency.gov.uk

mailto:oliver.burns@environment-agency.gov.uk
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conservative outcome in terms of understanding what coastal overtopping is at the high 


coastal defence feature. So that's actually the approach that we've taken there. So in the will 


then be a reference to how is that addressed in the coastal geomorphology. In effect, both 


studies have taken the worst case scenario and applied it. So it's a sort of non is a without 


prejudice approach. And we take we assume the worst and apply that and that's how we've 


gone about and that's how the assessment has taken place. That work has obviously been 


shared with the Environment Agency. And I hope that the comments from the Environment 


Agency a few moments ago will give some confidence that actually they've review that in 


some detail on thoroughly and find that the the finding sound” ISH11 Session 2 


The Applicant, in written communication states: 


“The wave condition outputs taken from the coastal geomorphological studies provide for a 


conservative assessment for application within the FRA coastal overtopping assessment. The 


flood risk assessment took the most conservative values as input data to the modelling. This 


approach has been reviewed and validated by the Environment Agency.” 


“As discussed in Section 5.3 of Appendix A of the Coastal Modelling Report 
(Appendix 1 of the MDS FRA [APP-094]), the assessment concluded that the Baseline 
scenario, i.e. with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more conservative (i.e. 
worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal. As such, the scenario with 
the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and epochs as a 
conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130 
  


I am perplexed by this approach of the Applicant and the subsequent approval of the Environment 


Agency as we know the Applicant’s treatment in its DCO of wave condition inputs as expressed 


above i.e., that a higher (and therefore more conservative) inshore wave climate occurs with the 


Sizewell Dunwich banks in place, is unorthodox and in direct contradiction with the Applicant’s own 


accredited research found in BEEMS documents and explained in my enclosed papers. 


I would be grateful if you could confirm to me that your acceptance and approval of the wave inputs 


used by the Applicant in its FRA and that it represents conservative values is correct and does not 


represent some degree of misunderstanding. 


Regards 


Nick Scarr 


Appendix 2 
 
Copy of my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century” sent to the 
Planning Inspectorate for the Secretary of State. 
 


Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century. 
 


Author: Nick Scarr IP 20025524—11/1/22 – 8:05 
 


The next century will be a critical time for Sizewell C if it is approved and built as presented in the 


DCO hearing; security from flood risk will be of utmost importance as the spent fuel created by the 


reactors will be onsite in cooling ponds until its temperature lowers sufficiently to allow removal.  
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The Applicant has made a definitive statement on flood risk to Sizewell C’s main nuclear platform for 


the period. The Applicant states that the 7.3m AOD (Above Ordnance Datum) main nuclear platform 


will be free from flood risk until 2140 under the RCP8.5 scenario. This is presented in its ‘Table 2.1’. 


The Applicant has also made a second definitive statement, presumably informed by the first, that 


spent fuel will be removed from site by this 2140 date. 


The following document reviews these crucial statements in the following two short papers. 


Paper 1 analyses the limitations of the data presented in the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’ and concludes 
that it does not reflect reasonable worse-case conditions at the main nuclear site.  
 
Paper 2 assesses whether spent fuel removal by 2140 is a plausible timescale and concludes that 
even if one is to accept the data presented in ‘Table 2.1’ as worse-case flood data, safety of the site 
will still be compromised as spent fuel removal by this date does not appear to be feasible. 
 
Overall, the papers posit that Sizewell C, as presented in the DCO Hearing, will not be able to offer 
the sufficient and necessary flood resilience in the next century. 
 


Paper 1—Sizewell C and the wave data used in the Applicant’s FRA to establish flood 


levels on the main nuclear platform in the next century. 
 


Introduction and purpose. 
 
 
The Applicant used its Flood Risk Assessment to establish that the main nuclear platform, at 7.3m 
AOD, is resilient to flood risk until 2140. 
 
This paper critically reviews the data presented by the Applicants table 2.1 and splits it into its 
component parts—still water flood levels and wave induced (overtopping) flood levels. 
 
The paper concludes that the wave data utilised by the Applicant does not represent worse-case 
conditions and that Table 2.1 may therefore under-estimate flood levels to the main nuclear 
platform. 
 


A) The Applicant’s data for overall wave overtopping scenarios of the main 


nuclear platform as presented in its FRA Table 2.1: 
 


 The Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 


“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 


Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
“Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios”  
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FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 


Figures shown are in height of water at the main platform AOD. Any figure greater than 7.3m AOD 
(main nuclear platform height) represents a flood event which compromises the main nuclear 
platform and spent fuel storage safety. Figures in red are highlighted by the Applicant. 
  


These analysis results show that the main nuclear platform at 7.3m AOD is not expected to flood 
before 2140 based on the RCP8.5 scenario and the maximum storm period return considered for 
nuclear installations. 
 
These results are understood to be a composite figure of maximum still water levels (which 
incorporate climate and storm surge level effects) combined with the impact on those levels from 
waves overtopping and breaching Sizewell C’s defences. 
 
The following section breaks down these data into the two component parts presented in the Tables 
B1 and B2 following. 
 


B) Breakdown of ‘Table 2.1’. 
 


B.1  Still water data used in the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’. 
 
To examine the component that waves add to the Table 2.1 data it is necessary to abstract the still 
water level components. These values are shown in the table below by using the following data: 
 


• Still water level data (AOD) for storm event return periods used: 


1:200 3.13m; 1:1000 3.55m; 1:10,000 4.21m 
 


• Climate change sea level rise data used for RCP8.5 scenario: 


RCP8.5 2100 1.12m; RCP8.5 2140 1.8m; RCP8.5 2200 2.9m; BECC 2200 5.00m 
 
For reference the 1953 flood level is approximately 1:1000. Figures in blue in Tables B1 and B2 are 
the Applicant’s still water figures from its table 4.2 that are slightly different and shown where 
available. See FRA ADDENDUM: EN010012 Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum. Table 


4.2 ‘Assessed flood depth on the main platform’ (Still water levels). 
 
In developing the table B1 below, I have utilised the above figures combing the two sets of data. So, 
for example, for the scenario of a 1 in 200 year still water level and a 2140 climate change sea level 
rise gives a level of 4.93m (3.13 + 1.8m). 
 
The table B1 thus excludes the wave action component from the Applicant’s Table 2.1, considering 
only the still water levels of return period sea level rise and climate change sea level rise: 
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Return  


Period 


        2100 epoch 


RCP8.5            H++ 


         2140 Epoch 


RCP8.5     BECC 


        2200 Epoch 


  RCP8.5             BECC 


200-year    4.25               5.03   4.93          no data     6.03             8.13/8.00 


1,000-year    4.67               5.45   5.35          7.94     6.45             8.55/8.84 


10,000-year    5.33               6.11   6.01          8.85  7.11/7.58        9.21/9.75 


  Table B1 - Figures shown are in height of water AOD.  
 


B.2  Flood level component from overtopping (breaching) waves in the 


Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’. 
 
Subtracting the data in the Table B1 above from the Applicant’s Table 2.1 arrives at the following: 
 


Return  


Period 


        2100 epoch 


RCP8.5            H++ 


         2140 Epoch 


RCP8.5     BECC 


        2200 Epoch 


  RCP8.5             BECC 


200-year    0.33               0.16   0.55          no data     0.28             0.35/0.48 


1,000-year    0.45               0.28   0.67          0.18     0.4               0.47/0.18 


10,000-year    0.65               0.48   0.87          0.13  0.6/0.13          0.67/0.13 


  Table B2 - Figures shown are in height of water AOD. 
 
Table B2 then, shows the maximum contribution of overtopping waves to water levels on and 
around the platform that could have been allocated by the Applicant for each return period and 
epoch. 
 
It appears that the Applicant has used ‘inshore wave heights of 3.73m-4.48m’ to calculate these 
wave contributions. See: FRA Main development site Flood Risk Addendum Page 1,2: Table 4.1. 
 
However, should the offshore Dunwich bank be lost or compromised by the next century—a 
plausible scenario as it has no underlying hard geology—then moderate as well as high storm 
waves (the significant 1:100 offshore wave heights are 7.3- 7.8m from the N –NNE sector) could 
breach, break over and erode the ‘soft and erodible’ inner and outer longshore bars and the South 
Minsmere levels, immediately to the North of Sizewell C. In flood conditions these waves would then 
add to the water volumes in the contiguous marshes of South Minsmere and Sizewell. Storm-wave 
access around the landward side of the main nuclear platform could then occur and there are no 
proposed defences against such scenarios. In these scenarios wave action could present 
significantly greater contributions to flood levels on the main nuclear platform than suggested by 
Table B2 which, in turn, would then result in an understatement of flood risk in the Applicant’s 
Table 2.1. 
 
The adequacy of the flood modelling on the main platform height of 7.3m AOD to 2140 is essentially 
then dependent upon the assumptions of: 
 


• little or no change to the offshore geomorphology (primarily the Dunwich bank and the 


longshore, nearshore bars) 
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• the present shoreline surrounding Sizewell C remaining uneroded until the middle of the 


next century with no consideration given to the historical precedent of the Sizewell 


foreshore being the ‘most eroded shoreline’ in records assembled by Pye and Blott until the 


development of the Dunwich bank (see REP2-393 Section 2) and 


• no significant unrepaired breaches to sea defences north of the site. 


 


In my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption for the maintenance 
and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-year episodes of 
coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate change sea-level rise 
and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion around Sizewell C. See 
my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In a meeting with the Environment Agency on 23rd January 2020 it was acknowledged that Sizewell 
C may become subject to ‘islanding’. I believe that the consequences of this are not being 
considered, namely: in the highly plausible event of significant shoreline recession by and during the 
next century, Sizewell C could become an established promontory or headland. Sea defences would 
then need to fully surround the main nuclear platform. 
 


Paper 2—Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal 


by 2140. Is this a plausible timeframe? 


 


Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 


• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 


2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 


assessed in relation to 2140.” 


• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 


operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 


Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  


• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 


Fuel Store.” 


Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 


 
This timeframe of 2140 is then important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ 
according to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to this stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently be untenable being exposed to unacceptable flood risk. 
 







12 
 


1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—The Applicant’s assessment of still water 


and wave overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 


Again, refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 


“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 


Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 


 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  


This table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 
1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be 
decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel removal) by this date for the safety of local 
populations, environment, and staff. 
 


2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
 
 


2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 


• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 


disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 


13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 
 


2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 


requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 


considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 


● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 


in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  
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“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 


 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 


“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 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.” ONR reference 


HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 


Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 
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The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 


Summary. 
 


For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 


committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  


1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 


 


2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 


 
3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 


 
4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 


specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  


 
5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 


the Sizewell C spent fuel. 


 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 


nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 


 
7. That the timeframe (considered to be 100 years as far as I am aware) for the deposition of 


other committed nuclear waste to be consigned prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, 


legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from power stations and the highly enriched 


submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated timescale without over-run. 


  
Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported 
by an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
 
The insufficiency of flood resilience of the proposed Sizewell C’s main nuclear platform beyond 2140, 
based on the Applicant’s own data, will then expose the spent fuel stored onsite to unacceptable 
flood risk and consequently threaten the safety of the environment, local populations, and 
decommissioning staff. 
 


=========================== 
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Overall summary of Papers 1 and 2. 
 
Paper 1 shows there may be significant understatements of the flood risk to the main nuclear 
platform in the next century. The depletion of the Dunwich bank and the attendant possibility of 
Sizewell shoreline retreat and exposure of the main nuclear platform on the landward side do not 
appear to be considered when the wave component of the data in Table 2.1 is examined. In the 
highly plausible event of shoreline recession by and during the next century and Sizewell C becoming 
a promontory or headland prior to spent fuel removal, sea defences would need to fully surround 
the main nuclear platform. 
 
Paper 2 shows that should we accept the Applicant’s Table 2.1 data as valid for worse case scenarios 
and accept that there will be no shoreline retreat at Sizewell through the next two centuries, we are 
still left with the Applicant’s seemingly implausible requirement and claim for spent fuel removal 
from site by 2140. 
 
Overall, therefore, I suggest that the Sizewell C will not provide the necessary and required flood risk 
resilience until spent fuel removal. 
 
Please see my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345 and REP2-503 for Spent Fuel. 
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Concerns regarding the flood resilience of the Sizewell C main nuclear platform could 
be overlooked due to the incoherent analysis and confused responses of the Applicant 
and the Environment Agency to the inshore wave conditions and the role and 
importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 

 

Response to the Environment Agency correspondence AMC/2020/4725-5, 
AMC/2020/10992.  
 
Date 21 2 2022 
 
To: The Environment Agency: Simon Hawkins, Simon Barlowe, Ian Cable, Sir James Bevan, 
 
Cc: The Secretary of State  
 
Thank you for your reply of the 16/2/2022, Your ref: AMC/2020/4725-5 and AMC/2020/10992 
Dated: 16 February 2022. 
 
I appear to have not made myself clear for which I apologise. Please see the brief comments below 
that explain why the Applicant’s treatment of inshore wave conditions in the DCO must overall be 
re-examined: 
 
The Applicant, in written communication states: 
 

“The wave condition outputs taken from the coastal geomorphological studies provide for a 
conservative assessment for application within the FRA coastal overtopping assessment. The 
flood risk assessment took the most conservative values as input data to the modelling. This 
approach has been reviewed and validated by the Environment Agency.” 
“…the assessment concluded that the Baseline scenario, i.e. with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank 
in situ, resulted in more conservative (i.e.worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with 
their removal. As such, the scenario with the bank in place [i.e. the Sizewell-Dunwich bank 
in an unchanging form] was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and epochs as a 
conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130 

 
This position of the Applicant, supported by the Environment Agency, that the Sizewell-Dunwich 
bank in place (in an unchanging form for all the station life) represents “a conservative approach” is 
not only incorrect but results in the obtuse corollary that the loss of the Dunwich bank must 
necessarily be of benefit to the proposed Sizewell C. 
 
This has been recognised by the Applicant and indeed the Applicant has stated and confirmed as 
follows: 
  

“If Dunwich Bank were lost or substantially reduced (in extent or elevation) there is a greater 
potential for erosion of the shoreline around Dunwich and, importantly, the Minsmere – 
Dunwich Cliffs, resulting in a local increase in the supply of sand and pebbles (i.e., beach 
shingle) from the cliffs. This sediment would move south and could reduce erosion rates. 
Reduced erosion rates could tend to increase resistance to flooding over the Minsmere and 
Sizewell frontages.” Responses to the ExA's Third Written Questions (ExQ3) Volume 1 - SZC 
Co. Responses epage 68. 
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This position of the Applicant that the presence of the Sizewell-Dunwich bank is the conservative 
approach and therefore the loss of Dunwich Bank must be a benefit to Sizewell C is then effectively 
supported by the Environment Agency. (This support is stated as ‘validated by the EA’ in the 
Applicant’s responses in ExQ as above and by the Environment Agency itself as ‘’… content with how 
it [The Sizewell-Dunwich banks] was modelled…’ see ISH11 as shown in my email 25/1/22, 3/2/22 
enclosed in Appendix 1). 
 
This position is not ‘counter-intuitive’, as the EA states (Your ref: AMC/2020/4725-5), it is wrong 
because the Applicant itself confirms the approach is wrong in its earlier validated research with 
brief examples of evidence as follows: 
 

The Applicant, BEEMS TR311 2.3.2.2.3 “Sizewell nearshore waves… are substantially lowered 
before arriving at the shore due to dissipation across the GSB’s three positive relief features; 
the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank and the two longshore bars. Coastal sandbanks and longshore 
bars dissipate wave energy” 

 
The Applicant, BEEMS TR058 p.45 “…1) the inner longshore bar which will cause wave 
breaking during almost all wave conditions; 2) the deeper outer longshore bar which will 
cause wave breaking during moderate and large storms; and 3) the Sizewell bank, which will 
cause only the largest waves (e.g., Figure 17) to break. In large storms all three will cause 
breaking and progressively lower the wave energy propagating toward the shoreline. 
Together they are likely to be a key factor explaining the comparative stability of Sizewell 
shorelines.” 
 

The Applicant, BEEMS TR139, explains that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks control even 
moderate storms which can produce notable erosion and flooding of the low-lying areas 
faced by the proposed location for Sizewell C: 

“Very extreme tide plus surge conditions, or tide plus surge plus waves, are not necessary to 
cause significant erosion and flooding of low-lying areas. Studies to the north [the South 
Minsmere Levels] and south of Sizewell have shown that even moderate storms, with 
estimated return periods of 1 in 5 to 1 in 10 years, have caused significant flooding as a result 
of breaching of shingle ridges, narrow dunes and earth embankments (e.g. Pye & Blott, 2006, 
2009). The outer defence at the northern end of the Minsmere frontage was breached, and 
the inner defence partially overtopped, during moderate storms in 2006 and 2007. These 
events also caused significant dune erosion between Sizewell B and Minsmere Sluice but had 
relatively little effect on the beach and dunes in front of the ‘A’ and ‘B’ power stations. The 
main reason for this long-shore variation in storm susceptibility appears to be the 
morphology of the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank. Waves from the NNE are refracted across the 
northern end of Dunwich Bank and focused towards the shore at the northern end of the 
Minsmere frontage. Refracted north-easterly waves also pass through the saddle between 
Dunwich Bank and Sizewell Bank. The size, depth and position of this ‘saddle’ is therefore 
of critical importance with regard to the risk of erosion and flooding between the proposed 
Sizewell ‘C’ site and Minsmere Sluice.”  

 
The Applicant’s approach in the DCO then disagrees with its own research and must, therefore be 
untenable and unsupportable by any other parties in the absence of significant explanation.  
 
The Applicant has admitted to me that the ‘narrative has changed’ in the DCO with regards to the 
Sizewell-Dunwich banks (Conference call between myself, James Hanson, Tony Dolphin, Stephen 
Roast, Kate Bozek and Helena Wicks for the Applicant 21/9/21 – a conference call conducted at the 
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request of Neil Humphrey for the Secretary of State/Planning Inspectorate at ISH11). However, there 
is no new information that I am aware of that validates a narrative change. The science and 
empirical evidence that offshore banks or a harbour wall reduces the inshore wave climate is a 
given and cannot be summarily dismissed. BEEMS TR319 is referred to as the defining document 
yet even if we are to accept TR319, it does not validate this ‘narrative change’ for all epochs and 
scenarios. 
 
Although the Sizewell Dunwich banks are not mentioned by name in any of the original FRA and 
Addendum FRA documents produced by the Applicant, an omission I find puzzling, the Sizewell 
Dunwich banks are the critical arbiter of micro-stability of the nuclear coastline at Sizewell. They 
protect the inner and outer longshore bars and after the growth of the Dunwich bank from 1836 has 
protected the shoreline from being the ‘most eroded in records’ through accretion to stability. The 
banks will always be of critical importance to Sizewell C. See my document REP2-393 sections 2, 6, 7. 
 

However, in my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption for the 
maintenance and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-year 
episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate change 
sea-level rise and storm level change. The northern section of the Dunwich bank has dropped by 2 
meters in the last decade alone according to the Marine Management Org. (ExQ) See REP8-248,  
REP10-345. 
 
Hence my concerns.  
 
That the ‘changing narrative’ of the importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks has been supported 
and underpinned by the Environment Agency ‘and its partner organisations’ is perplexing. (Your 
reply AMC/2020/4725-5 Date: 16 February 2022). 
 
In my conference call with Oliver Burns of the EA on the 4/10/21 (Mr Burns represented the EA at 
ISH11 one month earlier when Neil Humphrey for the Planning Inspectorate raised the issue of my 
papers) although it appeared that he did not seem to have particular knowledge of my work, led me 
to understand that he would not consider supporting this ‘changing narrative’ that the loss of the 
Dunwich bank would be beneficial to Sizewell C.  
 

• Note Ref. ISH11 - Your response to me AMC/2020/4725-5 16 Feb states at the ISH11 
meeting with the Planning Inspectorate that when asked about my papers: 
“Our recollection is that we were asked if your reports had raised issues that may alter our 
position and we advised that we remained satisfied that the FRA and coastal 
geomorphological assessments submitted by the applicant remained acceptable” 
 
This is not consistent with my understanding. I do not recall you informing the Planning 
Inspectorate in this manner at ISH11 nor is any reference to my papers made in the EA’s 
post-ISH11 submission, Your Ref: 20026727 24 Sept 2021. “Our comments (Appendix A) 
provide a summary and further detail of our oral case presented at ISH11, Flooding, Water 
and Coastal Processes.” 

 

Summary 
 
The Environment Agency, by supporting the Applicant’s approach to the Sizewell-Dunwich banks in 
the DCO, as declared at ISH11 and as understood by the Applicant (my email 3 Feb 22), is seemingly 
supporting and, according to the Applicant, validating, the following: 
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• The Sizewell-Dunwich bank structure will remain unchanged over the lifetime of the plant 
(beyond 2140),  

 

• that there is a more conservative (greater) inshore wave climate with the Sizewell-Dunwich 
banks present for all scenarios and epochs and thus the loss of the Dunwich bank must be 
beneficial to Sizewell C. 

 
The Applicant states: “The flood risk assessment took the most conservative values as input data to 

the modelling. This approach has been reviewed and validated by the Environment Agency.” See 

Appendix 1. 

The Environment Agency states that “We were, and we remain, satisfied that the outputs represent 
an appropriate worst case, despite the counter-intuitive way in which the interaction between the 
bank and waves is represented.” Your reply to me AMC/2020/4725-5 16 Feb 
 

• Note: ‘Outputs’ are not independent of ‘inputs’ and therefore I read ‘inputs and outputs’ 
rather than ‘outputs’ and you make this overall clear by confirming that the EA is ‘’… 
content with how it [The Sizewell-Dunwich banks] was modelled [by the Applicant]…’ 

  
This is not ‘counter-intuitive’ as you suggest in your correspondence to me. It is wrong. The Dunwich 
bank has no hard geology and is actively depleting as we speak (the northern section has reduced 
2m in the last decade alone according to the MMO);  the wave climate position is wrong according 
to the Applicant in its BEEMS documents as shown above and also according to the EA itself in point 
4 of EA Ref: 20026727  “Our comments (Appendix A) provide a summary and further detail of our 
oral case presented at ISH11, Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes.” 
 
In what appears to be an attempt to address some of these problems the Applicant produced TR545 
towards the end of the DCO process. The meaning of TR545 needs careful consideration; TR545 is a 
particular study in ‘cut and fill’ of a soft coastal defence feature. Its claims to conservative modelling 
are extremely limited as shown in my document REP7-220 and particularly so if such claims are 
contextualised to be representative of overall flood and erosion risk modelling of the proposed 
Sizewell C. The Environment Agency specifically acknowledges the limitations of TR545 in Point 8 of 
the document, EA Ref: 20026727 “Our comments (Appendix A) provide a summary and further detail 
of our oral case presented at ISH11, Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes.” Please see my 
document REP7-220. 
 
If Sizewell C is approved and built as presented in the DCO hearing it may not have the flood 
resilience in the next century and the later part of this century because the Applicant’s Flood Risk 
Assessment has failed to recognise and consider important aspects of the Applicant’s own research 
found in BEEMS studies. This is summarised in my papers REP2-393, REP5-253, REP7-219, REP7-220, 
REP7-220, REP8-248, REP10-345 and a post-Deadline 10 paper ‘Sizewell C Main nuclear platform 
flood resilience in the next century’ which has been forwarded to the Planning Inspectorate for the 
attention of the Secretary of State. Please find a copy enclosed in Appendix 2 of this document. 
 
As stated, the Applicant’s approach in the DCO disagrees with its own research and must, therefore 
be untenable and unsupportable by any other parties in the absence of significant explanation. 
 
I hope that this now makes clear the nature of the problem, a problem among others that I have 
been trying to convey in my documents that I have sent you and the Planning Inspectorate.  
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I accept that, despite making considerable effort to do so, I have failed in my attempts to make 
contact with or engage with the Environment Agency’s specialist teams in any constructive debate 
apart from one brief call with Mr Burns and, as you say, the DCO Application is now closed.  
 
I can only hope that in your ongoing work with the Applicant towards a SoCGs which you refer to, 
you find the possibility of addressing the somewhat unorthodox modelling methodology applied to 
the Sizewell Dunwich banks as expressed above and in my papers. 
 
I remain willing to assist and work with the EA and make clear that my concerns relate to, and are 
limited to, the flood resilience of Sizewell C later this century and next.  
 
My documents, REP2-393, REP5-253, REP7-219, REP7-220, REP7-220, REP8-248, REP10-345 justify 
points made above and many more. Please note that my main paper REP2-393 has been validated 
by two published and respected professors of geomorphology. (See REP6-068).  
 
Regards Nick Scarr    
 
Following: 
 
Appendix 1 — my original email 25/1/22 and 3/2/22 
Appendix 2 — Copy of my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next 
century” sent to the Planning Inspectorate post-D10 for the Secretary of State. 
 
Enclosed documents: 
1) Environment Agency correspondence AMC/2020/4725-5, AMC/2020/10992. 
2) “Our comments (Appendix A) provide a summary and further detail of our oral case presented at 
ISH11, Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes.” 
 

================*============== 

Appendix 1 
 
My emails of 25 January 2022 to Simon Barlow and 3 February 2022 to Sir James Bevan as below. 
 

Nick Scarr nickscarr1@gmail.com Sent email 3 Feb 2022 
 

 
 
 

to Ian, CE, james.bevan, Simon,  

 
 

 

Dear Sir James Bevan, Ian Cable, 
 
Re: Sizewell C – papers submitted to PINS. 
 
At the Issue Specific Hearing ISH11 it seems clear that Mr Neil Humphrey for the Planning 
Inspectorate had expected and assumed that the Environment Agency had studied my papers 
analysing the Applicant’s Sizewell C flood risk assessment. 
 
Despite my repeated requests for the EA to consider my papers and enter constructive dialogue, 
pleas that extended to writing to my MP Therese Coffey asking her to intercede, the EA had 
steadfastly refused to review them considering it ‘…inappropriate to do so..’  See enclosed 
document. 

mailto:nickscarr1@gmail.com
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The Environment Agency was therefore unable to comment in any substantial form on my papers at 
ISH11 but did not appear to inform Mr Humphrey at the time of its attitude towards my work. The 
Planning Inspectorate presumably remains unaware. 
The Environment Agency also turned down my Freedom of Information request for BEEMS TR319 – 
a document essential to understanding the Applicant’s Flood Risk Assessment and inshore wave 
behaviour. I eventually obtained this document from Cefas. See enclosed document. 
 
I think it important in an open public enquiry that the Planning Inspectorate is made fully aware of 
these concerns. I would be obliged if you could address correspondence to the Inspectorate 
accordingly. 
 
Regards 
Nick Scarr Plus copy of the 25/1/22 email as below 
 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Nick Scarr < > 
Date: Tue, 25 Jan 2022 at 11:07 
Subject: The Applicant's treatment of the offshore geomorphology in its FRA and its approval by the 
Environment Agency 
To: Barlow, Simon <

> 
 

25/1/22 

Dear Simon Barlowe, Eleanor Stuart, Ollie Burns, 

I hope all is well. 

At the Issue Specific hearing ISH 11, 14/9/2021 the Environment Agency expressed its general 

satisfaction with the Applicant’s FRA. This is expressed below referring to the transcripts: 

“33:56 Good morning, sir Sarah Palmer for the Environment Agency. We just wanted to 

clarify that in terms of the main development site and coastal flood risk. Only outstanding 

issue is regarding the increase in offsite flood risk tank traps…” Session 2 

The Environment Agency also expressed satisfaction of the Applicant’s modelling of the Sizewell 

Dunwich banks in its FRA: 

“07:35 Good morning, sir. Sarah Palmer for the Environment Agency. I'm afraid I can't 

answer the detail about the modelling of the bank [Sizewell Dunwich bank] and how that 

relates to the flood risk assessment. I know that my coastal geomorphology colleagues 

have looked into this and I believe they were content with how it was modelled, but I can't 

provide the details to you. But I do believe they were content, how it was represented within 

the flood risk assessment.” ISH11 Session 2 

The Applicant then confirmed both its treatment of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and 

the Environment Agency's approval of the methodology: 

“…So, so one might assume that the fra, if the bank was in place, that that would actually 

have an energy as the dissipation. Actually, as it turns out for the fra conversely, that's true. 

So so the having the bank in place, in terms of fra assessment actually gives you a more 
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conservative outcome in terms of understanding what coastal overtopping is at the high 

coastal defence feature. So that's actually the approach that we've taken there. So in the will 

then be a reference to how is that addressed in the coastal geomorphology. In effect, both 

studies have taken the worst case scenario and applied it. So it's a sort of non is a without 

prejudice approach. And we take we assume the worst and apply that and that's how we've 

gone about and that's how the assessment has taken place. That work has obviously been 

shared with the Environment Agency. And I hope that the comments from the Environment 

Agency a few moments ago will give some confidence that actually they've review that in 

some detail on thoroughly and find that the the finding sound” ISH11 Session 2 

The Applicant, in written communication states: 

“The wave condition outputs taken from the coastal geomorphological studies provide for a 

conservative assessment for application within the FRA coastal overtopping assessment. The 

flood risk assessment took the most conservative values as input data to the modelling. This 

approach has been reviewed and validated by the Environment Agency.” 

“As discussed in Section 5.3 of Appendix A of the Coastal Modelling Report 
(Appendix 1 of the MDS FRA [APP-094]), the assessment concluded that the Baseline 
scenario, i.e. with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more conservative (i.e. 
worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal. As such, the scenario with 
the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and epochs as a 
conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130 
  

I am perplexed by this approach of the Applicant and the subsequent approval of the Environment 

Agency as we know the Applicant’s treatment in its DCO of wave condition inputs as expressed 

above i.e., that a higher (and therefore more conservative) inshore wave climate occurs with the 

Sizewell Dunwich banks in place, is unorthodox and in direct contradiction with the Applicant’s own 

accredited research found in BEEMS documents and explained in my enclosed papers. 

I would be grateful if you could confirm to me that your acceptance and approval of the wave inputs 

used by the Applicant in its FRA and that it represents conservative values is correct and does not 

represent some degree of misunderstanding. 

Regards 

Nick Scarr 

Appendix 2 
 
Copy of my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century” sent to the 
Planning Inspectorate for the Secretary of State. 
 

Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century. 
 

Author: Nick Scarr IP 20025524—11/1/22 – 8:05 
 

The next century will be a critical time for Sizewell C if it is approved and built as presented in the 

DCO hearing; security from flood risk will be of utmost importance as the spent fuel created by the 

reactors will be onsite in cooling ponds until its temperature lowers sufficiently to allow removal.  
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The Applicant has made a definitive statement on flood risk to Sizewell C’s main nuclear platform for 

the period. The Applicant states that the 7.3m AOD (Above Ordnance Datum) main nuclear platform 

will be free from flood risk until 2140 under the RCP8.5 scenario. This is presented in its ‘Table 2.1’. 

The Applicant has also made a second definitive statement, presumably informed by the first, that 

spent fuel will be removed from site by this 2140 date. 

The following document reviews these crucial statements in the following two short papers. 

Paper 1 analyses the limitations of the data presented in the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’ and concludes 
that it does not reflect reasonable worse-case conditions at the main nuclear site.  
 
Paper 2 assesses whether spent fuel removal by 2140 is a plausible timescale and concludes that 
even if one is to accept the data presented in ‘Table 2.1’ as worse-case flood data, safety of the site 
will still be compromised as spent fuel removal by this date does not appear to be feasible. 
 
Overall, the papers posit that Sizewell C, as presented in the DCO Hearing, will not be able to offer 
the sufficient and necessary flood resilience in the next century. 
 

Paper 1—Sizewell C and the wave data used in the Applicant’s FRA to establish flood 

levels on the main nuclear platform in the next century. 
 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
 
The Applicant used its Flood Risk Assessment to establish that the main nuclear platform, at 7.3m 
AOD, is resilient to flood risk until 2140. 
 
This paper critically reviews the data presented by the Applicants table 2.1 and splits it into its 
component parts—still water flood levels and wave induced (overtopping) flood levels. 
 
The paper concludes that the wave data utilised by the Applicant does not represent worse-case 
conditions and that Table 2.1 may therefore under-estimate flood levels to the main nuclear 
platform. 
 

A) The Applicant’s data for overall wave overtopping scenarios of the main 

nuclear platform as presented in its FRA Table 2.1: 
 

 The Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 

“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
“Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios”  
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FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 

Figures shown are in height of water at the main platform AOD. Any figure greater than 7.3m AOD 
(main nuclear platform height) represents a flood event which compromises the main nuclear 
platform and spent fuel storage safety. Figures in red are highlighted by the Applicant. 
  

These analysis results show that the main nuclear platform at 7.3m AOD is not expected to flood 
before 2140 based on the RCP8.5 scenario and the maximum storm period return considered for 
nuclear installations. 
 
These results are understood to be a composite figure of maximum still water levels (which 
incorporate climate and storm surge level effects) combined with the impact on those levels from 
waves overtopping and breaching Sizewell C’s defences. 
 
The following section breaks down these data into the two component parts presented in the Tables 
B1 and B2 following. 
 

B) Breakdown of ‘Table 2.1’. 
 

B.1  Still water data used in the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’. 
 
To examine the component that waves add to the Table 2.1 data it is necessary to abstract the still 
water level components. These values are shown in the table below by using the following data: 
 

• Still water level data (AOD) for storm event return periods used: 

1:200 3.13m; 1:1000 3.55m; 1:10,000 4.21m 
 

• Climate change sea level rise data used for RCP8.5 scenario: 

RCP8.5 2100 1.12m; RCP8.5 2140 1.8m; RCP8.5 2200 2.9m; BECC 2200 5.00m 
 
For reference the 1953 flood level is approximately 1:1000. Figures in blue in Tables B1 and B2 are 
the Applicant’s still water figures from its table 4.2 that are slightly different and shown where 
available. See FRA ADDENDUM: EN010012 Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum. Table 

4.2 ‘Assessed flood depth on the main platform’ (Still water levels). 
 
In developing the table B1 below, I have utilised the above figures combing the two sets of data. So, 
for example, for the scenario of a 1 in 200 year still water level and a 2140 climate change sea level 
rise gives a level of 4.93m (3.13 + 1.8m). 
 
The table B1 thus excludes the wave action component from the Applicant’s Table 2.1, considering 
only the still water levels of return period sea level rise and climate change sea level rise: 
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Return  

Period 

        2100 epoch 

RCP8.5            H++ 

         2140 Epoch 

RCP8.5     BECC 

        2200 Epoch 

  RCP8.5             BECC 

200-year    4.25               5.03   4.93          no data     6.03             8.13/8.00 

1,000-year    4.67               5.45   5.35          7.94     6.45             8.55/8.84 

10,000-year    5.33               6.11   6.01          8.85  7.11/7.58        9.21/9.75 

  Table B1 - Figures shown are in height of water AOD.  
 

B.2  Flood level component from overtopping (breaching) waves in the 

Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’. 
 
Subtracting the data in the Table B1 above from the Applicant’s Table 2.1 arrives at the following: 
 

Return  

Period 

        2100 epoch 

RCP8.5            H++ 

         2140 Epoch 

RCP8.5     BECC 

        2200 Epoch 

  RCP8.5             BECC 

200-year    0.33               0.16   0.55          no data     0.28             0.35/0.48 

1,000-year    0.45               0.28   0.67          0.18     0.4               0.47/0.18 

10,000-year    0.65               0.48   0.87          0.13  0.6/0.13          0.67/0.13 

  Table B2 - Figures shown are in height of water AOD. 
 
Table B2 then, shows the maximum contribution of overtopping waves to water levels on and 
around the platform that could have been allocated by the Applicant for each return period and 
epoch. 
 
It appears that the Applicant has used ‘inshore wave heights of 3.73m-4.48m’ to calculate these 
wave contributions. See: FRA Main development site Flood Risk Addendum Page 1,2: Table 4.1. 
 
However, should the offshore Dunwich bank be lost or compromised by the next century—a 
plausible scenario as it has no underlying hard geology—then moderate as well as high storm 
waves (the significant 1:100 offshore wave heights are 7.3- 7.8m from the N –NNE sector) could 
breach, break over and erode the ‘soft and erodible’ inner and outer longshore bars and the South 
Minsmere levels, immediately to the North of Sizewell C. In flood conditions these waves would then 
add to the water volumes in the contiguous marshes of South Minsmere and Sizewell. Storm-wave 
access around the landward side of the main nuclear platform could then occur and there are no 
proposed defences against such scenarios. In these scenarios wave action could present 
significantly greater contributions to flood levels on the main nuclear platform than suggested by 
Table B2 which, in turn, would then result in an understatement of flood risk in the Applicant’s 
Table 2.1. 
 
The adequacy of the flood modelling on the main platform height of 7.3m AOD to 2140 is essentially 
then dependent upon the assumptions of: 
 

• little or no change to the offshore geomorphology (primarily the Dunwich bank and the 

longshore, nearshore bars) 
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• the present shoreline surrounding Sizewell C remaining uneroded until the middle of the 

next century with no consideration given to the historical precedent of the Sizewell 

foreshore being the ‘most eroded shoreline’ in records assembled by Pye and Blott until the 

development of the Dunwich bank (see REP2-393 Section 2) and 

• no significant unrepaired breaches to sea defences north of the site. 

 

In my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption for the maintenance 
and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-year episodes of 
coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate change sea-level rise 
and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion around Sizewell C. See 
my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In a meeting with the Environment Agency on 23rd January 2020 it was acknowledged that Sizewell 
C may become subject to ‘islanding’. I believe that the consequences of this are not being 
considered, namely: in the highly plausible event of significant shoreline recession by and during the 
next century, Sizewell C could become an established promontory or headland. Sea defences would 
then need to fully surround the main nuclear platform. 
 

Paper 2—Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal 

by 2140. Is this a plausible timeframe? 

 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 

• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 

2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 

assessed in relation to 2140.” 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 

operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 

Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  

• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 

Fuel Store.” 

Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 

 
This timeframe of 2140 is then important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ 
according to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to this stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently be untenable being exposed to unacceptable flood risk. 
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1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—The Applicant’s assessment of still water 

and wave overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 

Again, refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 

“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 

 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  

This table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 
1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be 
decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel removal) by this date for the safety of local 
populations, environment, and staff. 
 

2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
 
 

2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 

• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 

disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 

13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 
 

2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 

requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 

considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 

● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 

in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  



13 
 

 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 

 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 

“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 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.” ONR reference 

HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 

Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 

 



14 
 

The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 

Summary. 
 

For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 

committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  

1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 

 

2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 

 
3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 

 
4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 

specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  

 
5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 

the Sizewell C spent fuel. 

 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 

nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 

 
7. That the timeframe (considered to be 100 years as far as I am aware) for the deposition of 

other committed nuclear waste to be consigned prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, 

legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from power stations and the highly enriched 

submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated timescale without over-run. 

  
Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported 
by an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
 
The insufficiency of flood resilience of the proposed Sizewell C’s main nuclear platform beyond 2140, 
based on the Applicant’s own data, will then expose the spent fuel stored onsite to unacceptable 
flood risk and consequently threaten the safety of the environment, local populations, and 
decommissioning staff. 
 

=========================== 
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Overall summary of Papers 1 and 2. 
 
Paper 1 shows there may be significant understatements of the flood risk to the main nuclear 
platform in the next century. The depletion of the Dunwich bank and the attendant possibility of 
Sizewell shoreline retreat and exposure of the main nuclear platform on the landward side do not 
appear to be considered when the wave component of the data in Table 2.1 is examined. In the 
highly plausible event of shoreline recession by and during the next century and Sizewell C becoming 
a promontory or headland prior to spent fuel removal, sea defences would need to fully surround 
the main nuclear platform. 
 
Paper 2 shows that should we accept the Applicant’s Table 2.1 data as valid for worse case scenarios 
and accept that there will be no shoreline retreat at Sizewell through the next two centuries, we are 
still left with the Applicant’s seemingly implausible requirement and claim for spent fuel removal 
from site by 2140. 
 
Overall, therefore, I suggest that the Sizewell C will not provide the necessary and required flood risk 
resilience until spent fuel removal. 
 
Please see my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345 and REP2-503 for Spent Fuel. 
 
 



 

  
 

 
 
 
 
 
Nick Scarr 

  
Our ref:  AMC/2020/4725-5 
 
  
Date:  16 February 2022 

 

 

 
 
Dear Mr Scarr,  
 
The Applicant’s treatment of the offshore geomorphology in its FRA and its approval 
by the Environment Agency 
 
Thank you for your emails of 25 January 2022 to Simon Barlow; and 31 January and 3 
February 2022 to our Chief Executive, Sir James Bevan. James has read your emails and 
asked me to respond on his behalf. He will also receive a copy of this response. 
 
You have asked us to confirm our acceptance and approval of the wave inputs used by the 
Applicant in its Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and that it represents conservative values, 
and to confirm that there is no degree of misunderstanding. 
 
It is worth clarifying that the Environment Agency (EA) is a statutory consultee in the 
Development Consent Order (DCO) process (further mention is made of this below), and we 
have already offered expert advice and opinion to the Examining Authority (ExA), who in turn 
will offer their advice to the Secretary of State for (Business, Environment and Industrial 
Strategy) BEIS. 
 
In more specific terms, we recognise that the modelling undertaken for the separate flood 
risk and geomorphology work streams produced different results regarding the role of the 
Sizewell-Dunwich bank in capping nearshore wave height. The Applicant used different 
models for the separate flood risk and coastal geomorphology work streams, meaning a 
different set of parameters and calibration and validation approaches were used to generate 
appropriate outputs in each case. Both work streams utilised approaches which were subject 
to peer review and received support and scrutiny from relevant specialists within the EA and 
partner organisations. 
 
The geomorphology modelling was assessed in-house, whilst EA flood risk specialists 
reviewed the flood risk modelling with additional expert support from a consultancy familiar 
with the type of modelling employed.  
 
We were, and we remain, satisfied that the outputs represent an appropriate worst case, 
despite the counter-intuitive way in which the interaction between the bank and waves is 
represented. 
 
Turning to your other points: 
 
At the Issue Specific Hearing ISH11 it seems clear that Mr Neil Humphrey for the 
Planning Inspectorate had expected and assumed that the Environment Agency had 
studied my papers analysing the Applicant’s Sizewell C flood risk assessment. 



 

  
 

 
 
 
 
Our recollection is that we were asked if your reports had raised issues that may alter our 
position and we advised that we remained satisfied that the FRA and coastal 
geomorphological assessments submitted by the applicant remained acceptable. 
 
Despite my repeated requests for the EA to consider my papers and enter 
constructive dialogue, pleas that extended to writing to my MP Therese Coffey asking 
her to intercede, the EA had steadfastly refused to review them considering 
it ‘…inappropriate to do so...’ See enclosed document (S. Barlow email 22 May 2020). 
 
We are treating this matter under our escalated formal complaints procedure, as we do feel 
that we have addressed your concerns on this matter previously through correspondence 
and discussion, but to clarify once more and by way of a final explanation on this point. 
 
The Environment Agency’s role in the planning process is to review the FRA and coastal 
geomorphological impacts assessments* - submitted by the applicant - and comment upon 
their adequacy, and their findings, to the planning decision maker. This we did and in 
immense detail. Mr Barlow correctly advised that you could (and should) submit your 
observations (your reports) on these assessments to the Examining Authority (ExA) so that 
they could also take account of your views and you did so. 
Contrary to your suggestion that we did not review your reports – we did, in fact do so. 
However, this was not until after the email from Mr Barlow to which you refer (at the time of 
that email, opportunity had not yet existed to undertake the review you had sought from us). 
Having done so we did not deem it necessary to adjust our position on the applicant’s 
submissions, nor did we deem it appropriate to comment on your reports to the ExA. Should 
the ExA have asked us to comment upon your submissions then we would have done so, 
but they did not. 
We are an advisor to the planning process not the decision maker. Your observations 
(reports) were better submitted to the ExA where they could form part of the evidence that 
they can draw upon before making their recommendation to BEIS. 
*Note – we share this responsibility with the Local Authority, as the Coastal Protection Authority 

The Environment Agency was therefore unable to comment in any substantial form on 
my papers at ISH11 but did not appear to inform Mr Humphrey at the time of its 
attitude towards my work. The Planning Inspectorate presumably remains unaware. 
 
Mention was made of your reports, and we confirmed that they had not adjusted our position 
on the formal FRA and coastal geomorphological assessment modelling submitted with the 
DCO. You may also recall that at the end of the enquiry we advised the ExA that we were 
still awaiting further modelling on the coastal defence design and that we had not yet 
reached common ground on this matter. We have been diligent in our review and remained 
dissatisfied on areas where inadequate information was provided during the examination. 
However, where the work was complete and the modelling considered acceptable to us, we 
have been content to confirm that this is the case. 
 
I think it important in an open public enquiry that the Planning Inspectorate is made 
fully aware of these concerns. I would be obliged if you could address 
correspondence to the Inspectorate accordingly  
 
The Examination is now closed, and the Examining Authority will not accept any further 
submissions. 
 



 

  
 

 
 
 
Finally, on the point of your Freedom of Information Request: 
 
The Environment Agency also turned down my Freedom of Information request for 
BEEMS TR319 – a document essential to understanding the Applicant’s Flood Risk 
Assessment and inshore wave behaviour. I eventually obtained this document from 
Cefas. See enclosed document. 
 
In relation to your request for information (our reference EAN/2020/177503), I refer you to 
our letter of 27 August 2020 (copy enclosed) in which we explained the reasons why we 
were unable to provide a copy of BEEMS TR319.  
 
If you require further details concerning the Environment Agency’s complaints procedure and 
service commitment standards, more information is available on our website at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/environment-agency/about/complaints-
procedure  
 
If you remain unhappy with our position, you still have the right to refer your complaint to the 
Ombudsman. Their contact details are available on our website by following the link supplied 
above or at: 
 
http://www.lgo.org.uk/ - Local Government Ombudsman (For complaints about flood defence 
and land drainage issues).  
 
http://www.ombudsman.org.uk/home - Parliamentary and Health Service Ombudsman (For 
complaints about all other aspects of our work. These complaints must be made through 
your local MP). 
 
For complaints about alleged failures of public authorities to comply with environmental law 
you can also now contact the Interim Environmental Governance Secretariat (IEGS). You 
can find out more information about the IEGS, and their complaint service here: 
https://www.iegs.org.uk/ . Our web pages will be updated to reflect this additional escalation 
route in due course. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

Simon Hawkins 
Area Director  
East Anglia Area 
 

 
Tel: 02030 255472 
Email: areamanagercorrespondence.eastanglia@environment-agency.gov.uk 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/environment-agency/about/complaints-procedure
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/environment-agency/about/complaints-procedure
http://www.lgo.org.uk/
http://www.ombudsman.org.uk/home
https://www.iegs.org.uk/
mailto:areamanagercorrespondence.eastanglia@environment-agency.gov.uk
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Wendy McKay       Our Ref: 20026727 

Lead member of the Panel of Examining Inspectors   Your Ref: EN010012 
National Infrastructure Planning 
Temple Quay House       Date: 24 September 2021 
2 The Square 
Bristol, BS1 6PN 
sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
 
By email only 

Dear Ms McKay 

 
Planning Act 2008 – Section 88 and the Infrastructure Planning (Examination 
Procedure) Rules 2010 – Deadline 8: Post Hearing submission of oral case for Issue 
Specific Hearing 11 (Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes).  
 
Application by NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited for an Order Granting 
Development Consent for the Sizewell C Project 

For Deadline 8 (24th September) the Examining Authority (ExA) have requested written 
submission of the oral case presented at Issue Specific Hearings. 

Our comments (Appendix A) provide a summary and further detail of our oral case 
presented at ISH11, Flooding, Water and Coastal Processes.  

Yours sincerely 

Simon Barlow 
Project Manager 
Sizewell C Nuclear New Build 
Environment Agency 

 

 
 

 

mailto:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
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Appendix A: Environment Agency summary of oral case for ISH11: Flooding, Water 
and Coastal Processes 

Agenda Item EA Position 

1. Welcome, introductions and arrangements for the Hearing  

Reference will be made in Agenda items to the 
Applicant’s and IP’s responses to ExQ1 and 
ExQ2, the comments on those responses and 
all written representations up to Deadline 7. 

 

No Environment Agency comments 

 

2. Water Supply 

The Water Supply Strategy and the availability 
of both potable and non-potable water to meet 
the full demands of the Project with particular 
regard to the early years of construction. 

SZC Water Supply Strategy 

At Deadline 7 (3rd Sept), SZC Co submitted a updated [REP7-037] Planning Statement, Appendix 
8.4KL Site Water Supply Strategy - Revision 2.0. 
 
Within the hearing the Environmental Agency noted that there had been too little time given to provide 
comments, but we will do so at Deadline 8 (24th September). 
 
We also noted that we considered any potential extension of desalination operation beyond the 
construction phase may result in additional environmental impacts not yet assessed. 
 
SZC Mains Water Supply  
 
We have provided a detailed update on our understand of SZC mains water supply proposals within 
our Deadline 8 response on [REP7-037] Deadline 7 Submission - 8.4 Planning Statement - Appendix 
8.4K - Site Water Supply Strategy - Revision 2.0 

3. Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (MDS FRA) 

Outstanding issues with respect to the 
Applicant’s assessment, in particular:  

(a) Coastal flood risk; and  
 

The EA highlighted that there was an outstanding issue regarding the increase in offsite flood risk at 
Tank Traps, in the event of a 0.5% (1 in 200) annual probability coastal overtopping flood event in 
2090. There would be up to a 0.2m increase in flood depth on land owned by RSPB in this flood event, 
although the land is already at risk of flooding to 1.54m in this event, so the depth of flooding would 
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increase to 1.74m deep. We understand that the applicant are in discussions with RSPB regarding the 
acceptability of this. 

We also highlighted that there are also small areas of land that would become at risk of flooding that 
aren’t presently, in a 0.5% (1 in 200) annual probability coastal overtopping event in 2090. However, 
these are very small areas on the edge of existing floodplain, and flood depths would be 
approximately 0.05m or 5cm. Again we understand that the applicant is in discussions with the 
landowners regarding the acceptability of this. 

If landowner permission is not received then we consider that paragraph EN1 5.7.17 requires the 
Decision Maker to determine the acceptability of these small increases in flood risk elsewhere. 

ExA Query regarding Sizewell-Dunwich Banks 

 The latest modelling (as reported in TR545) uses wave data from a buoy located offshore of the 
Sizewell – Dunwich banks and applies this into a model domain inshore of the feature. This means 
that the waves used in the model have not been impacted by the banks (which are known to cap 
inshore storm wave height). Various bank scenarios have also been assessed involving different 
sizes, orientation, height etc. as part of the expert geomorphological assessment work. The 
Environment Agency therefore agrees with the applicant that the modelling is suitably conservative. 
We had previously questioned the degree of conservatism when examining earlier technical reports, 
but after further discussions with the applicant and subsequent review of the updated versions of 
TR545 and TR544 we are satisfied that our concerns have been addressed.  

 

(b) Any other areas of outstanding 
concern for the MDS FRA.  

 

 

There are no other outstanding EA areas of concern for the MDS FRA. 

4. Associated Development Site Flood Risk 
Assessments 

 

Outstanding issues relating to the following:  

(a) Sizewell Link Road FRA; and  
 

There previously was an outstanding issue regarding increases in flood depths on the floodplain 
upstream of some of the river crossings, however most of these have since been shown to be within 
the development boundary, and so are considered to be acceptable and do not need landowner 
permission. There was one area for SW6 crossing outside of the site boundary, however the applicant 
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has since clarified that this was a mapping error, and inspection of the modelling cross-sections shows 
that the water remained within the channel in all flood events. 

(b) Other Associated Development Sites.  
 

There are no other outstanding areas of concern for the other associated development sites. 

 

5. Outline Drainage Strategy [REP2-033]  

Outstanding issues relating to the Outline 
Drainage Strategy with particular reference to:  

(a) Main Development Site, including 
Water Management Zones  

 

 

We have reviewed the Main Development Site Drainage Strategy [REP7-017] submitted at Deadline 
7. We are satisfied that additional control measures will be considered for mitigation of increased 
pollution risk. Although this will be identified and explored in future design concept works, terminology 
in the drainage strategy document should be clear and state when increased, additional or fail-safe 
methods will be considered and implemented where appropriate.   

 

(b) Drainage strategies for Associated 
Development Sites  

 

 

No Environment Agency comments 

 

6. Water Monitoring and Response Strategy 
[AS-236] 

 

Outstanding issues relating to the Water 
Monitoring and Response Strategy. 

 

We have reviewed the Water Monitoring Plan [REP7-074] submitted at Deadline 7 and have no 
comments to add. 

 

 

7. Water Framework Directive 
Compliance Assessment 

 

Outstanding concerns with respect to the Water 
Framework Directive Compliance Assessment. 

SSSI Crossing 

The applicant has submitted at Deadline 7 a revised SSSI crossing design [REP7-005] for the 
construction phase which would remove the drainage pipe.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004777-D2%20-%20Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%20Other-%20Updated%20Volume%202%20Chapter%202%20Appendix%202A%20of%20the%20ES-%20Outline%20Drainage%20Strategy.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002987-SZC_Bk6_6.14_ESAdd_V3_Ch2_Appx2.14.A_Groundwater_and_Surface_Water.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006987-Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%202.5%20Main%20Development%20Site%20-%20Permanent%20and%20Temporary%20Beach%20Landing%20Facility%20and%20SSSI%20Crossing%20Plans%20-%20Plans%20Not%20For%20Approval%20-%20Part%202%20of%202%20-%20Revision%203.0.pdf
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The triple span bridge design remains our preferred option as it would further reduce impacts to the 
ecology of the area including invertebrates, and it would have the minimal land take from the SSSI.  

Notwithstanding this, we consider this updated design, would reduce the risk of deterioration, under 
The Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) Regulations 2017 (WFD), to an acceptable 
level, and would not require a regulation 19 exemption.  

WFD Assessment Report Second Addendum 

At Deadline 7 the applicant submitted [REP7-284] the updated SZC Bk8 8.14Ad2 Ch WFD 
Assessment Report Second Addendum - Revision 1.0 

We will provide comments at Deadline 8 (24th September): 
 
WFD Ore & Alde TFCI deterioration risk EA Position  
 
In the hearing the Environment Agency highlighted we are concerned that as a result of entrapment 
losses to some fish species from the operation of SZC that a reduction in the number of fish entering 
the Ore & Alde and Blyth waterbodies has the potential to lead to a deterioration of this element under 
the Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) Regulations 2017 (WFD). The Blyth is not 
currently monitored for fish under the WFD programme and assessment will be undertaken on the Ore 
& Alde and applied to the Blyth by proxy.  
 
SZC Company at the request of the Environment Agency have run some potential fish reduction 
scenarios for the Ore & Alde Transitional Fish Classification Index (TFCI) looking at a targeted number 
of species of greatest importance in this waterbody. A within class deterioration is observed in all 
scenarios which brings the Ecological Quality Ratio (EQR) score close to the good/moderate boundary 
(0.58) and reduces the confidence in the classification to uncertain or no confidence. A greater number 
of scenarios have been run by the Environment Agency using a greater number of species that feature 
in the Ore/& Alde TFCI in the 6 year reporting cycle (2013-2018), these additional scenarios resulted 
in a class deterioration from good to moderate potential for fish in this waterbody.  
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Due to the uncertainty which remains as to what the final predicted and actual entrapment loss figures 
will be from the operation of SZC, we are currently unable to conclude that a risk of deterioration for 
fish within this waterbody and by proxy the Blyth waterbody does not exist.  
 
In order for us to maintain WFD compliance we recommend requirements are included in the DCO to 
address this potential impact. These requirements would secure robust monitoring and provide 
mitigation and compensation to undertake improvements which would benefit fish in the affected 
waterbodies should a deterioration occur.  
 
As a response to this At Deadline 7 the applicant has submitted on additional monitoring, 
mitigation/compensation proposals via: 
 

[REP7-040] 8.17 Draft Deed of Obligation Revision 7.0  
[REP7-077] 9.89 Draft Fish Monitoring Plan - Revision 1.0 
[REP7-007] Deemed Marine Licence conditions 50 & 51 in 3.1 Draft Development Consent 
Order - Revision 8.0 

 
We will provide comments at Deadline 8 (24th September) 
 
In-combination assessment for WFD compliance 
 
In the hearing we also highlighted that through the Environmental Permitting Regime, we will also 
need to complete an in-combination assessment to ensure WFD compliance, this will include 
consideration of impacts associated with operational and construction related permits, such as the 
water discharge activity, and combustion activity permits. We will only be able to complete this when 
we have determined these permits.  
 

8. Coastal Processes Update  

Coastal processes update to include the 
following: Modelling for SCDF through 
decommissioning to 2140;. 

We received modelling extending the assessment out to 2140 at Deadline 7 to account for the full 
duration of the decommissioning phase. At the Hearing stage, we highlighted our review of that 
modelling work is still ongoing, but we are in a position to share some broad headline messages: 

1. It is notable that the assessment work in this latest addition of TR545 uses two of the three 
storm parameters previously used in the assessment to 2099; namely a 1 in 20 yr event from 
NE and S (we understand that insufficient time was available to run the Beast from the East 
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sequence, which equates to a larger 1 in 107 yr return interval for cumulative wave energy, but 
was shown in the previous modelling phase to be less erosive than the 1 in 20 yr northerly 
event). At ISH6 we outlined our view that more severe storm conditions should be modelled 
when assessing geomorphological change beyond 2099, and whilst we note that this has not 
yet been provided to us, it is our understanding from a conversation with the applicant that 
work is planned to consider 1 in 10,000 yr return interval conditions equating to very severe 
sea level rise and wave events occurring simultaneously. We consider this a necessary step to 
account for the full range of plausible scenarios, and look forward to receiving this work for 
further technical review. 

2. We will need to complete our detailed review of the modelling, but in light of what we have 
seen to date (i.e. a partial assessment of risks for the full duration of the project), we are 
comfortable with the approach being used and the preliminary conclusions that have been 
drawn so far. 
 

Further comments have been provided separately at Deadline 8. 

modelling relating to the detailed design of the 
adapted HCDF;  

As with our previous response, we must add the caveat to this response that our detailed review 
remains ongoing, and so at this time we can only share broad headline messages based on an early 
light touch review. 

We are pleased to see the inclusion of the updated HCDF design, including pairing back of the crest at 
the northern end and a seaward deviation at the southern end. We note that further work is planned to 
model this design during the operational phase, though this version of the design report does suggest 
that this is considered unlikely to alter the existing conclusions. 

 

It is notable that the modelling of the adapted design and RCP8.5 sea level with the NE 1 in 20 yr 

return period wave climate results in erosion locally exceeding the sacrificial layer volume, meaning 

immediate recharge would be required to avoid HCDF exposure in the event that another moderate 

storm were to occur soon after. The report notes that this is an ‘unlikely worst case scenario’ but we 

feel this will require further examination in the next iteration of the modelling and design reports 

(particularly when considering more severe wave conditions and possibility of storm clustering as a 

reasonable worst case).  

 



     OFFICIAL  

A coarse cobble layer buried beneath the main SCDF and sitting atop the HCDF is suggested as 

mitigation for this risk. We recognise the logic behind this suggestion, and look forward to reviewing 

the modelling of this scenario in version 4. We particularly welcome suggestions such as this which 

would in theory avoid coarsening of the main SCDF particle size towards the upper end of or beyond 

the natural size range for the Sizewell frontage, given the environmental impacts that could result from 

such a modification away from native conditions. However, this would be provisional on a high degree 

of comfort that the cobble layer would remain buried, since regular or prolonged exposure could alter 

the morphodynamics and detrimentally affect the environment. 

 

 

the SCDF design; At the hearing we highlighted we remain fairly comfortable with the SCDF design, with the caveat 
again that work is ongoing to complete the necessary assessments which will ultimately determine the 
final design options. 

 

the provision of additional modelling, plans, 
sections, and information sought by IPs;  

The key remaining outstanding work in our view is the modelling of more severe joint probability 
events which we referred to under the first item in this section of the . We also note that the 
detailed designs of both the HCDF and SCDF remain in development, and we welcome the 
opportunity to feed into those discussions, for example in relation to the geometry and sediment grain 
size composition of the SCDF (as discussed at ISH6).  

The EA welcome the ExA request that applicant provide a list at D8 of which further information will be 
submitted going forward. 

the Minsmere Sluice Operation Technical Note;  No Environment Agency comments 

the monitoring, triggers, mitigation, and controls 
incorporated within the latest revisions of the 
draft DCO requirements, the DML and the 
CPMMP 

In the hearing we highlighted that we view the CPMMP as critical for ensuring ongoing monitoring and 
mitigation of coastal change impacts at the  

 
 

 
 

 

 other matters relevant to the agenda  

10. Close of hearing  
 



From:

"
Subject: SIZEWELL C - NIGHT TRAINS ISSUE
Date: 21 February 2022 11:09:13

 
Energy Infrastructure Planning
 
 
Dear Sirs,
 
I have been made aware that the  Secretary of State has  granted the Examining
Authority an extension of 6 weeks to the reporting stage thus
the Examining Authority has until the 25th February 2022 to submit the Report
setting out its recommendations  and conclusion to the Secretary of State.
 
I am aware that my email will be treated as a Representation and that it will be
considered by the Secretary of State together with all other matters
relevant to planning when making his decision on the proposal.
 
Whilst it is appreciated that the Department cannot comment on any specific
matters relating to the proposals I do expect a formal acknowledgement of this
email.
 
My email as you will observe is from my business address although I am a
resident of Whitearch Residential Park, my formal address is:
 
7 The Drift,

The basis of my Representations are as follows:
1.   I will not comment on the necessity or otherwise of Sizewell C it being, in

my view a foregone conclusion it will be approved by the Secretary of State
in spite of the very many objections.  This Government as with previous
governments have failed miserably in formulating a coherent Energy Policy.

 
2. Whitearch Park is immediately adjacent to the East Suffolk Railway line

(Ipswich to Lowestoft) a passenger service which operates between the
hours
of 6.00 am to 11.00 pm daily. The noise is limited to that of a bus and is at
an acceptable level.  Had that not been the case my wife and I would not
have
purchased the property.
 

3. The proposal for delivery of materials to the Sizewell C construction site by
rail is not acceptable.  It defies all logic it being proposed that trains hauling



     2000 tons will be using the line overnight from 11.00pm until 7am the
following morning and for the duration of the build. The trains will be long and
slow- moving
     thereby taking longer to pass by Whitearch Park thus creating considerable
noise and, in particular vibration. The noise and vibration will also affect a
further
     685 dwellings all within 200m of the railway track between Ipswich and
Saxmundham, (the numbers being confirmed by a personal survey carried out
by the
     owners of Whitearch Park).
 
4. The problem could be easily overcome by the provision of a passing- loop

on the railway line between Woodbridge and Saxmundham which will enable
all construction
materials to be transported during normal operating hours of 6.00am to
11.00pm. Passenger trains and Sizewell  trains could be organised with a
proper timetable
utilising the loop so there will be no need for night trains over the
estimated 10 year construction period of Sizewell C. The line is double-
tracked between Ipswich
and Woodbridge thus a passing-loop between Woodbridge and
Saxmundham  is all that is required to overcome the problem .

       
      5.  On the basis that many millions of pounds are to be spent on the
Farnham/Stratford St.Andrews bypass for the sake of mitigating noise for just 36
dwellings I fail to

     see that a passing loop as mentioned in Paragraph 4 cannot be considered
as a simple and cost effective solution.
 
5. In any event it is essential that a noise barrier is erected along the length of

Whitarch Park beside the rail line and that mitigation works are implemented
in relation to
vibration.

 
 
Yours faithfully,
 
 
Stuart C Dobson
 
 
Stuart C. Dobson
Land & Property Consultant



Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX 
www.suffolk.gov.uk 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Dear Secretary of State 
 
Suffolk County Council’s position on the Sizewell C DCO application on 22 February 
2022 for consideration in the determination of the application 
 
As, with the submission of the report by the Examining Authority due on 25 February, you 
will now consider the Sizewell C Development Consent Order application, Suffolk County 
Council would like to highlight, in the attached document, its outstanding concerns to you, 
as I consider that these issues need, and still could, be addressed before a development 
consent is granted. 
 
I would encourage you to carefully consider these issues as part of your decision making. 
We will be very happy to provide further detail on any of the matters raised. 
 

Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Matthew Hicks 
Leader of Suffolk County Council  
 
 
Cc SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 

 
  

 
Enquiries to: Michael Moll, Programme Director 
Sizewell C       
Email: m   
Date:  22 February 2022 

 
 
The Rt Hon Kwasi Kwarteng MP 

Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial 
Strategy 

1 Victoria Street 

London  

SW1H 0ET 

 

Via Email Only:  Minister.Kwarteng@beis.gov.uk  

 

mailto:SizewellC@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:Minister.Kwarteng@beis.gov.uk


 

 

   

  

  

 

The Sizewell C Project, Ref. EN010012  

Suffolk County Council’s position on the Sizewell C 
DCO application on 22 February 2022 for 
consideration by the Secretary of State in his 
determination of the application 

  

Suffolk County Council Registration ID Number: 20026012  

  

22 February 2022   

OVERVIEW 

At the end of the examination, Suffolk County Council (SCC) had a number of 

outstanding issues about the Sizewell C Development Consent Order application. 

These were set out in a Deadline 10 submission, in SCC’s Final Position Statement  

[REP10-210]. 

Now that the Examining Authority is due to submit its report to the Secretary of 

State, SCC would like to highlight its outstanding concerns to the Secretary of State, 

as it considers that these issues need, and still could, be addressed before a 

development consent is granted.  

Where issues have changed since Deadline 10, the position in this document has 

been updated – this is the case in relation to the drainage issues and there is a new 

issue regarding to a late change by the Applicant to Article 9(7) (consent to transfer 

benefit of the Order) of the dDCO. 

The document summarises SCC’s overall position, and for convenience then sets 

out the issues of substance where agreement could not be reached, followed by 

outstanding issues of mechanics in respect of the DCO drafting. SCC requests that 

these issues are carefully considered by the Secretary of State. As mentioned 

above, SCC considers that the issues could still be resolved at this late stage in the 

process.   

 For ease of reference, the Appendices set out a summary of the issues, how they 

can be resolved, and where in SCC’s submissions detailed information is set out.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008191-DL10%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Final%20position%20statement%20of%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
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SUMMARY OF SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL’S POSITION AT DEADLINE 10  

1. SCC started the Examination by stating (at the Open Floor Hearing on 18 

May 2021 [REP2-190]) that it wanted to work with the Applicant to develop its 

proposals but, at that stage, the proposals were not yet ones SCC could fully 

support. SCC indicated that its officers would do everything possible to 

improve the development so there could be a Sizewell C which would work for 

Suffolk. SCC’s specific concerns had been set out at the outset in SCC’s 

Relevant Representation [RR-1174].  

2. Over the course of the examination, positive progress was made on many 

(but not all) matters of concern to SCC and SCC welcomed the constructive 

engagement of the Applicant in helping to achieve that progress.  For 

instance, SCC agreed and completed the Deed of Obligation [REP10-076 to 

REP10-084].  

3. As set out in SCC’s Final Position Statement  [REP10-210], SCC considers 

that the mitigations secured by the Deed of Obligation will not overcome the 

residual adverse impacts of the proposal on the natural environment and the 

AONB. In that regard, SCC welcomed the Applicant’s proposal to provide 

funding for the Environment Trust, secured in a separate Deed (‘the 

Environment Deed’) which was agreed and completed in parallel with the 

Deed of Obligation.  In simple terms, what is now proposed by the 

Environment Deed is the future establishment of an environmental charity (or 

similar non-charitable entity with related objects), which will include 

representatives of the Applicant, SCC, East Suffolk Council, and other 

stakeholders. This body will become responsible for deciding on the allocation 

of funding that the Applicant has committed to (as described in [REP7-056], 

the Applicant’s response to ExQ2 LI2.2) in ways which further the objects of 

the environmental charity/entity. Those objects are “to promote, for the benefit 

of the public, the conservation, protection and improvement of the physical 

and natural environment, including the protection and enhancement of Natural 

Beauty and the advancement of education of the public in the conservation, 

protection and improvement of the physical and natural environment in and 

around East Suffolk”. For the reasons explained in Appendix C, SCC does not 

consider that the Environment Deed (as now completed) should be treated as 

a material consideration. It had not, therefore, been submitted in evidence to 

the Examination.  

4. In addition to the agreement on the Deed of Obligation, SCC acknowledges 

that, since the start of the examination, a number of substantial improvements 

were made to the development proposals by the Applicant.   

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004362-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004362-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004362-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004362-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004362-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004362-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-002428-Suffolk%20County%20Council%20Relevant%20Representation.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008191-DL10%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Final%20position%20statement%20of%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007049-Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%20Other-%20SZC%20Bk9%209.71%20SZC%20Co%20Responses%20to%20ExQ2%20Volume%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007049-Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%20Other-%20SZC%20Bk9%209.71%20SZC%20Co%20Responses%20to%20ExQ2%20Volume%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007049-Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%20Other-%20SZC%20Bk9%209.71%20SZC%20Co%20Responses%20to%20ExQ2%20Volume%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007049-Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%20Other-%20SZC%20Bk9%209.71%20SZC%20Co%20Responses%20to%20ExQ2%20Volume%201.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007049-Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%20Other-%20SZC%20Bk9%209.71%20SZC%20Co%20Responses%20to%20ExQ2%20Volume%201.pdf
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5. Notwithstanding the above, there remain important matters that have not 

been satisfactorily resolved in the Applicant’s formulation of the proposals. 

However, SCC considers that the unresolved matters could still be addressed 

at this late stage in the process, as set out further in this submission.  

6. Below, SCC sets out the outstanding issues, both on the substance of the 

proposals and on the mechanics of DCO drafting.   

UNRESOLVED ISSUES ON SUBSTANCE OF THE PROPOSALS  

7. With regard to the substance, SCC’s concerns relate to topics for which the 

Applicant’s approach is inadequately justified, and to unresolved issues 

related to surface water drainage.  

8. SCC remains unpersuaded that there is an adequate justification for (a) the 

use of pylons for the power export connection or that a less intrusive technical 

solution is not feasible, (b) the provision of an outage car park in the AONB 

(and that shared use of the Sizewell B outage car park is not feasible), and (c) 

the permanent retention of the Sizewell Link Road after the completion of 

construction. An issue that has not been fully resolved is (d) that a less 

intrusive SSSI crossing (of a three-span bridge) would be preferable, albeit it 

welcomes the improved proposals put forward during the course of the 

examination. Appendix A.1-4 provides a summary of these issues, the 

alternative options SCC seeks instead, how this can be done, and where in 

the Examination Library the full information of SCC’s stance can be found.  

9. SCC considers that, if these issues were resolved, the residual impacts of the 

development on the natural environment and the AONB could be substantially 

further reduced compared to the current proposals, better safeguarding those 

environmental assets and securing them for the longer term.  

10. SCC set out in its Deadline 9 submission [REP9-034] its amendments 

to the DCO which would bring its proposals into effect. That submission also 

sets out that, in SCC’s opinion, these changes could be achieved within the 

current DCO application, albeit that some elements (i.e., the removal of the 

Sizewell Link Road and the change to the SSSI crossing) would require a 

consultation on revised proposals by the Applicant.   

11. SCC invites the Secretary of State to carefully consider these suggestions, in 

particular the suggestion that consultation be undertaken by the Secretary of 

State at decision stage.  

12. In addition to these matters of substance where the Applicant’s approach has 

inadequate justification, there are unresolved issues of substance related to 

surface water drainage. At the end of the examination, SCC, as the Lead 

Local Flood Authority (LLFA), considered that the Applicant’s Drainage 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
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Strategy submitted at Deadline 10 was not acceptable as a certified control 

document. This is because the Applicant had not been able in its Drainage 

Strategy to demonstrate that their primary surface water drainage mitigation is 

suitable, sufficient, and deliverable within the Order Limits and in accordance 

with national and local policy, best practice and guidance.  

13. Since the end of the examination, the Applicant has undertaken a substantial 

amount of work aiming to address these shortcomings. This is reflected in a 

joint position statement between the Applicant and SCC to be submitted 

separately to the Secretary of State. Whilst we understand that an updated 

and much improved drainage strategy is close to completion, the Applicant 

has indicated that it is not its intention to submit this document to the 

Secretary of State. Without this, SCC’s concerns remain as stated at Deadline 

10 [in REP10-210].  

14. SCC urges the Secretary of State to seek a submission of an updated 

strategy, alongside the views of SCC about the update, which could replace 

the inadequate Deadline 10 version of the Drainage Strategy as a control 

document.   

UNRESOLVED ISSUES RELATED TO THE MECHANICS OF DCO DRAFTING 

14. SCC requests that the following changes are made to the final, made version, 

of the DCO:  

15.  Discharge of Requirement 5 (surface and foul water drainage): Currently, the 

DCO provides that East Suffolk Council would be the discharging authority for 

Requirement 5.  SCC has asked that this requirement be amended so that 

SCC, as the LLFA, is the discharging authority for surface water drainage. 

This change would reflect SCC’s statutory responsibility for surface water 

drainage, and would provide assurance that impacts and related risks to 

surface water drainage flooding are discharged by the most relevant and 

competent authority. However, this change in and of itself would not be 

sufficient to overcome the drainage issues of substance outlined above but 

rather would ensure that once a satisfactory drainage strategy is in place, the 

detailed discharge of its requirements is fully and properly considered.    

16. SCC has not reached agreement with the Applicant on a small number of 

DCO articles and other requirements. SCC requests the proposed changes 

set out in Appendix B are made to the final, made, version of the DCO. to 

Secretary of State.  SCC notes that, in addition to those comments made in 

SCC’s Deadline 10 submission, it is raising concerns about a change in the 

dDCO article 9(7), submitted at Deadline 10 by the Applicant, which had not been 

agreed by SCC.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008191-DL10%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Final%20position%20statement%20of%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
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APPENDICES  

 

APPENDIX A: DETAILED SUMMARY ON ISSUES OF SUBSTANCE  

A1. Alternatives to the use of pylons for the power export connection  

Summary of the issue  

1.1.  SCC considers that the Applicant has not properly considered 

alternatives to its proposal for the electrical connection between the turbine 

halls and the NGET (National Grid Electricity Transmission) substation. The 

proposed pylons and overhead lines substantially increase the adverse 

residual impacts of the Main Development Site, on the character and special 

qualities of the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. It is noted that NPS EN-1 

(Para 5.9.9) recognises that  

AONBs have ‘the highest status of protection in terms of landscape and 

natural beauty’ and that the conservation of natural beauty should be given 

‘substantial weight’ when considering DCO proposals within an AONB.  

1.2.  SCC and its consultants AFRY consider that the use of Gas Insulated 

Lines (GIL) appears to be a viable, and significantly less impactful, 

alternative to pylons and overhead lines. It is noted that the Applicant raised 

a number of challenges in implementing GIL technology; however, SCC and 

its consultant consider, from the information available to them, that these do 

not appear insurmountable.  

1.3.  SCC has provided in its submissions (reference in 1.5 below)  a 

considerable level of technical detail to show how such a solution could be 

achieved.    

How can the issue be resolved at this stage  

1.4.   A GIL Connection would in SCC’s view be in principle achievable 

within the parameters already assessed. SCC considers that, subject to 

technical confirmation, the DCO could simply be amended, with wording as 

proposed on pages 7 and 8 of [REP9-034].   

Where to find full information  

1.5.  Local Impact Report [REP1-045]; Written Representation including 

relevant Appendices [REP2-189]; SCC’s response to the Applicant’s 

comments on [REP2-189] [REP5-172, Page 60]; post hearing submission for 

ISH5 [REP5-176]; and proposed amendment to DCO wording in [REP9034].  

    

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006167-submissions%20received%20by%20D3%20and%20D4.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006167-submissions%20received%20by%20D3%20and%20D4.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006167-submissions%20received%20by%20D3%20and%20D4.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006167-submissions%20received%20by%20D3%20and%20D4.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006167-submissions%20received%20by%20D3%20and%20D4.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
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A2. The outage car park at Goose Hill in the AONB   

Summary of the issue  

2.1.  The Applicant intends to provide two separate car parks for outage 

staff, one each for Sizewell B and Sizewell C. Both would be in the AONB, 

with the Sizewell C one located away from the power station platform at 

Goose Hill. SCC questions whether there is a sufficient need for an outage 

car park for Sizewell C in this location at Goose Hill, within the AONB, as this 

location would override policies set out in EN-1 and EN-6. SCC particularly 

questions whether this meets the tests set out in EN-1 para 5.9.10, where 

SCC considers that it is not only the need for the whole development that 

needs to be assessed, but in this case the need to have two car parks in the 

AONB that are rarely, if ever, likely to be used simultaneously. It is accepted 

that there could be occasions on which this is needed, albeit infrequently. 

However, SCC considers that the risk of this happening is so infrequent that 

it does not outweigh the construction of a second permanent facility in the 

AONB, and that there are solutions available to deal with the needs of such 

occasions.  

2.2.  SCC argues that the occasions when both outage car parks would be 

needed simultaneously are likely to be extremely infrequent and when this 

does happen, other arrangements could be made for parking of staff, which 

do not require additional land-take within the AONB.   

2.3.  SCC’s position is supported by, amongst others, the SCHAONB 

[REP7-230] and Natural England [REP7-144], the latter noting that “SCC 

makes a very clear and compelling case for an alternative solution”.  

How can the issue be resolved at this stage  

2.4.  SCC considers that the DCO should be changed, to exclude the 

outage car parking (see proposed amendment to DCO wording on page 6 of 

[REP9034]).  

Where to find full information  

 2.5.  Local Impact Report [REP1-045], Written Representation [REP2-189], 

Further considerations on alternatives to the proposed outage car park 

[REP5-171], SCC’s D8 comments to the Applicant’s response to ExQ LI.2. 

[REP8-179] Post Hearing Submission to ISH5 [REP5-176], and proposed 

amendment to DCO wording in [REP9-034].  

  

  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006941-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20Coast%20%26%20Heaths%20AONB%20Partnership%20-%20Responses%20to%20the%20ExA%E2%80%99s%20Second%20Written%20Questions%20(ExQ2).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006941-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20Coast%20%26%20Heaths%20AONB%20Partnership%20-%20Responses%20to%20the%20ExA%E2%80%99s%20Second%20Written%20Questions%20(ExQ2).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006941-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20Coast%20%26%20Heaths%20AONB%20Partnership%20-%20Responses%20to%20the%20ExA%E2%80%99s%20Second%20Written%20Questions%20(ExQ2).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006941-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20Coast%20%26%20Heaths%20AONB%20Partnership%20-%20Responses%20to%20the%20ExA%E2%80%99s%20Second%20Written%20Questions%20(ExQ2).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006941-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20Coast%20%26%20Heaths%20AONB%20Partnership%20-%20Responses%20to%20the%20ExA%E2%80%99s%20Second%20Written%20Questions%20(ExQ2).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006941-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20Coast%20%26%20Heaths%20AONB%20Partnership%20-%20Responses%20to%20the%20ExA%E2%80%99s%20Second%20Written%20Questions%20(ExQ2).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007195-DL7%20-%20Natural%20England%20EN010012_366560_SZC_NE%20Response%20to%20Examiner's%20Questions%20Part%202.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007195-DL7%20-%20Natural%20England%20EN010012_366560_SZC_NE%20Response%20to%20Examiner's%20Questions%20Part%202.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007195-DL7%20-%20Natural%20England%20EN010012_366560_SZC_NE%20Response%20to%20Examiner's%20Questions%20Part%202.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007195-DL7%20-%20Natural%20England%20EN010012_366560_SZC_NE%20Response%20to%20Examiner's%20Questions%20Part%202.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007195-DL7%20-%20Natural%20England%20EN010012_366560_SZC_NE%20Response%20to%20Examiner's%20Questions%20Part%202.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007195-DL7%20-%20Natural%20England%20EN010012_366560_SZC_NE%20Response%20to%20Examiner's%20Questions%20Part%202.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006168-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006168-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006168-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006168-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006168-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007513-submissions%20received%20by%20D7.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007513-submissions%20received%20by%20D7.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007513-submissions%20received%20by%20D7.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007513-submissions%20received%20by%20D7.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007513-submissions%20received%20by%20D7.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007513-submissions%20received%20by%20D7.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007513-submissions%20received%20by%20D7.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007513-submissions%20received%20by%20D7.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006175-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%205.pdf
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A3. Removal of Sizewell Link Road  

Summary of the issue  

3.1.  The current proposals in the DCO are to retain the Sizewell Link Road, 

a 6.8 km long new road between the A12 and the site entrance, as a 

permanent feature. SCC is seeking the removal of the Sizewell Link Road at 

the end of construction of Sizewell C – a stance that SCC has maintained 

since well before the start of the examination.  

3.2.  SCC welcomes the intention that a relief for traffic growth along the 

B1122 is to be provided during the construction period. SCC considers that, 

during the construction phase, the benefits of such a relief road on the local 

communities outweigh the damage caused to the environment by the 

construction of such a road for this phase and that its early provision is 

essential mitigation for construction traffic impacts.   

3.3.  However, after the Sizewell C construction is complete, and traffic 

volumes on this route will significantly reduce, the proposed route of the 

Sizewell Link Road will merely replicate the function of the existing B1122, 

without having any strategic legacy benefit.    

3.4.  On balance, with the relatively low flows of traffic after the end of 

construction, SCC does not consider the Sizewell Link Road to have 

sufficient strategic legacy benefit after construction of Sizewell C (running 

parallel to the existing B1122) to justify the environmental impact, the impact 

on local receptors and additional maintenance burden of retaining two 

routes. SCC would therefore welcome the removal of the road when 

construction of Sizewell C is complete, and returned to, or improved upon, its 

original state. SCC would anticipate that the removal of the Sizewell Link 

Road would not cause greater impact than its construction.  

How can the issue be resolved at this stage  

3.5.  As set out in [REP7-160], SCC considers that this change may require 

additional consultation by the Applicant, which would have to take place in 

advance of the Secretary of State’s decision. The change would require a 

number of small amendments to the DCO as set out on pages 3 to 5 of 

[REP9-034].  

Where to find full information  

3.6.  Local Impact Report [REP1-045]; SCC Written Representation 

[REP2189]; Implications of removal in context of Compulsory Acquisition 

[REP7160]; and proposed amendment to DCO wording in [REP9-034].  

  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
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A4. SSSI crossing  

Summary of the issue  

4.1.  Pre-submission consultations by the Applicant on the crossing of the 

SSSI included options that would have provided bridges or causeways. 

SCC, in common with other stakeholders, made clear that it preferred the 

proposals for a three span bridge across the remaining width of the SSSI 

(part having already been taken by the base for the construction of the 

power station). This was because its footprint on the remaining SSSI would 

be significantly smaller (in itself, less damaging) than that for a causeway 

and there was better light penetration beneath the bridge that would more 

effectively ensure the ecological linkage of important habitats either side of 

the structure.  

4.2.  SCC acknowledges that the Applicant has made important changes to 

the originally submitted SSSI crossing proposals, having changed the design 

from a causeway with culvert to a causeway and single span bridge design. 

We note that the Environment Agency considers that the revised design has 

now reduced harm to acceptable levels, but that the alternative of a 

triplespan bridge would be preferable, as having less ecological impact and 

reduced SSSI landtake [REP7-090, Table 2.1, MDS_TE2], and that Natural 

England considers the revised proposal is a best alternative, albeit that there 

are potentially less damaging alternatives, including a triple-span bridge 

which would have the least impact ecologically on the SSSI [REP8-094, 

Summary Table, Items 48 and 49].  

4.3.  SCC requests that the Secretary of State considers further whether an 

alternative SSSI design, with its reduced SSSI landtake and ecological 

impact, should be pursued.  

How can the issue be resolved at this stage  

4.4.  As set out in [REP7-160], SCC accepts that such a change may 

require a further consultation and that, if there was a consultation on the 

removal of the SLR, these could be undertaken in parallel.  

Where to find full information  

4.5.  Local Impact Report [REP1-045], SCC Written Representation  

[REP2189]; Post-Hearing submission for ISH7 [REP5-178]; REP5-176]; and 

[REP9-034]. 

  

    

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007026-updated%20SoCG_Environment_Agency.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007026-updated%20SoCG_Environment_Agency.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007026-updated%20SoCG_Environment_Agency.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007026-updated%20SoCG_Environment_Agency.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006968-DL7%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Post%20Hearing%20submissions%20including%20written%20submissions%20of%20oral%20case.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003924-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Local%20Impact%20Reports%20(LIR)%20from%20any%20local%20authorities.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-004635-DL2%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Written%20Representations%20(WRs).pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006176-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%206.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006176-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%206.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006176-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%206.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-006176-DL5%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Responses%20to%20any%20further%20information%20requested%20by%20the%20ExA%20for%20this%20Deadline%206.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007781-DL9%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Changes%20to%20the%20DCO%20that%20would%20be%20required%20to%20address%20key%20matters%20raised%20by%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
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A5. Surface water drainage and flooding  

Summary of the issue 

5.1.  At Deadline 10, SCC noted that it could not be satisfied at that point 

that the Applicant had demonstrated that their primary mitigation for surface 

water drainage and flooding is suitable, sufficient, and deliverable within the 

Order Limits, and in accordance with national and local policy, best practice 

and guidance to prevent an increase in surface water flood risk and/or 

pollution. It was noted that at a few sites, no surface water drainage strategy 

had been progressed at all. Therefore, at Deadline 10, SCC as the LFFA 

considered that the Drainage Strategy was not acceptable as a certified 

document.  

5.2   Since the end of the examination, further work has been undertaken 

by the Applicant; however, as mentioned above, the Applicant is not minded 

to provide an updated drainage strategy to the Secretary of State. Therefore, 

SCC maintains its view that the current Drainage Strategy is not acceptable 

as a certified control document.  

How can the issue be resolved at this stage  

5.3  SCC’s concerns remain as raised at Deadline 10 [in REP10-210]. 

5.4  SCC considers that, with the additional work undertaken by the 

Applicant since the close of examination, an updated drainage strategy could 

readily be produced and submitted by the Applicant in a short timeframe. 

Based on recent discussions, SCC would be optimistic that such an updated 

strategy might sufficiently address SCC’s concern and thus be, in SCC’s 

view, an acceptable certified control document.  

5.5  As mentioned above (and as set out in the amendments in Appendix B), it 

remains important and beneficial for SCC as the statutory body for surface 

water drainage to be responsible for approving the detailed surface water 

design.  

Where to find full information  

5.6  SCC’s Final Position Statement [REP10-210] sets out a summary of the 

concerns about the drainage strategy as submitted at Deadline 10, with a full 

description of the shortcomings of the draft Drainage Strategy and related 

proposals submitted as [REP10-211].    

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008191-DL10%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Final%20position%20statement%20of%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008191-DL10%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20Final%20position%20statement%20of%20Suffolk%20County%20Council.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008192-DL10%20-%20Suffolk%20County%20Council%20-%20Other-%20SCC%E2%80%99s%20outstanding%20concerns%20at%20Deadline%2010%20re%20Flood%20Risk%20and%20Surface%20Water%20Drainage.pdf


 

 

  

APPENDIX B: DETAILED SUMMARY ON ISSUES OF MECHANICS: SCC’S COMMENTS ON THE FINAL DRAFT DCO [REP10-009] 

(REVISION 10 VERSION)  

SCC has not reached agreement with the Applicant on a small number of DCO articles and requirements. SCC requests that the 

Secretary of State considers making the proposed changes, set out in the table below, to the DCO.  

This Annex does not include amendments that would be required to meet SCC’s concerns about the permanent SLR, the main 

development site pylons, the second outage car park and the SSSI crossing, which are addressed elsewhere in this document.  

Note: The numbering of articles and requirements have been updated to reflect the final draft version of the dDCO submitted at D10 

[REP10-009] (the numbering in SCC’s D10 submission was based on the Revision 10 version of the dDCO).  

  

DCO provision  Proposed Amendment  Justification for Proposed Amendment  

Art. 9(7) (consent to 

transfer benefit of 

the Order) 

Article 9(7) of the Deadline 10 version of the dDCO [REP10-009] 

included additional wording “in accordance with article 10 

(Enforcement of the Deed of Obligation)” which had not been 

shared with SCC in advance of submission. 

Either amend Article 9(7) to its previous version, by deleting the 

new wording: 

“The obligations of the undertaker under the Deed of Obligation are 

enforceable in accordance with article 10 (Enforcement of the 

Deed of Obligation) against any person to whom the power to 

construct or operate the main platform work has been transferred or 

granted under this article for so long as that person benefits from the 

power to construct or operate any of those works, and such 

transferee or lessee shall be treated for all purposes as the 

undertaker who entered into the Deed of Obligation with the other 

parties to it.” 

The words shown highlighted and underlined were not included in 

previous versions of the dDCO. 

The wording “in accordance with article 10 (Enforcement of the 

Deed of Obligation)” potentially limits the enforcement options for 

SCC or ESC against successor undertakers to those matters under 

article 10, namely: injunction, entry on to land and, potentially, 

enforcement as a local land charge. There is a possibility that a 

transferee could argue that enforcement mechanisms usually 

available but which are not mentioned in article 10 (for example 

suing for breach of contract for a debt) are not available. 

 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008293-SZC%20Co.%20-%20Final%20DCO%20to%20be%20submitted%20by%20the%20Applicant%20in%20the%20SI%20template%20with%20the%20SI%20template%20validation%20report%206.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008293-SZC%20Co.%20-%20Final%20DCO%20to%20be%20submitted%20by%20the%20Applicant%20in%20the%20SI%20template%20with%20the%20SI%20template%20validation%20report%206.pdf
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Or amend Article 9(7) as follows: 

“The obligations of the undertaker under the Deed of Obligation are 

enforceable including in accordance with article 10 (Enforcement of 

the Deed of Obligation) against any person to whom the power to 

construct or operate the main platform work has been transferred or 

granted under this article for so long as that person benefits from the 

power to construct or operate any of those works, and such 

transferee or lessee shall be treated for all purposes as the 

undertaker who entered into the Deed of Obligation with the other 

parties to it.” 

Art. 11 (2) 

(modification and 

discharge of deed 

of obligation)  

Amend paragraph (2) as follows (i.e.to include the underlined 

words):  

 (2) The undertaker may, at any time after the expiry of the period 

of five years beginning with the date on which the Deed of 

Obligation was entered into, apply to the Secretary of State for the 

obligation—  

(a) to have effect subject to such modifications as may be 

specified in the application; or (b) to be discharged,  

and must notify East Suffolk Council and Suffolk County 

Council as soon as any such application is made.  

  

SCC require the five year “relevant period” for applications for 

modification/discharge to the Secretary of State included here.   

 This five-year period was the period that Parliament considered 

appropriate when enacting section 106A(4)(b) of the Town & 

Country Planning Act 1990 (“TCPA 1990”) and this period of time 

does serve a purpose of ensuring some certainty from SCC’s 

perspective in the obligations agreed in the Deed of Obligation. 

Parliament clearly contemplated that this restriction could apply to 

the modification/discharge of ‘development consent obligations’ 

when s.106(14) and s.106A(11)(aa) TCPA 1990 were introduced 

into that regime by the Planning Act 2008. In so doing, Parliament 

would have been fully aware of the full range of projects that 

could be NSIPs, including energy projects of the scale of Sizewell 

C. Moreover, the Secretary of State has not taken the opportunity 

to prescribe a different period for NSIPs, or types of NSIPs, using 

the power in s.106A(4)(a).  
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 Art. 11  

(modification and 

discharge of deed 

of obligation) 

(reinstatement of 

deleted Art 9B (3)) 

On 11 October 2021, the day before D10, the Applicant’s solicitors wrote 

to the County and District Councils’ solicitors and informed them that they 

were removing paragraph (3) from then Article 9B (now article 11) which 

was included in Revision 10 of the DCO [REP8-35]. The deleted 

Paragraph (3) said:  

“(3) An application under paragraph (2) for the modification of an 

obligation in the Deed of Obligation may not specify a modification 

imposing an obligation on any other person against whom the Deed of 

Obligation is enforceable.”  

The effect of its removal would be to remove a limitation on the types of 

application that could be made for modification of the DoO. Without the 

paragraph, applications could be made so as to specify a modification 

imposing an obligation on any other person against whom the Deed of 

Obligation is enforceable.  

It was explained that the removal of the paragraph addressed a concern 

that its retention may be unduly restrictive given the nature of the Deed of 

Obligation, which features many governance arrangements, 

collaborations and commitments by various parties in the Deed and the 

deeds of covenant under it. It was explained that in circumstances where 

the Applicant were seeking to go to the Secretary of State to seek a 

variation, the sort of variation needed could require modifications of 

existing arrangements which could be said to constitute the imposition of 

new/varied arrangements on parties other than SZC Co. It seemed 

important that the Secretary of State has that ability otherwise art 9B(2) 

may be of little value in practice. It was said that the TCPA drafting works 

for most standard s106 agreements – where a developer just wants to 

remove a payment or move trigger date, but the Deed of Obligation is 

obviously more complex.  

 SCC considers that the deleted paragraph should be reinstated.  

Paragraph (3) is identical to s.106A(5) of TCPA 1990.  

Parliament has specified that the limitation in that subsection 

should apply to all section 106 agreements in relation to 

schemes of whatever magnitude or complexity and 

irrespective of the number or nature of parties involved.  

 In SCC’s view, paragraph (3) reflects the safeguards 

embedded in the TCPA regime for planning obligations 

(which is also applied to the DCO regime without 

amendment) and is to be interpreted so as to prevent the 

SoS from varying the DoO if the variation would impose an 

obligation on Party B in place of Party A, or if the variation 

would impose an obligation on Party B in circumstances 

where Party B was not previously subject to any obligation in 

relation to the subject matter of the variation.   

SCC question why that should be allowed to happen without 

Party B’s agreement.   

Although the Applicant has followed up by saying there is no 

intention of the above happening, there is nothing in the 

DCO to preclude this outcome.   

These are matters that it is appropriate to deal with by 

agreement under a deed of variation, with the undertaker 

having recourse to judicial review challenge if it considers 

that SCC has unlawfully refused to agree to a variation of the 

DoO. Such an approach retains parity with the statutory 

regime that Parliament has put in place for both planning 

obligations and development consent obligations, and SCC 

is not persuaded that any departure from those 

arrangements is warranted in this case.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-007534-Sizewell%20C%20Project%20-%20Other-%20SZC%20Bk3%203.1(I)%20Draft%20DCO%20Clean%20Version.pdf
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Article 23 (2)  

(Agreement with 

street authorities) 

additional 

routine/cyclic 

maintenance costs 

  

Amend article 23(2):  

 (2) Such an agreement may, without prejudice to the generality of 

paragraph (1)—  

(a) make provision for the street authority to carry out any 

function under this Order which relates to the street in question;  

(b) specify a reasonable time for the completion of the works; and 

(c) contain such terms as to payment and other matters as the parties 

consider appropriate, including such matters as may be included in 

agreements made pursuant to section 278 or section 38 of the 1980 

Act, and including payment for additional costs for routine and 

cyclic maintenance works done outside of normal working hours 

as a consequence of the carrying out of the authorised 

development.  

 

SCC’s external highways works contractors are responsible 

for carrying out certain routine maintenance works, including 

cutting grass, emptying gullies, refreshing road markings and 

filling-in potholes.   

  On the A12, which is traffic sensitive, the contractors usually 

do these works during the daytime “off peak” period; however, 

if they are done during the “overnight” as there is too much 

traffic in the daytime off peak times, there is an uplift in the 

costs payable to the contractors.  There are also uplifts if the 

work is done at night, on a Sunday, or on a bank holiday.  On 

the B1122 there are no restrictions on working in the peak 

hours but is considered that the SZC construction traffic will 

prevent this and these works will also need to be undertaken 

at night or at weekends.   

Since it would likely be impractical for such routine 

maintenance works in or around the Works areas to be done 

during the “off peak” daytime period, the Council wants any 

additional costs incurred (i.e. the additional expenditure for 

shifting from daytime “off peak” to either daytime peak, night, 

or Sunday / bank holiday) to be met by the Applicant.  The 

proposed amendment seeks to capture this.  
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Art. 24 (Traffic 

regulation 

measures)  

Amend Article:  

22.—(1) Subject to the consent of the traffic authority in whose 

area the road concerned is situated, the undertaker may at any time, 

for the purposes of the authorised development make provision, in 

respect of those streets specified in columns (2) and (3) of Schedule 14 

(Traffic regulation measures), as to the speed limit of those streets as 

specified in column (4) of that Schedule.  

(7) If the traffic authority fails to notify the undertaker of its decision 

within 28 days of receiving an application for consent under paragraph 

(1) or (2), that authority is deemed to have granted consent.  

 

In other cases where undertakers who are not themselves 

traffic authorities are given traffic regulation powers, the 

consent of the traffic authority is required before a traffic 

regulation order can be made. See, for instance, the National 

Grid (Hinkley Point C Connection Project) Order 2016 (article 

40), the National Grid (Richborough Connection Project) 

Development Consent Order 2017 (article 39), and the 

Abergelli Power Gas Fired Generating Station Order 2019 

(article 15).  

SCC see no need for Sizewell to be any different and that it is 

entirely appropriate for the traffic authority to be able to 

exercise this level of control over a private company taking on 

traffic regulation functions. 

Schedule 25 

(procedure for 

approvals, 

consents and 

appeals)  

Amend paragraph 4(5) of Schedule 25:  

(5) Any written representations concerning matters contained in the 

further information must be submitted to the appointed person, and 

made available to all appeal parties within 20 10 working of the date 

mentioned in sub-paragraph (3).  

  

Paragraph 4(5) of Schedule 25 sets a time limit by which 

written representations must be made by parties to an appeal 

in response to further information which in turn is provided in 

response to a request by the appointed person dealing with an 

appeal. The relevant PINs advice note indicates that the period 

should be 20 business days, which SCC supports.  (Since the  

Applicant refers to “working days” in the dDCO, SCC is content 

for “20 working” (rather than “business” days to be referred to 

here).  
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Various (articles 

13(3) (power to 

alter layout, etc., 

of streets), 14(2)  

(street works), 

14(3) (street 

works), 19(5)(b) 

(temporary 

closure of streets 

and private means 

of access), and 

24(2)) (traffic 

regulation 

measures)  

  

Amend the following provisions (articles 13(3), 14(2), 14(3), 19(5)(b), and 

24(2)) as follows:  

 Art. 13(3) (power to alter layout, etc., of streets):   

(3) The powers conferred by paragraph (1) must not be exercised 

without the consent of the street authority which may not be 

unreasonably withheld or delayed.  

 Reason: The struck-through words are unnecessary because 

there is a deeming provision in paragraph (4).  

  

Art. 14(2) (street works):   

(2) Without limiting the scope of the powers conferred by paragraph (1) 

but subject to the consent of the street authority, which consent must not 

be unreasonably withheld or delayed, the undertaker may, for the 

purposes of the authorised development, enter on so much of any other 

street whether or not within the Order limits, for the purposes of carrying 

out the works set out at paragraph (1) above.  

 Reason: The struck-through words are unnecessary. The 

precedent (for example the equivalent provision in the Thames 

Water Utilities (Thames Tideway Tunnel) Order 2014) does not 

include these words.  

  

Art. 14(3): Delete the paragraph   

Reason: Unnecessary and precedent (not included in the 

equivalent article in the Thames Tideway)  

  

Art. 19(5)(b) (temporary closure of streets and private means of access)  

(5) The undertaker must not temporarily close, alter or divert—  

In a number of cases, SCC is under a requirement to approve 

various documents, and provision is made to say that approval 

must not be unreasonably withheld or delayed and there is 

also a provision that it is deemed to be given after a certain 

period, sometimes relatively short. In several cases this 

appears to be unprecedented in DCOs or not well 

precedented.   

  

SCC will be receiving considerable numbers of requests for 

approval and will of course ensure that they are dealt with as 

quickly as possible. With the deeming provisions included there 

is no need to say that the approvals must not be unreasonably 

withheld or delayed, and in some cases the deeming provisions 

are unprecedented and unnecessary.  Moreover, by section 

161(1)(b) (breach of terms of order granting development 

consent) of the Planning Act 2008, it is an offence for a person 

to fail to comply with the terms of a DCO.  SCC considers it 

excessive for it to potentially face criminal liability in these 

circumstances.    
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(a) any street specified as mentioned in paragraph (4) without first 

consulting the street authority; and  

(b) any other street without the consent of the street authority, which 

may attach reasonable conditions to any consent, but such consent must 

not be unreasonably withheld or delayed.  

Reason: Unnecessary: there is a deeming provision in paragraph  

(10).   

  

Art. 24(2) (Traffic regulation measures)  

(2) Without limiting the scope of the specific powers conferred by 

paragraph (1) but subject to the provisions of this article and the consent 

(such consent not to be unreasonably withheld) of the traffic authority in 

whose area the street is situated, which consent may be subject to 

reasonable conditions, the undertaker may, for the purposes or in 

connection with the authorised Development ….  

Reason: Precedent: this does not appear to be in other DCOs. SCC 

makes clear that there is no intention to unreasonably withhold 

consents, but it sees these words as creating an unnecessary 

additional requirement in a subject area of great importance to 

SCC. 
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Req. 5 (Project 

wide: surface and 

foul water 

drainage):  

  

SCC as 

discharging 

authority  

Previously requested amendments  

5. Project wide: Surface and foul water drainage – option 1   

Replace Requirement 5 with:  

 (1) No part of the authorised development (save for Work No. 1B, 1C, 

4A(c), 9(b), 10(b), 11, 12, 13(b), 14, 15, 16 or 17) may be commenced 

until details of the foul water drainage system for that part (including 

projected volume and flow rates, management and maintenance 

arrangements, means of pollution control, sewage treatment works and 

a programme of construction and implementation) have been submitted 

to and approved by East Suffolk Council, following consultation with the 

Environment Agency, the relevant Statutory Nature Conservation Body, 

the East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board and the sewerage undertaker.  

(2) No part of the authorised development (save for Work No. 1B, 1C, 

4A(c), 9(b), 10(b), 11, 12, 13(b), 14, 15, 16 or 17) may be commenced 

until details of the surface water drainage system for that part (including 

management and maintenance arrangements, means of pollution 

control, and a programme of construction and implementation) have 

been submitted to and approved by Suffolk County Council in its 

capacity as the Lead Local Flood Authority and the drainage authority, 

following consultation with the Environment Agency, the relevant 

Statutory Nature Conservation Body, the relevant Internal Drainage 

Board and the sewerage undertaker.   

(3) The details of the foul water drainage system and the surface 

water drainage system must be based on sustainable drainage 

principles and must be in accordance with the Drainage Strategy.   

(4) Any approved foul water drainage system or surface water 

drainage system must be constructed and maintained in accordance 

with the approved details.  

  

Background  

SCC, as the statutory body for surface water drainage, 

consider it would be preferable if it was the discharging 

authority for the surface water element of this requirement.  

  

Previously requested amendments  

The amendments to Requirement 5, which SCC has 

previously requested from the Applicant, are set out as options 

1 and 2 in this Annex.  

  In its final draft DCO, the Applicant amended 

Requirement 5 so that the undertaker must consult with SCC 

before submitting details under Requirement 5(1).  SCC 

considers this amendment as a step in the right direction; 

however, as statutory body for surface water drainage, SCC 

considers that it would be best placed to discharge the surface 

water element.  

It is noted that the Drainage Strategy submitted at Deadline 10 

was not in a satisfactory state, and SCC requests that the 

Secretary of State, before making a decision on the Order, 

should consult SCC and the Applicant about the Drainage 

Strategy. 
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 5. Project wide: Surface and foul water drainage – option 2    

 Replace Requirement 5 with:  

 No part of the authorised development (save for Work No. 1B, 1C, 

4A(c), 9(b), 10(b), 11, 12, 13(b), 14, 15, 16 or 17) may be commenced 

until details of the surface and foul water drainage systems for that part 

(including projected volume and flow rates, management and 

maintenance arrangements, means of pollution control, sewage 

treatment works and a programme of construction and implementation) 

have been submitted to and approved by East Suffolk Council, 

following consultation with the Environment Agency, the relevant 

Statutory Nature Conservation Body, the sewerage undertaker and 

East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board.   

(1) Following approval pursuant to (1) above, the undertaker must, 

as soon as possible, provide details of the approved surface water 

drainage system to Suffolk County Council.   

(2) The surface and foul water drainage systems must be based on 

sustainable drainage principles and must be in accordance with the 

Drainage Strategy.   

(3) Any approved surface and foul water drainage system must be 

constructed and maintained in accordance with the approved details.   

(4) Details of the surface and foul water drainage system must not 

be submitted to East Suffolk Council for approval pursuant to (1) above 

until Suffolk County Council, in its capacity as the Lead Flood Authority 

and the drainage authority, has approved the additional details in 

support of the Drainage Strategy.      

(5) The additional details referred to in (5) above must include 

information (consistent with national and local policy and based upon 

best practice and guidance) in respect of the surface water mitigation to 

be provided, and its location.    
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Req. 5 (Project 

wide: foul water 

drainage):  

Drafting 

amendments 

surface and foul 

water drainage 

If Requirement 5 is not amended per option 1 or option 2, add the 

following in Requirement 5:  

“(5) Schedule 25 (procedure for approvals, consents and appeals) 

applies in relation to cases where an endorsement is sought under 

paragraph (2) as it applies to cases where an application for an 

agreement is made to a discharging authority, with the following 

modifications—   

(a) references to the discharging authority mean Suffolk County 

Council in its capacity as the Lead Local Flood Authority and the 

drainage authority;   

(b) references to the day on which an application is received mean 

the day on which details are provided under paragraph (2);  

(c) any fees payable under paragraph 3 are payable by the 

undertaker.” 

If Requirement 5 is not amended per option 1 or option 2, 

SCC requests it is amended as shown.  

Requirement 5, as drafted by the Applicant, requires SCC to 

“endorse” certain information and these amendments ensure 

that such endorsement falls within the approvals etc. regime 

in Schedule 25. 

Req. 5 (Project 

wide: surface and 

foul water 

drainage):   

   

Amendments to 

proposed new Req 

5(1)  

If Requirement 5 is not amended per option 1 or option 2, and 

either an updated drainage strategy still does not meet the needs 

of statutory bodies, or no updated drainage strategy is provided: 

(1) No part of the authorised development may be commenced until a 

final drainage strategy has following consultation with the Lead Local 

Flood Authority, been submitted to and approved by East Suffolk 

Council the Lead Local Flood Authority. The final drainage strategy 

must be in general accordance with the Drainage Strategy and must 

ensure that the details of the surface and foul water drainage system 

for each part of the authorised development are consistent with the 

level of information expected for a Reserved Matters or Discharge of 

Conditions application, as shown in the table contained on pages 9 

and 10 of the Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy, Appendix A – 

Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) a Local Design Guide) or such 

other document as may be agreed by the Lead Local Flood Authority.  

If Requirement 5 is not amended per option 1 or option 2, and 

either an updated drainage strategy still does not meet the 

needs of statutory bodies, or no updated drainage strategy is 

provided, SCC requests these amendments to Requirement 

5.  
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Schedule 14  

(Traffic Regulation  

Measures)  

In Schedule 14, under the heading “Temporary traffic regulation 

measures” insert the following note:  

  

“Note: Where the undertaker has exercised the power to impose a 

temporary traffic regulation order (“TTRO”) relating to speed limits on 

any of the specific sections of road identified below, the undertaker must 

change that speed limit back to the speed limit which applied 

immediately before the TTRO came into force after the relevant work 

associated with the TTRO has been decommissioned”. 

SCC considers the speed limit which applies in respect of a 

section of road before any TTRO is made should apply after 

the works associated with the TTRO have been 

decommissioned. It is reasonable that the burden and cost for 

arranging for this to be done should fall on the undertaker and 

not on SCC.  

  



 

 

  

APPENDIX C: CONSIDERATION OF MATERIALITY OF THE ENVIRONMENT 

TRUST  

1. When the Environment Deed was first proposed by the Applicant, it was 

envisaged by SCC that it would be capable, in principle, of being a material 

consideration that could be taken into account as an element of offsetting for 

the residual impacts of the proposal on the natural environment and the 

AONB. SCC’s submissions at Deadline 8 (REP8-185, Agenda Item 3(b)) were 

formulated on that basis.    

2. However, in its final form SCC recognises that the Environment Deed 

provides a funding regime for achieving environmental measures that at the 

present time are too diffuse and non-specific for it to be clearly demonstrated 

that those measures, taken as a whole, necessarily would be reasonably 

related to those residual impacts.   

3. SCC has considered that the flexibility of the funding regime, allowing an 

iterative and evolving response to environmental issues arising over the life of 

the proposals is one of its virtues and strengths, as is the inclusion of a wide 

range of stakeholders in its work. However, SCC recognises that a 

consequence of that flexibility is that it could not be robustly demonstrated at 

the present time that all of the funds would necessarily be devoted to 

measures that are reasonably related to offsetting the residual impacts of the 

project, so as to satisfy the legal tests (as explained by the Supreme Court in 

R Wright v Resilient Energy Severndale Ltd & Forest of Dean District Council 

[2019] UKSC 53) in order for there to be no doubt that the Environment Deed 

(as now executed) was a material consideration.   

4. Consequently, taking a cautious approach, SCC does not invite the ExA or 

the Secretary of State to have regard to the Environment Deed in their 

evaluation of the proposals and does not consider, for that reason, that it 

needed to be submitted to the Examination. That said, SCC confidently 

expects that the greater proportion of the funds will in practice be devoted to 

measures which in whole or in part offset residual impacts and that SCC will 

be able to use its role within the entity to promote that outcome. SCC is also 

confident that the scale of the funds available will make a meaningful 

contribution to addressing those residual impacts.  



------------------- Original Message -------------------
From: chris.adelson ;
Received: Tue Feb 22 2022 20:47:14 GMT+0000 (Greenwich Mean Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>;
Subject: Fwd: Message to Secretary of State - A big decision for you on Sizewell C

Re-sent as advised by auto reply. Please see below.
 
Dear Secretary of State, Mr Kwasi Kwarteng,
 
By Friday, the Planning Inspectorate will have replied to you about whether to build Sizewell C.
 
The next three months for you, will be extra busy, as you read through the masses of information accrued over the last
eight years of detailed consultation documents. I am sure that you will take everything into consideration.
 
A giant organisation such as EDF, with all its financial resources should find it easy to win you over. I am writing as
an individual who is pleased to have all the advantages of electricity piped straight into my home. However I am
increasingly worried about where that power will come from. Many options are available but we need carbon neutral,
low cost power for all.
 
During the pandemic, when the folks from London required a bolt hole or a staycation it was to Suffolk they came in
their droves. What a fantastic place to unwind, eat good food and enjoy the coast. Unfortunately the building of
Sizewell C will make this a distant memory as the transport system is not up to coping with the build. The destruction,
which has already begun as EDF start to build, will last for many years. These builds always over run and EDF have
been very poor so far in looking ahead. They have only just realised how much fresh water they will need and their
ideas for tackling the problem will only raise more issues.
 
As for the people who live here, the jobs provided will be temporary and mainly go to outsiders. People here are
trained to work with wind turbines and solar panels. The money would be much better spent on retro-fitting our homes
and building carbon neutral new ones.
 
The coast is soft and receding every winter. A large nuclear power plant needs stable foundations. And when all is
spent where are you to put the nuclear waste that we produce now, let alone from a larger station. No place is happy to
have it. Uranium is an imported fuel and we are dependent on faraway countries for its supply.
 
Many areas within and around the site are home to a fantastic range of biodiversity, which I believe your government
supports. EDF's plans to relocate species and return habitat after such a time is not going to work. Once again we
trample over everything. Your own government agencies.(Natural England, The Environment Agency, Marine
Management Organisation) have all said they are unable to support the project on the information they have received.
 
Thank you for listening. It is my last chance to write with my concerns. You have the chance to make a good decision
here, save us all lots of money and our habitat, by turning down the EDF project. People who live here and people who
visit will thank you for years to come. We need to work together for a greener future for everyone.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Chris Adelson



------------------- Original Message -------------------
From: 
Received: Thu Feb 24 2022 11:46:14 GMT+0000 (Greenwich Mean Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>;
Subject: Sizewell C 

Carole Wilson, 
 
Dear Mr Kwarteng, I am writing to you as Secretary of State for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy to ensure that you
are aware of my concerns that you appear to have already made statements about Sizewell C, a major infrastructure
project about which you have not yet received information from the National Planning Inspectorate. I had understood
that it was enshrined in law that you should not be making such statements until you receive the documentation -
which will include the facts and opinions of those who have grounds for opposing and objecting to the scheme -
otherwise I should think that you had been influenced in advance by EDF.
Thank you in advance for taking the time and trouble to read all the evidence before coming to any conclusions.
Carole Wilson
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Signature Sheet 

This Position Statement is agreed between SZC Co. and SCC the day specified 
below. 

 

Signed:        

Print Name:         Mark Ash 

Job Title:    Executive Director of Growth, Highways and Infrastructure  

Date:                   24 February 2022 

Duly authorised for and on behalf of Suffolk County Council  

Signed:          

Print Name:         Carly Vince 

Job Title:             Chief Planning Officer 

Date:                   24 February 2022 

Duly authorised for and on behalf of SZC Co.  
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1.0 Background 

The purpose of this document is to record the current position of NNB Generation 
Company (SZC) Limited (SZC Co.) and Suffolk County Council (SCC), hereafter 
referred to as ‘the Parties’, in relation to drainage. The Drainage Strategy is a ‘Level 
1’ control document to be certified under the Sizewell C Development Consent Order 
(DCO), if granted.  

In the Deadline 10 Statement of Common Ground [REP10-101, Ref. SOCG_8.64] 
both Parties agreed an acceptable drainage strategy must: 

 Demonstrate that the proposals provide for effective drainage of all 
development sites; 

 Demonstrate that the proposals do not increase off-site surface water flood 
risk; and 

 Demonstrate that the proposals do not increase the risk of surface water 
pollution. 

There was disagreement between the two parties in the Statement of Common 
Ground as SCC considered that the submitted Drainage Strategy did not deliver the 
objectives set out above and stated that it was not a suitable document to be 
certified by the Secretary of State. SCC’s position was, and continues to be, that for 
it to support the Level 1 Drainage Strategy, further information must be included to 
be consistent with that of an outline planning application, in general accordance with 
the table included on pages 9 & 10 of the “Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy, 
Appendix A – Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) A Local Design Guide”.  
Following Issue Specific Hearing (ISH) 11, the Parties agreed an ‘Action Plan’ to 
engage further on an updated version of the Drainage Strategy to this effect, but it 
was not possible to complete this before close of the examination. Both Parties 
committed to further engagement to reach common ground.    

2.0 Progress Update 

On 7th December 2022, SZC Co. held a workshop with SCC and East Suffolk 
Internal Drainage Board, to kick-off a programme of further engagement to complete 
the Action Plan and produce the Drainage Strategy Update to underpin the future 
submissions in respect of Requirement 5, Project wide: Surface and foul water 
drainage (as currently drafted in the draft Development Consent Order [REP10-
009]).  The Environment Agency was also invited to attend by SZC Co. if they 
wished, although it does not have any concerns in relation to drainage. All four 
Parties have since met on a regular basis. 

The Action Plan has been updated from time to time, with the agreement of all 
Parties, to reflect progress made, and discuss technical matters arising.  The current 
version of the Action Plan (Rev 7) was issued on 16/02/2022. See Appendix 1. 
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During the course of this engagement, SZC Co. has shared a number of draft 
deliverables with the Parties for review and comment.  These deliverables, which 
comprise ‘building blocks’ for the Drainage Strategy Update, have been produced to 
establish common ground with stakeholders on the specific areas of concern 
identified in the Action Plan.  The final such deliverable, providing further information 
on the proposed Two Village Bypass, was shared with stakeholders on 16/02/2022. 
SCC returned comments on all deliverables by 22/02/2022.  

The Comments log was issued to stakeholders on 18/02/2022 and updated to 
incorporate all stakeholder comments received on 22/02/2022. The version updated 
to respond to stakeholders’ comments is included at Appendix 2.  

3.0 Position of the Parties 

3.1 SZC Co. & SCC 

Both Parties agree that: 

 Significant progress has been made to build common ground in relation to 
the Drainage Strategy for the SZC Project and to address many of the 
outstanding areas of concern. 
 

 Additional information has now been provided to SCC for all proposed works 
locations, as recorded in the Action Plan (Rev 7) (Appendix 1) and the 
Comments Log (Appendix 2). SCC are continuing to review this information 
and provide comments back to SZC Co. for further consideration, review and 
amendment.  These comments will be captured in the Comment Log for 
action in the Drainage Strategy.  

 
 Whilst there has been no considerable change to the overall approach, there 

have been important improvements to the Drainage Strategy, including 
changes to and clarifications of the principles applied at certain locations. 

In relation to the Drainage Strategy Update, the following matters are not agreed 
between the parties: 

SZC Co’s position SCC’s position 

SZC Co.’s position is that it is not necessary 
to submit the Drainage Strategy Update to 
the Secretary of State (SoS) for Business, 
Energy & Industrial Strategy (BEIS) 
because Requirement 5 of the draft DCO 
[REP10-009] places a ‘Grampian style’ 
condition on the development for an 
updated Drainage Strategy to be approved 
by East Suffolk Council (subject to 

SCC considers that the Applicant’s 
Drainage Strategy submitted at Deadline 10 
is not acceptable as a certified control 
document (as set out [REP10-210]). This is 
because the document does not 
demonstrate that the primary surface water 
drainage mitigation is suitable, sufficient, 
and deliverable within the Order Limits and 
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consultation with SCC in its capacity as the 
Lead Local Flood Authority). Furthermore, 
the information provided will ensure that the 
Drainage Strategy Update would be ‘in 
general accordance with the Drainage 
Strategy’, as necessitated by Requirement 
5 of the draft DCO [REP10-009].   

 

SZC Co. has started to prepare a draft 
version of the Drainage Strategy Update. It 
is intending to submit the draft to the 
Parties on or before 11/03/2022 for their 
review and feedback.  Stakeholders are 
likely to require at least two weeks to 
respond, meaning that the final Drainage 
Strategy Update is likely to be available in 
mid-April.    

 

in accordance with national and local policy, 
best practice and guidance. 

SCC acknowledges the significant progress 
made in developing the Drainage Strategy, 
in close collaboration between SZC Co., 
SCC and other stakeholders, since the 
close of Examination. However, SCC is 
disappointed that the Applicant is not 
intending to submit an updated Drainage 
Strategy to the Secretary of State. With the 
additional work undertaken by the Applicant 
since the close of Examination, an updated 
Drainage Strategy could readily be 
produced and submitted by the Applicant, 
which would allow the Secretary of State to 
replace the inadequate document of 
Deadline 10 with an acceptable certified 
control document. SCC urges the Secretary 
of State to request the submission of an 
updated drainage strategy. 

With regard to Requirement 5, as set out in 
SCC’s final position statement [REP10-
210], SCC has asked that this requirement 
be amended so that SCC, as the LLFA, is 
the discharging authority for surface water 
drainage. This change would reflect SCC’s 
statutory responsibility for surface water 
drainage and would provide assurance that 
impacts and related risks to surface water 
drainage and flooding are discharged by 
the most relevant and competent authority. 
However, this change in and of itself would 
not be sufficient to overcome the 
inadequateness of the submitted Drainage 
Strategy, but rather would ensure that once 
a satisfactory Drainage Strategy is in place, 
the detailed discharge of its requirements is 
fully and properly considered.    

 

3.2 SZC Co. & East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board 

Both Parties agree that: 

 A minimum 6m wide, flat access track will be provided by SZC Co. along the 
full length of the diverted Sizewell Drain (Eastern side) and that any ‘stepped’ 
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bank profiling will be undertaken on the opposite bank (Western side) to this 
access track; and 
 
Whilst East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board would prefer to see more surface 
water discharged to land drains as opposed to the sea, it has been fully 
engaged on all relevant matters relating to the Drainage Strategy Update. It is 
proposed that only water from a modified WMZ 8 (Outside the Nuclear Island) 
would discharge to the Sizewell Drain on a permanent basis. 
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Appendix 1 - Action Plan 

   



 

1 
 

Sizewell C – Drainage Strategy – Action Plan 
Version: 07 (Updated Plan 16th February 2022) 
Date: 11/02/2022 – Final 16th February 2022 
Parties: SZC Co., ESC, SCC, ESIDB, EA 
 

A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

1  Control 
Document  

Drainage Strategy 
needs to be tied 
legally together 
with Technical 
Notes. 

Reach agreement between SZC Co. 
and SCC on the degree of reliance 
on and relationship between the 
Drainage Strategy and series of 
supplementary technical notes, 
including the information to be 
provided through the subsequent 
Actions in this document. 

 

Technical notes appended to D10 
Drainage Strategy. Requirement 5 
redrafted to enable final drainage 
strategy to be agreed post 
Examination. 

Overarching Final 
Drainage Strategy to be 
release as Pre‐
commencement 
Condition aligned to 
requirement 5. 

  SZC Co  March  for 
BEIS 
submission 

Draft 11th 
March 

    

2a  Infiltration 
Figures ‐ 
MDS 

2021 Results need 
to have a location 
plan so they can be 
reviewed. 

 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Provide Table of 2021 Results 
and 2021 Plan. 

2. Show reason for chosen 
infiltration value from all results 
available (all sites). 

3. Additional item: provide 
overlay plan of infiltration 
values and WMZs. 

1. 2021 results and location plan 
provided informally to SCC and 
ESIDB. 

2. Justification for choice of 
infiltration rate provided within 
D10 Drainage Strategy Annex 
2A.5: Explanatory Technical Note. 

3. Infiltration / WMZ overlay 
provided in different formats 
within D10 Drainage Strategy as 
Annex 2A.2: Location of 
Geotechnical Investigations on 
MDS and Infiltration Testing 
Confidence and within Annex 
2A.3: Main Development Site 
Water Management Zone 
Summary. 

No further action 
required. 

 

Volume of infiltration 
data, query if PINS 
would want this 
information and hence 
in public domain. ‐ SZC 
CO  

Discuss with PINS 
the submission 
of the route 
infiltration data 

 

Confirmed, only 
submission into 
SoS 
Determination 
Period available 

SZC Co 
(SM) 

10/12/2021  06/01/2022 
CV 
confirmed 

PINS may not 
accept further 
data or be 
able to 

 

Confirmation, 
PINS will not 
accept further 
data, only 
additional 
submissions 
to be made 
are into SoS 
Determination 



 

2 
 

A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

2b  Infiltration 
Figures – AD 
sites 

Includes additional 
test results for TVBP 
and Yoxford.  

Includes existing 
geotechnical 
reports for FMF, 
NP&R, GRR and 
SP&R. 

 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Supply existing reports with 
available values for 2VB, 
Yoxford, FMF, NPR, SPR and 
GRR. 

2. Supply any new infiltration data 
for FMF, NPR, GRR and SPR. 

1. Infiltration test results provided 
informally for 2VB and Yoxford. 
Existing infiltration summaries for 
FMF, NPR and SPR provided in D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annexes 
2A.8, 2A.6 and 2A.7. 

2. Not progressed. 

Formal provision of 
reports in column E, as 
Annexes to final 
Drainage Strategy. 

Provide infiltration test 
results for GRR as Annex 
to final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Provide any new, quality 
assured infiltration test 
results for all AD sites as 
Annex to final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Provide GI data 
where this has 
been used to 
inform an 
updated design 
note. Source 
investigation 
data to be 
incorporated. 
Overall Drainage 
Strategy to 
include 
references and 
annex’s to 
incorporate 

WSP (DL)  16/02/2022  16/02/2022 
with last 
report issue 

Data will be 
included in 
updated 
design notes 
and GI reports 
provided in 
full   

3a  Choice of 
treatment 
Indices for 
pollution 
control ‐ 
MDS.  

Index for Pond used 
rather than Basin in 
ACA.  

Other Zones can 
have simplified 
approach. 

 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Review ACA result and revise, 
as necessary. 

2. Complete WMZ1 as further 
example. 

3. Complete other zones using 
simplified approach – worst 
pollution source with least 
treatment route. 

1. ACA analysis revised within D10 
Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.5: 
Explanatory Technical Note. 

2. WMZ1 assessment provided in 
D10 Drainage Strategy as Annex 
2A.15: WMZ1 Surface Water 
Treatment Assessment. 

3. Simplified assessment provided in 
D10 Drainage Strategy as Annex 
2A.5: Explanatory Technical Note. 

Integration with filter 
strips and whole system 

Review of 
actions items 3a, 
4 and 5 in 
combination to 
attain the 
treatment 
indices for the 
system 

Atkins (MS)  14/01/2022  14/01/2022 
SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
NOT‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000038 rev 
2 

SCC 
comments 
received, IDB 
no comments, 
With SZC Co 
to update 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

3b  Choice of 
treatment 
Indices for 
pollution 
control – AD 
sites. 

Excludes roads 
which have 
HEWRAT 
assessments. 

1. Undertake pollution 
assessment for FMF. 

2. Undertake pollution 
assessments for NPR, SPR, GRR. 

1. Assessment provided informally to 
SCC for FMF. 

2. Assessment provided informally to 
SCC for NPR. Not progressed for 
SPR and GRR.  

Include pollution 
assessments for NPR, 
SPR, FMF and GRR 
within updated Annexes 
2A.6, 2A.7, 2A.8 and 
2A.12 to final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Part 1 – Pollution 
assessments to 
be released prior 
to deadline 1 – 
Picked up in 
individual sites 

 

Part 2 – 
cancelled, all in 
part 1 reports 

WSP (DL)  Part 1 
11/02/2022 

 

Part 2 N/A 

16/02/2022 
with last 
report 

Pollution 
assessments 
to be added 
as part of 
updated 
design notes. 

4  Perimeter 
Swale space 
availability ‐ 
MDS.  

Swales may need to 
be large on MDS. 
Reassurance that 
space is available.  

SZC Co. to: 

1. Set out overview of space 
available on plan.  

2. Provide indicative dimensions 
and sections. 

3. Compare to SCC design 
standards  

 

1. Plan provided in D10 Drainage 
Strategy within Annex 2A.5: 
Explanatory Technical Note. 

2. Outline dimensions provided in 
D10 Drainage Strategy within 
Annex 2A.5: Explanatory 
Technical Note. Design sections 
not progressed. 

3. Not progressed. 

Indicative swale design 
sections presented in 
Explanatory Technical 
Note. Comparison to 
SCC design standard 
(CIRIA SuDS Manual), 
within updated Annex 
2A.5 to final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Inclusion of Hierarchy 

Make 
comparison of 
swale space 
allocation to that 
most likely 
required by the 
CIRIA SuDS 
Manual after 
Detailed Design. 
Including an 
update to doc 
Annex 2A.5 to 
final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Atkins (MS)  14/01/2022  14/01/2022 
SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
NOT‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000038 rev 
2 

SCC 
comments 
received, IDB 
no comments, 
With SZC Co 
to update 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

5  Confirmation 
of treatment 
in the MDS 
WMZ Basins.  

Confirm that the 
proposed basins 
can give the 
required treatment 
as part of the 
overall discharge 
requirement.  

 

SZC Co. to confirm basin treatment 
design criteria and reference 
Hinkley C design for comparison. 

Explanation provided within D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annex 2A.5: 
Explanatory Technical Note and 
Annex 2A.15: WMZ1 Surface Water 
Treatment Assessment. 

Update to technical 
note and treatment 
assessment for system 

 

 

As per item 3a 

 

 

 

Atkins (MS)  14/01/2022 

 

 

14/01/2022 
SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
NOT‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000038 rev 
2 

SCC 
comments 
received, IDB 
no comments, 
With SZC Co 
to update 

6  Calculation 
of 
impermeable 
/ permeable 
areas on 
MDS.  

Clarification of the 
derivation of 
Catchment Area 
percentage runoffs 

SZC Co. / SCC to hold Technical 
Meeting to resolve methodology. 

Meeting held 21st September 
between Technical experts and 
clarifications presented. 

SZC Co to provide: plan/table 
showing breakdown of PIMP, PR 
calculations in each WMZ area. 

 

Explanation provided within D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annex 2A.5: 
Explanatory Technical Note. 

Provide updated Annex 
2A.5 within final 
Drainage Strategy 
including justification 
for PIMP values. 

Updated Annex 
2A.5 within final 
Drainage 
Strategy to 
include 
justifications for 
PIMP values. 

Atkins (MS)  21/01/2022  Released in 
each area 
note.  

SCC 
Comments 
received 

7  Review of 
original 
hydrological 
catchments. 

Need to understand 
original topography 
to be clear on 
approach. 

SZC Co. to provide baseline (e.g. 
topographical plan) for natural 
drainage routes and WMZ 
catchments / outfalls. Simple 
overlay and comparison of existing 
catchments (LiDAR) to proposed 
WMZs. 

 

Provided within D10 Drainage 
Strategy as Annex 2A.13: Comparison 
of MDS Baseline Topography and 
WMZ Catchments. 

Soft explanatory note to 
explain determine 
catchment to support 
Annex 2A.13 Label to 
WMZ5 for flood to be 
removed. 

Use current 
catchment 
description, 
update narrative 
and inc in 
catchment 
narrative note 

Atkins (MS)  17/12/2021 

 

Revised 
issue 
21/01/2022 

Hydrological 
info issued 
17/12/2021 
SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
NOT‐CCD‐
000009 rev 
1 

 

SCC Comment 
received 
06/01/2022 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

8  Basin Sizes. 
Half Drain 
Times are 
long. West 
ACA risk 

Are basins capable 
of accepting a 
follow on 1:10 
storm within 24 
hours. 

Urban risk present 
in West ACA. 

 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Provide data table of basin sizes 
demonstrating: available basin 
volumes, 1:100 volume +CC, 
drain times, spare volumes, 
1:10 storm volumes, depths 
(water and total), discharge 
rate, side slope, base area, 
freeboard area, factors of 
safety (where applicable).  

2. Demonstrate that West ACA 
could comply with 24‐hour half 
drain rule. 

3. Pump failure for 24‐hour for 
West ACA demonstrated (i.e. 
zero pump rate for 24‐hours). 

4. Produce plan to show all 
outfalls from each WMZ and 
table of how/where basins 
empty.   

5. Provide explanatory note on 
WMZ7, 8 and 9 discharges. 

 

1. Assessment within D10 Drainage 
Strategy within Annex 2A.5: 
Explanatory Technical Note. 

2. Partial assessment within D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annex 
2A.5: Explanatory Technical Note. 

3. Partial assessment within D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annex 
2A.5: Explanatory Technical Note. 

4. Plans included within D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annex 
2A.5: Explanatory Technical Note. 

5. Partial explanation within D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annex 
2A.5: Explanatory Technical Note. 

Provide updated Annex 
2A.5 within final 
Drainage Strategy 
including: 

(i) revised assessment / 
sizing of West ACA basin 
for both 24‐hour half 
drain and pump failure; 
and 

(ii) enhanced 
description on WMZ7, 8 
and 9 discharges (refer 
to ESIDB SoCG and liaise 
with ESIDB). 

Remodel West 
ACA basin and 
provide 
drawings. 

 

Develop 
diagrams prior to 
workshop 

 

Hold workshop 
with ESIDB 
regarding WMZ 
7, 8 and 9, and 
update Annex 
2A.5 within final 
Drainage 
Strategy with 
outcome. 

 

Clarity on flows 
and schematic of 
scenarios.. 

 

Technical Note 
on WMZ7, 8 and 
9 

Atkins (MS)  Part i ACA – 
21/01/2022 

 

Part ii 
28/01/2021 

Sketches 
issued 
17/12/2021 

SZC‐
EW0300‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
PRE‐CCD‐
000001 rev 
1 

SCC Comment 
received 
06/01/2022 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

9  Further 
information 
for Campus, 
Sports 
Pitches, non‐
nuclear 
island 
operational 
drainage. 

Demonstration of 
drainage strategy. 

 

SZC Co. to provide explanatory 
drainage design notes on: 

1. Campus; 
2. Sports pitches; and  
3. Non‐nuclear island operational 

drainage (e.g. Goose Hill car 
park). 

 

1. Partial explanation within D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annex 
2A.5: Explanatory Technical Note. 

2. Partial explanation within D10 
Drainage Strategy at section 
5.1(a). 

3. Not progressed. 

Develop operational 
drainage strategy 
technical note for 
Campus. 

Description of approach 
for Goose Hill car park 
described in Explanatory 
Technical Note. 

Develop a 
concept design 
for the Campus 
Area (AD5), 
Initial Source 
Control to enable 
intent, then the 
development of 
a hydraulic 
model. Develop a 
Technical Note of 
Design and 
Strategy. 

Short statement 
on the Leiston 
Sports Pitch 
impact on the 
current situation 
against baseline 

Statement 
around all areas 
outside of the 
NSL drainage 
requirement. 
Mark up of Perm 
Plot Plan extent 
of drainage 
outside of 
Nuclear Site 
License (NSL) to 
be provided. 

Campus ‐ 
Atkins (MS) 

 

Sports 
Pitches – 
SZC Eng 

 

Operational 
– SZC Eng 

Break 
Deliverable 
in 2 

Part 1 – 
21/01/2022 
Campus 
intent 

Part 2 – 
Statements 
( inc sports 
pitch and 
ops) 
28/01/2022 

 

Part 3 – 
End Mar 
2022 
Campus 
hydraulic 
modelling 

3 months 
from 
tasking. 
Campus 
Input 
layout to 
be agreed 
at tasking. 
(Excluding 
2 weeks at 
Christmas) 

Part 1 
Campus 
issued 
17/12/2021 
SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
NOT‐CCD‐
000007 rev 
1 

 

Leiston 
statement 
update sent 
11/02/2022 

Further work 
to sports 
pitches and 
operational 
drainage 
requested.  

Review of 
available info 
and narrative 
to be created. 

 

SCC Comment 
on campus 
note of 
17/12/2021 
received 
06/01/2022 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

10  Northern 
Park & Ride 

 

Lack of evidence for 
the proposed 
outfall to two 
ditches e.g. levels, 
connection within 
or outfall beyond 
Order Limits. 

Calculations 
required for the 
entire site for the 
proposed surface 
water drainage 
strategy.  

Methodology used 
to determine Qbar 
runoff rate is not 
agreed by SCC, as 
stated in SCC’s 
response to REP6‐
024 [REP7‐157]. 

1. SZC to provide evidence and 
confirm availability of Outfall 
under A12. (5 l/s if no Inf.) 
located within the red line 
boundary. 

2. SZC to provide existing 
topographic survey showing fall 
in ground level from basin 
locations to watercourses at 
the boundary   

3. SZC/SCC to hold technical 
meeting to discuss issues with a 
view to reaching agreement, 
informed by supporting 
information. 

 

1. Email correspondence providing 
evidence. 

2. Email correspondence providing 
evidence. 

3. Meeting held. 

Update Annex 2A.6: 
Northern Park and Ride 
Drainage Design Note as 
part of final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Incorporate data 
sent informally in 
report, and 
update the 
source control 
volume 
requirements to 
be split between 
basins in 
designated 
areas.  

WSP (DL)  21/01/2022  31/01/2022  Source control 
modelling 
validation 
requirements 
agreed in 
meeting 7th 
Dec 2021 and 
incorp in 
report 

11  Southern 
Park & Ride 

 

Below ground 
attenuation is not 
compliant with 
Local Plan Policy 
SCLP9.6, 

Only FSR rainfall 
(least conservative) 
has been applied to 
calculations. 

No climate change 
allowance has been 
modelled.  

1. SZC Co. provide explanation 
why temporary underground 
storage is reasonable. 

2. Pump fail storage capacity 
3. SZC/SCC to hold technical 

meeting to discuss issues with a 
view to reaching agreement, 
informed by supporting 
information. 

 

1. Note provided informally to SCC 
on basis for underground storage 
approach. 

2. Not progressed. 
3. Meeting held. 

Update Annex 2A.7: 
Southern Park and Ride 
Drainage Design Note as 
part of final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Obtain 2021 
infiltration data, 
review current 
drainage strategy 
based on new 
data, and 
update.  

Part 1 Drawing 
and hi level 
modelling and 
cut back report 

 

Part 2 Calc and 
report 

WSP (DL)  Part 1 
11/02/2022 

Part 2  

N/A 

11/02/2022  Updated 
modelling to 
be incorp in 
updated 
drainage note 

SCC 
Comments as 
follows 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

12  Freight 
Management 
Facility 

Below ground 
attenuation is not 
compliant with 
Local Plan Policy 
SCLP9.6, 

Only FSR rainfall 
(least conservative) 
has been applied to 
calculations. 

No climate change 
allowance has been 
modelled. 

1. SZC Co. provide explanation 
why temporary underground 
storage is reasonable. 

2. SZC/SCC to hold technical 
meeting to discuss issues with a 
view to reaching agreement, 
informed by supporting 
information. 

3. Open discussions with adjacent 
landowner (Home Farms) as to 
potential receipt of excess 
surface water. 

 

1. Note provided informally to SCC 
on basis for underground storage 
approach. 

2. Meeting held. 
3. Not progressed.  

Update Annex 2A.8: 
Freight Management 
Facility Drainage Design 
Note as part of final 
Drainage Strategy. 

Use output above as 
basis to open discussion 
with landowner. 

  WSP (DL)  21/01/2022  21/01/2022  SCC have 
indicated 
likely 
acceptance of 
underground 
storage 
providing 
some surface 
level SuDS 
pollution 
measures are 
incorporated. 

Landowner 
opportunity 
discussion to 
be held at 
design stage if 
SCC reject 
underground 
storage. 

Comments 
received 

Review of 
space for rain 
garden 

13  Sizewell link 
road. 

SCC concern with 
swales at the base 
of embankments 
rather than at the 
top. 

 

1. SZC Co. to hold discussion with 
SCC to resolve this issue or 
design to be modified to move 
swales to top of embankment 
at future stage. 

2. Informed by cross sections. 
3. Additional item: Provide 

updated calculations. 

1. Email correspondence provided. 
2. Shown on preliminary design 

drawings and in technical note 
provided. 

3. Not provided. 

SZC Co. to update Annex 
2A.9: Sizewell Link Road 
Preliminary Drainage 
Design Note, including 
cross sections and 
calculations note, as 
part of final Drainage 
Strategy. 

SCC to review 
and respond to 
information 
provided. 

Agree design 
criteria 
governing 
location of swale. 

WSP (DL)  09/02/2022  11/02/2022  No SZC action 
pending SCC 
response on 
swale location 
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1.0 Background 

The purpose of this document is to record the current position of NNB Generation 
Company (SZC) Limited (SZC Co.) and Suffolk County Council (SCC), hereafter 
referred to as ‘the Parties’, in relation to drainage. The Drainage Strategy is a ‘Level 
1’ control document to be certified under the Sizewell C Development Consent Order 
(DCO), if granted.  

In the Deadline 10 Statement of Common Ground [REP10-101, Ref. SOCG_8.64] 
both Parties agreed an acceptable drainage strategy must: 

 Demonstrate that the proposals provide for effective drainage of all 
development sites; 

 Demonstrate that the proposals do not increase off-site surface water flood 
risk; and 

 Demonstrate that the proposals do not increase the risk of surface water 
pollution. 

There was disagreement between the two parties in the Statement of Common 
Ground as SCC considered that the submitted Drainage Strategy did not deliver the 
objectives set out above and stated that it was not a suitable document to be 
certified by the Secretary of State. SCC’s position was, and continues to be, that for 
it to support the Level 1 Drainage Strategy, further information must be included to 
be consistent with that of an outline planning application, in general accordance with 
the table included on pages 9 & 10 of the “Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy, 
Appendix A – Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) A Local Design Guide”.  
Following Issue Specific Hearing (ISH) 11, the Parties agreed an ‘Action Plan’ to 
engage further on an updated version of the Drainage Strategy to this effect, but it 
was not possible to complete this before close of the examination. Both Parties 
committed to further engagement to reach common ground.    

2.0 Progress Update 

On 7th December 2022, SZC Co. held a workshop with SCC and East Suffolk 
Internal Drainage Board, to kick-off a programme of further engagement to complete 
the Action Plan and produce the Drainage Strategy Update to underpin the future 
submissions in respect of Requirement 5, Project wide: Surface and foul water 
drainage (as currently drafted in the draft Development Consent Order [REP10-
009]).  The Environment Agency was also invited to attend by SZC Co. if they 
wished, although it does not have any concerns in relation to drainage. All four 
Parties have since met on a regular basis. 

The Action Plan has been updated from time to time, with the agreement of all 
Parties, to reflect progress made, and discuss technical matters arising.  The current 
version of the Action Plan (Rev 7) was issued on 16/02/2022. See Appendix 1. 
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During the course of this engagement, SZC Co. has shared a number of draft 
deliverables with the Parties for review and comment.  These deliverables, which 
comprise ‘building blocks’ for the Drainage Strategy Update, have been produced to 
establish common ground with stakeholders on the specific areas of concern 
identified in the Action Plan.  The final such deliverable, providing further information 
on the proposed Two Village Bypass, was shared with stakeholders on 16/02/2022. 
SCC returned comments on all deliverables by 22/02/2022.  

The Comments log was issued to stakeholders on 18/02/2022 and updated to 
incorporate all stakeholder comments received on 22/02/2022. The version updated 
to respond to stakeholders’ comments is included at Appendix 2.  

3.0 Position of the Parties 

3.1 SZC Co. & SCC 

Both Parties agree that: 

 Significant progress has been made to build common ground in relation to 
the Drainage Strategy for the SZC Project and to address many of the 
outstanding areas of concern. 
 

 Additional information has now been provided to SCC for all proposed works 
locations, as recorded in the Action Plan (Rev 7) (Appendix 1) and the 
Comments Log (Appendix 2). SCC are continuing to review this information 
and provide comments back to SZC Co. for further consideration, review and 
amendment.  These comments will be captured in the Comment Log for 
action in the Drainage Strategy.  

 
 Whilst there has been no considerable change to the overall approach, there 

have been important improvements to the Drainage Strategy, including 
changes to and clarifications of the principles applied at certain locations. 

In relation to the Drainage Strategy Update, the following matters are not agreed 
between the parties: 

SZC Co’s position SCC’s position 

SZC Co.’s position is that it is not necessary 
to submit the Drainage Strategy Update to 
the Secretary of State (SoS) for Business, 
Energy & Industrial Strategy (BEIS) 
because Requirement 5 of the draft DCO 
[REP10-009] places a ‘Grampian style’ 
condition on the development for an 
updated Drainage Strategy to be approved 
by East Suffolk Council (subject to 

SCC considers that the Applicant’s 
Drainage Strategy submitted at Deadline 10 
is not acceptable as a certified control 
document (as set out [REP10-210]). This is 
because the document does not 
demonstrate that the primary surface water 
drainage mitigation is suitable, sufficient, 
and deliverable within the Order Limits and 
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consultation with SCC in its capacity as the 
Lead Local Flood Authority). Furthermore, 
the information provided will ensure that the 
Drainage Strategy Update would be ‘in 
general accordance with the Drainage 
Strategy’, as necessitated by Requirement 
5 of the draft DCO [REP10-009].   

 

SZC Co. has started to prepare a draft 
version of the Drainage Strategy Update. It 
is intending to submit the draft to the 
Parties on or before 11/03/2022 for their 
review and feedback.  Stakeholders are 
likely to require at least two weeks to 
respond, meaning that the final Drainage 
Strategy Update is likely to be available in 
mid-April.    

 

in accordance with national and local policy, 
best practice and guidance. 

SCC acknowledges the significant progress 
made in developing the Drainage Strategy, 
in close collaboration between SZC Co., 
SCC and other stakeholders, since the 
close of Examination. However, SCC is 
disappointed that the Applicant is not 
intending to submit an updated Drainage 
Strategy to the Secretary of State. With the 
additional work undertaken by the Applicant 
since the close of Examination, an updated 
Drainage Strategy could readily be 
produced and submitted by the Applicant, 
which would allow the Secretary of State to 
replace the inadequate document of 
Deadline 10 with an acceptable certified 
control document. SCC urges the Secretary 
of State to request the submission of an 
updated drainage strategy. 

With regard to Requirement 5, as set out in 
SCC’s final position statement [REP10-
210], SCC has asked that this requirement 
be amended so that SCC, as the LLFA, is 
the discharging authority for surface water 
drainage. This change would reflect SCC’s 
statutory responsibility for surface water 
drainage and would provide assurance that 
impacts and related risks to surface water 
drainage and flooding are discharged by 
the most relevant and competent authority. 
However, this change in and of itself would 
not be sufficient to overcome the 
inadequateness of the submitted Drainage 
Strategy, but rather would ensure that once 
a satisfactory Drainage Strategy is in place, 
the detailed discharge of its requirements is 
fully and properly considered.    

 

3.2 SZC Co. & East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board 

Both Parties agree that: 

 A minimum 6m wide, flat access track will be provided by SZC Co. along the 
full length of the diverted Sizewell Drain (Eastern side) and that any ‘stepped’ 
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bank profiling will be undertaken on the opposite bank (Western side) to this 
access track; and 
 
Whilst East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board would prefer to see more surface 
water discharged to land drains as opposed to the sea, it has been fully 
engaged on all relevant matters relating to the Drainage Strategy Update. It is 
proposed that only water from a modified WMZ 8 (Outside the Nuclear Island) 
would discharge to the Sizewell Drain on a permanent basis. 
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Appendix 1 - Action Plan 

   



 

1 
 

Sizewell C – Drainage Strategy – Action Plan 
Version: 07 (Updated Plan 16th February 2022) 
Date: 11/02/2022 – Final 16th February 2022 
Parties: SZC Co., ESC, SCC, ESIDB, EA 
 

A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

1  Control 
Document  

Drainage Strategy 
needs to be tied 
legally together 
with Technical 
Notes. 

Reach agreement between SZC Co. 
and SCC on the degree of reliance 
on and relationship between the 
Drainage Strategy and series of 
supplementary technical notes, 
including the information to be 
provided through the subsequent 
Actions in this document. 

 

Technical notes appended to D10 
Drainage Strategy. Requirement 5 
redrafted to enable final drainage 
strategy to be agreed post 
Examination. 

Overarching Final 
Drainage Strategy to be 
release as Pre‐
commencement 
Condition aligned to 
requirement 5. 

  SZC Co  March  for 
BEIS 
submission 

Draft 11th 
March 

    

2a  Infiltration 
Figures ‐ 
MDS 

2021 Results need 
to have a location 
plan so they can be 
reviewed. 

 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Provide Table of 2021 Results 
and 2021 Plan. 

2. Show reason for chosen 
infiltration value from all results 
available (all sites). 

3. Additional item: provide 
overlay plan of infiltration 
values and WMZs. 

1. 2021 results and location plan 
provided informally to SCC and 
ESIDB. 

2. Justification for choice of 
infiltration rate provided within 
D10 Drainage Strategy Annex 
2A.5: Explanatory Technical Note. 

3. Infiltration / WMZ overlay 
provided in different formats 
within D10 Drainage Strategy as 
Annex 2A.2: Location of 
Geotechnical Investigations on 
MDS and Infiltration Testing 
Confidence and within Annex 
2A.3: Main Development Site 
Water Management Zone 
Summary. 

No further action 
required. 

 

Volume of infiltration 
data, query if PINS 
would want this 
information and hence 
in public domain. ‐ SZC 
CO  

Discuss with PINS 
the submission 
of the route 
infiltration data 

 

Confirmed, only 
submission into 
SoS 
Determination 
Period available 

SZC Co 
(SM) 

10/12/2021  06/01/2022 
CV 
confirmed 

PINS may not 
accept further 
data or be 
able to 

 

Confirmation, 
PINS will not 
accept further 
data, only 
additional 
submissions 
to be made 
are into SoS 
Determination 



 

2 
 

A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

2b  Infiltration 
Figures – AD 
sites 

Includes additional 
test results for TVBP 
and Yoxford.  

Includes existing 
geotechnical 
reports for FMF, 
NP&R, GRR and 
SP&R. 

 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Supply existing reports with 
available values for 2VB, 
Yoxford, FMF, NPR, SPR and 
GRR. 

2. Supply any new infiltration data 
for FMF, NPR, GRR and SPR. 

1. Infiltration test results provided 
informally for 2VB and Yoxford. 
Existing infiltration summaries for 
FMF, NPR and SPR provided in D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annexes 
2A.8, 2A.6 and 2A.7. 

2. Not progressed. 

Formal provision of 
reports in column E, as 
Annexes to final 
Drainage Strategy. 

Provide infiltration test 
results for GRR as Annex 
to final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Provide any new, quality 
assured infiltration test 
results for all AD sites as 
Annex to final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Provide GI data 
where this has 
been used to 
inform an 
updated design 
note. Source 
investigation 
data to be 
incorporated. 
Overall Drainage 
Strategy to 
include 
references and 
annex’s to 
incorporate 

WSP (DL)  16/02/2022  16/02/2022 
with last 
report issue 

Data will be 
included in 
updated 
design notes 
and GI reports 
provided in 
full   

3a  Choice of 
treatment 
Indices for 
pollution 
control ‐ 
MDS.  

Index for Pond used 
rather than Basin in 
ACA.  

Other Zones can 
have simplified 
approach. 

 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Review ACA result and revise, 
as necessary. 

2. Complete WMZ1 as further 
example. 

3. Complete other zones using 
simplified approach – worst 
pollution source with least 
treatment route. 

1. ACA analysis revised within D10 
Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.5: 
Explanatory Technical Note. 

2. WMZ1 assessment provided in 
D10 Drainage Strategy as Annex 
2A.15: WMZ1 Surface Water 
Treatment Assessment. 

3. Simplified assessment provided in 
D10 Drainage Strategy as Annex 
2A.5: Explanatory Technical Note. 

Integration with filter 
strips and whole system 

Review of 
actions items 3a, 
4 and 5 in 
combination to 
attain the 
treatment 
indices for the 
system 

Atkins (MS)  14/01/2022  14/01/2022 
SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
NOT‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000038 rev 
2 

SCC 
comments 
received, IDB 
no comments, 
With SZC Co 
to update 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

3b  Choice of 
treatment 
Indices for 
pollution 
control – AD 
sites. 

Excludes roads 
which have 
HEWRAT 
assessments. 

1. Undertake pollution 
assessment for FMF. 

2. Undertake pollution 
assessments for NPR, SPR, GRR. 

1. Assessment provided informally to 
SCC for FMF. 

2. Assessment provided informally to 
SCC for NPR. Not progressed for 
SPR and GRR.  

Include pollution 
assessments for NPR, 
SPR, FMF and GRR 
within updated Annexes 
2A.6, 2A.7, 2A.8 and 
2A.12 to final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Part 1 – Pollution 
assessments to 
be released prior 
to deadline 1 – 
Picked up in 
individual sites 

 

Part 2 – 
cancelled, all in 
part 1 reports 

WSP (DL)  Part 1 
11/02/2022 

 

Part 2 N/A 

16/02/2022 
with last 
report 

Pollution 
assessments 
to be added 
as part of 
updated 
design notes. 

4  Perimeter 
Swale space 
availability ‐ 
MDS.  

Swales may need to 
be large on MDS. 
Reassurance that 
space is available.  

SZC Co. to: 

1. Set out overview of space 
available on plan.  

2. Provide indicative dimensions 
and sections. 

3. Compare to SCC design 
standards  

 

1. Plan provided in D10 Drainage 
Strategy within Annex 2A.5: 
Explanatory Technical Note. 

2. Outline dimensions provided in 
D10 Drainage Strategy within 
Annex 2A.5: Explanatory 
Technical Note. Design sections 
not progressed. 

3. Not progressed. 

Indicative swale design 
sections presented in 
Explanatory Technical 
Note. Comparison to 
SCC design standard 
(CIRIA SuDS Manual), 
within updated Annex 
2A.5 to final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Inclusion of Hierarchy 

Make 
comparison of 
swale space 
allocation to that 
most likely 
required by the 
CIRIA SuDS 
Manual after 
Detailed Design. 
Including an 
update to doc 
Annex 2A.5 to 
final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Atkins (MS)  14/01/2022  14/01/2022 
SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
NOT‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000038 rev 
2 

SCC 
comments 
received, IDB 
no comments, 
With SZC Co 
to update 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

5  Confirmation 
of treatment 
in the MDS 
WMZ Basins.  

Confirm that the 
proposed basins 
can give the 
required treatment 
as part of the 
overall discharge 
requirement.  

 

SZC Co. to confirm basin treatment 
design criteria and reference 
Hinkley C design for comparison. 

Explanation provided within D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annex 2A.5: 
Explanatory Technical Note and 
Annex 2A.15: WMZ1 Surface Water 
Treatment Assessment. 

Update to technical 
note and treatment 
assessment for system 

 

 

As per item 3a 

 

 

 

Atkins (MS)  14/01/2022 

 

 

14/01/2022 
SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
NOT‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000010 rev 
1, SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
DRW‐CCD‐
000038 rev 
2 

SCC 
comments 
received, IDB 
no comments, 
With SZC Co 
to update 

6  Calculation 
of 
impermeable 
/ permeable 
areas on 
MDS.  

Clarification of the 
derivation of 
Catchment Area 
percentage runoffs 

SZC Co. / SCC to hold Technical 
Meeting to resolve methodology. 

Meeting held 21st September 
between Technical experts and 
clarifications presented. 

SZC Co to provide: plan/table 
showing breakdown of PIMP, PR 
calculations in each WMZ area. 

 

Explanation provided within D10 
Drainage Strategy within Annex 2A.5: 
Explanatory Technical Note. 

Provide updated Annex 
2A.5 within final 
Drainage Strategy 
including justification 
for PIMP values. 

Updated Annex 
2A.5 within final 
Drainage 
Strategy to 
include 
justifications for 
PIMP values. 

Atkins (MS)  21/01/2022  Released in 
each area 
note.  

SCC 
Comments 
received 

7  Review of 
original 
hydrological 
catchments. 

Need to understand 
original topography 
to be clear on 
approach. 

SZC Co. to provide baseline (e.g. 
topographical plan) for natural 
drainage routes and WMZ 
catchments / outfalls. Simple 
overlay and comparison of existing 
catchments (LiDAR) to proposed 
WMZs. 

 

Provided within D10 Drainage 
Strategy as Annex 2A.13: Comparison 
of MDS Baseline Topography and 
WMZ Catchments. 

Soft explanatory note to 
explain determine 
catchment to support 
Annex 2A.13 Label to 
WMZ5 for flood to be 
removed. 

Use current 
catchment 
description, 
update narrative 
and inc in 
catchment 
narrative note 

Atkins (MS)  17/12/2021 

 

Revised 
issue 
21/01/2022 

Hydrological 
info issued 
17/12/2021 
SZC‐
EW0320‐
ATK‐XX‐000‐
XXXXXX‐
NOT‐CCD‐
000009 rev 
1 

 

SCC Comment 
received 
06/01/2022 



 

9 
 

A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

14  Two Village 
Bypass 
infiltration 
Basin 2 East 
of River Alde 
Embankment  

Positioning of basin 
further from the 
highway to be 
adopted and 
separated by the 
farm access track.  

High infiltration 
rate could indicate 
a direct connectivity 
to the aquifer which 
could cause water 
quality issues. 

 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Hold meeting with SCC to 
understand nature of concerns. 

2. Review proposed position of 
basin and demonstrate that it 
works hydraulically and that 
there is no alternative to the 
alignment of the farm access 
track. 

3. Provide data / evidence relating 
to basin and aquifer. 

4. Additional item: Resolve 
potential discrepancy between 
GI infiltration data and input 
data to modelling. 

1. Meeting held. 
2. Email correspondence and 

information provided to SCC, 
including proposed embankment 
materials. 

3. Email correspondence and 
information provided to SCC. 

4. Not provided. 

Update Annex 2A.11: 
Two Village Bypass 
Preliminary Drainage 
Design Note as part of 
final Drainage Strategy. 
To include clarification 
on infiltration input 
data. 

Hold technical 
meeting to 
resolve basin 
location 
disagreement. 

Updated 
hydraulic 
modelling using 
updated 
infiltration rates 

Engagement with 
EA on Borehole 
soakaway 

WSP (DL)  11/02/2022  16/02/2022  Hydraulic 
Update 

15  Yoxford 
roundabout 
(new item) 

Deep infiltration – 
SCC will not 
consider design 
solution until EA 
has approved a 
‘deep infiltration’ 
approach. 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Provide additional information 
on basin and berm design, 
including potential for tree 
planting. 

2. Describe alternative solution to 
avoid ‘deep infiltration’ design. 

1. Email correspondence and 
information provided to SCC. 

2. Provided in email correspondence. 

Update Annex 2A.10: 
Yoxford Roundabout 
Updated Drainage 
Strategy as part of final 
Drainage Strategy. 

Liaise with EA 
over potential 
design 
constraints to 
basin depth. 

Subject to above 
outcome, 
develop 
alternative 
option (e.g. 
pumping or 
gravity). 

 

EA Meeting held 
on 12/01/2022 

WSP (DL)  11/02/2022  11/02/2022  EA 
Engagement 
agreed 

 



 

10 
 

A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

16  Green rail 
route (new 
item) 

No drainage 
technical note 
provided to support 
the Drainage 
Strategy. 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Provide drainage technical note 
to support the Drainage 
Strategy. 

1. Annex 2A.12: Green Rail Route 
Drainage Design Note provided 
within D10 Drainage Strategy. 

Update Annex 2A.12: 
Green Rail Route 
Drainage Design Note as 
part of final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Resolve residual 
issues on storage 
volumes in 
respect to 1 in 
100 +CC storm. 

 

Part 1 
Preliminary 
Design, initial 
modelling, PIMP 
note for rail 

Part 2 Detailed 
modelling and 
update 

WSP (DL) / 
Atkins (MS) 

Part 1 
11/02/2022 

Part N/A 

11/02/2022  Hydraulic 
modelling is 
required for 
demonstrate 
a viable 
solution.  

 

17  AD6 – MDS 
Highways 

SCC commentary on 
Examination 
submission to be 
confirmed 

SCC to: 
1. Provide review comments 

on items REP10‐030, REP10‐
031 and REP10‐
032submitted  

1. Submissions made into PINS 
and to SCC of information that 
was not reviewed due to 
timescales 

SCC comments on 
submissions REP10‐030, 
REP10‐031 and REP10‐
032 
 
Update of Technical 
Report 

Receive 
comments 
 
Update report 

DCC (MW) 
 
WSP(DL) 

17/12/21 
 
11/02/2022 

Issued email 
16/12/2021 
 
SCC (MW) 
Comments 
received 
04/01/2022 
 
Reissued 
11/02/2022 

SCC 
undertaking 
review of info 
submitted. 
SCC 
clarification of 
13th Jan 2022 
to be 
discussed at 
next progress 
meeting 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

14  Two Village 
Bypass 
infiltration 
Basin 2 East 
of River Alde 
Embankment  

Positioning of basin 
further from the 
highway to be 
adopted and 
separated by the 
farm access track.  

High infiltration 
rate could indicate 
a direct connectivity 
to the aquifer which 
could cause water 
quality issues. 

 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Hold meeting with SCC to 
understand nature of concerns. 

2. Review proposed position of 
basin and demonstrate that it 
works hydraulically and that 
there is no alternative to the 
alignment of the farm access 
track. 

3. Provide data / evidence relating 
to basin and aquifer. 

4. Additional item: Resolve 
potential discrepancy between 
GI infiltration data and input 
data to modelling. 

1. Meeting held. 
2. Email correspondence and 

information provided to SCC, 
including proposed embankment 
materials. 

3. Email correspondence and 
information provided to SCC. 

4. Not provided. 

Update Annex 2A.11: 
Two Village Bypass 
Preliminary Drainage 
Design Note as part of 
final Drainage Strategy. 
To include clarification 
on infiltration input 
data. 

Hold technical 
meeting to 
resolve basin 
location 
disagreement. 

Updated 
hydraulic 
modelling using 
updated 
infiltration rates 

Engagement with 
EA on Borehole 
soakaway 

WSP (DL)  11/02/2022  16/02/2022  Hydraulic 
Update 

15  Yoxford 
roundabout 
(new item) 

Deep infiltration – 
SCC will not 
consider design 
solution until EA 
has approved a 
‘deep infiltration’ 
approach. 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Provide additional information 
on basin and berm design, 
including potential for tree 
planting. 

2. Describe alternative solution to 
avoid ‘deep infiltration’ design. 

1. Email correspondence and 
information provided to SCC. 

2. Provided in email correspondence. 

Update Annex 2A.10: 
Yoxford Roundabout 
Updated Drainage 
Strategy as part of final 
Drainage Strategy. 

Liaise with EA 
over potential 
design 
constraints to 
basin depth. 

Subject to above 
outcome, 
develop 
alternative 
option (e.g. 
pumping or 
gravity). 

 

EA Meeting held 
on 12/01/2022 

WSP (DL)  11/02/2022  11/02/2022  EA 
Engagement 
agreed 
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A  B  C  D  E  F  G  H  I  J  K 

        At Examination end  Post Examination   

No.  Area  Issue identified  Actions  Deliverable  Deliverable / Ref. No.  Delivery Plan  Deliverable 
owner 

Date  Date issued  RAG / 
Comment 

16  Green rail 
route (new 
item) 

No drainage 
technical note 
provided to support 
the Drainage 
Strategy. 

SZC Co. to: 

1. Provide drainage technical note 
to support the Drainage 
Strategy. 

1. Annex 2A.12: Green Rail Route 
Drainage Design Note provided 
within D10 Drainage Strategy. 

Update Annex 2A.12: 
Green Rail Route 
Drainage Design Note as 
part of final Drainage 
Strategy. 

Resolve residual 
issues on storage 
volumes in 
respect to 1 in 
100 +CC storm. 

 

Part 1 
Preliminary 
Design, initial 
modelling, PIMP 
note for rail 

Part 2 Detailed 
modelling and 
update 

WSP (DL) / 
Atkins (MS) 

Part 1 
11/02/2022 

Part N/A 

11/02/2022  Hydraulic 
modelling is 
required for 
demonstrate 
a viable 
solution.  

 

17  AD6 – MDS 
Highways 

SCC commentary on 
Examination 
submission to be 
confirmed 

SCC to: 
1. Provide review comments 

on items REP10‐030, REP10‐
031 and REP10‐
032submitted  

1. Submissions made into PINS 
and to SCC of information that 
was not reviewed due to 
timescales 

SCC comments on 
submissions REP10‐030, 
REP10‐031 and REP10‐
032 
 
Update of Technical 
Report 

Receive 
comments 
 
Update report 

DCC (MW) 
 
WSP(DL) 

17/12/21 
 
11/02/2022 

Issued email 
16/12/2021 
 
SCC (MW) 
Comments 
received 
04/01/2022 
 
Reissued 
11/02/2022 

SCC 
undertaking 
review of info 
submitted. 
SCC 
clarification of 
13th Jan 2022 
to be 
discussed at 
next progress 
meeting 
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Sizewell C Site Establishment Active Surveillance comments WBS EW0320 Document 2022
WBS

Action 
Nos

Action 
Plan Ref.

Document Number Item Description/ reference Comment Raised by Date Raised Actionee
Model 
update 
require

Open/ 
Closed

Cat Comment Response Action Other Notes/Comment

EW0320 1 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P01
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy

As previously discussed, you need to include the results of relevant infiltration testing. This should include raw test results and 

not just a summary. Any testing not compliant with BRE365 should be identified
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 1 Infiltration testing results to be provided Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000007

EW0320 2 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P01
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy

The modelled structure uses an infiltration basin with a porosity of 40%. It’s not clear why a permeable pavement structure 

hasn’t been modelled. Permeable pavement structures have a standard porosity of 30%. Therefore, you either need to model 

at 30%, or justify your use of 40%. I can’t see this would cause you many problems given the plan area and depths you have to 

play with, but you still need to demonstrate this

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 1 Porosity to be changed to 30%. Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000007

EW0320 3 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P01
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy

Calculations show circa 80% of your water discharging through infiltration and 20% discharging through positive discharge. 

Given the numbers you state of your storage footprint (58000m2) vs your total paved area (97004m2), I think it’s fair to say 

that so long as you achieve acceptable infiltration rates across the site, you won’t have a problem infiltrating all of your 

surface water, through an increase in storage footprint. The potential problem will arise if infiltration were to fail. From the 

notes I have, you don’t have any infiltration testing to full BRE365 methodology for the Campus site, with most testing 

undertaken in boreholes. I don’t know if you have any more recent testing? If not, given you’re so close to the infiltration 

threshold, with non‐compliant testing, I would say there’s a reasonable chance that at least part of your site is unable to 

infiltrate. The absolute worst‐case scenario would be no acceptable infiltration rate being achieved across the site. As this is 

the worst case, I’ll need to see how you would manage this, at least at a high level with source control calcs, an identified 

method of storage and demonstration that you have sufficient space for such storage

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 1

No infiltration across the site will be assumed at this stage until infiltration 

testing proves otherwise, and management/storage of source control volumes 

to be provided.
Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000007

EW0320 4 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P01
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy

I’m not keen on accepting a hybrid approach for this site. Either infiltration only with a high level overflow to CDO for events 

>1:100+CC, or attenuation and discharge only. The reason for this is the site is slightly more removed from the watercourse it 

is proposed to discharge to. WMZ’s that utilise the hybrid approach are generally located directly adjacent to the ordinary 

watercourse they discharge to. For the attenuation and discharge only option, I would be content for you to keep this vague 

at the moment, subject to future modelling, it could with go to WMZ6, CDO or another location based on modelling results

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 1

No infiltration across the site will be assumed at this stage until infiltration 

testing proves otherwise, and management/storage of source control volumes 

to be provided.
Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000007

EW0320 5 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P01
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy

I recall the car park being multi‐storey. Is this still the case? If so, I’m not entirely sure how permeable paving would work, 

either for interception, treatment or storage of surface water
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 1

Comment noted ‐ car partk is double storey ‐ roofed. Permeable paving for the 

multi‐storey car park removed and taken as a roof area instead. Flows from 

the car park roof attenuated in sub‐surface attenuation storage. 

Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000007

EW0320 6 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P01
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy As per comment on previous sites, need to justify PIMP values proposed, particularly 90% for roads Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 1 Roads PIMP taken as 100%, and total PIMP updated across the site.  Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000007

EW0320 7 7
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000009 P01
Technical Note ‐ Topographical Catchment Narrative    

The appended drawings are more or less ineligible due to the PDF quality. I’ve read through the document text and this makes 

sense and ties up with other information I already have, but it would be appreciated if you could reissue with the drawing 

problems resolved 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 1 Drawings were reprovided as individual files. Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000009

EW0320 8 7
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000009 P01

Technical Note ‐ Topographical Catchment Narrative  ‐ 

1.2.4

WMZ 4 is stated as draining to E04 but the area of WMZ 4 looks to mainly be covered by Early Catchment 3a & 3b, with Early 

Catchment 4 (which discharges to EO4) looking to comprise part of WMZ 6. Please clarify. The text on the drawing isn’t clear 

(as above), so I may have interpreted incorrectly

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 1 Comments noted and wording changed to clarify.  Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000009

EW0320 9 7
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000009 P01

Technical Note ‐ Topographical Catchment Narrative  ‐ 

1.2.6

See point 4 in response to Campus above.  Yes, this is part of the same catchment, but it’s quite far away and naturally there 

would be a great deal of interception/detention in localised depressions before discharging into the Leiston Drain
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 1 Comments noted and wording changed to clarify.  Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000009

EW0320 10 7
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000009 P01
Technical Note ‐ Topographical Catchment Narrative  

I think it would be worth noting, potentially as part of the summary that outfall locations and rates are subject to change 

based on future hydraulic modelling. All discharges will need to be modelled as part of the wider catchment to ensure they are

not increasing flood risk. The most critical element of this would be the environmental impact so future engagement with 

environmental stakeholders to determine discharge rates and locations will also be key and should be acknowledged here. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 1 Comments noted and wording changed to clarify.  Updated and submitted in Rev 2 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000009

EW0320 11 8b
SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐PRE‐

CCD‐000001 P01
MCA Surface Water Drainage Phasing ‐ Meeting Slides

It’s useful to understand the principles you intend to apply at this location throughout construction. However, unlike the rest 

of the MDS, I am less concerned by the drainage strategy in this area given the availability of the TMO and CDO. I also 

appreciate that construction will need to be flexible in these areas, hence the indicative attenuation basins shown rather than 

more detailed information. 

The only aspect that requires more information in this area is the discharges to the Sizewell Drain, what these are, when they 

will be used, how they’re calculated, associated areas for surface water storage prior to these discharges etc. I know Yvonne 

at the IDB has been pushing for greater understanding of this. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 06/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 1
Further detail to be provided on future technical note: WMZs 7, 8, 9 Suface 

Water Discharges SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000016

No changes to meeting slides.

Comments reflected in technical note SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐

XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000016. Submitted in Rev 1 

(link adjacent)

SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000016

EW0320 12 8b
SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐PRE‐

CCD‐000001 P01
MCA Surface Water Drainage Phasing ‐ Meeting Slides

6m minimum maintenance strip with additional space needed for turning if access is not provided at both the northern and 

southern boundaries
Yvonne Smith ‐ IDB 21/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 2

Comment noted ‐ Maintenance strip will be coordinated with the permanent 

works team.

Maintenance strip requirement to be coordinated with the

permanent works team.

EW0320 13 8b
SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐PRE‐

CCD‐000001 P01
MCA Surface Water Drainage Phasing ‐ Meeting Slides

Max discharges expected through outfalls O4 and O7. – More information on exactly what is draining through outfall 07. 

What size impermeable, rough plan would be useful. You currently indicate that both “overland flows” and “SZB transferred 

drainage area” will go through here, but have no reference to what either of those entails.

Yvonne Smith ‐ IDB 21/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 2
WMZ 8 in a slightly reduced form is to discharge through O14. O17 is to drain 

the SZB overland flows up until the SZC sea tunnels are operational.

Discussion with permanent works team required to 

determine areas contributing from SZB.

EW0320 14 8b
SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐PRE‐

CCD‐000001 P01
MCA Surface Water Drainage Phasing ‐ Meeting Slides

Likely storage volumes required and indicative space for these/where these might be accommodated (specifically I do not 

want them anywhere within the above mentioned maintenance strip).
Yvonne Smith ‐ IDB 21/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 2

Comment noted ‐ No storage to be provided within maintenance strip but 

rather within the WMZ 8 area. Agreement with an increased Greenfield Runoff 

rate could assist in reducing the required volume.

Final storage position to be identified.

EW0320 15 3
SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐

CCD‐000010 P01

Technical Note ‐ Surface Water Drainage Treatment 

Narrative

Our agreement would come with a slight caveat as you state, ‘provisional hydraulic modelling carried out indicates that the 

flows generated will be controlled within the swale sizes proposed’. This hydraulic modelling has not been provided to SCC, 

we would therefore highlight that we have not seen any evidence to support this, however, if at detailed design the swales 

were not large enough, the size would simply need to be increased, which is ultimately a project risk. Of course, if you have 

the hydraulic modelling readily available (even if only preliminary), it could address this minor concern.

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 24/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 1 Comment noted. No further action required at this stage. No further action required.

EW0320 16 8b
SZC‐EW0300‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐PRE‐CCD‐

000001 P01

Presentation ‐ MCA Surface Water Drainage Phasing ‐ 

Meeting Slides

other to point out that you are currently indicating multiple discharges into the sizewell drain from WMZ 8 however my 

understanding from other discussions was that there are only 2 proposed outfalls from WMZ 8 (and SZB). 
Yvonne smith ‐ SCC 25/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 1

Comment noted ‐ Only 2 outfalls proposed to Sizewell Drian. Updated to 

reflect only two proposed outfalls. 
Updated and submitted in Rev 1 (link adjacent) SZC‐EW0320‐ATK‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐000016

EW0320 17 12 ‐ 
Report ‐ Freight Management Facility Drainage Design 

Note          

I don’t entirely support the methodologies used for calculating adequate storage. The use of average infiltration rates in 

particular will not draw support from SCC. However, I also note the additional infiltration testing that was undertaken in 2021 

which demonstrates good infiltration across the site, often in exceedance of the design rate you have used based on the 

results of 2019 testing. Whilst the 2021 testing is slightly deeper than we would like, it is not of a depth to cause significant 

concern

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2
Report issued 21/01/2022

Comment noted but no update required 
No further action required.

EW0320 18 12 ‐ 
Report ‐ Freight Management Facility Drainage Design 

Note 

The main outstanding concern SCC have for FMF is in relation to treatment. The document makes multiple references to the 

use of bioremediation areas in order to supplement proposed treatment and to provide a natural form of treatment, as 

opposed to the ‘mechanical heavy’ treatment train previously proposed. Appendix B does not make any acknowledgement of 

the space requirements of bioretention features and Appendix E does not include these features in a pollution assessment. 

This approach does not have SCC support. The current pollution assessment in Appendix E uses indices for 3 pieces of 

infrastructure without supporting evidence of the values used. The indices for the underground storage tank are particularly 

questionable as I have never seen anyone claim that such a feature delivers any form of treatment. There is a brief reference 

to bioretention in the conclusion, but again, this is insufficient.

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 21/01/2022

Comment noted

Show location of bioremediation infrastucture on layout 

plans

Confirm sizes and demonstrate available space

Add bioremediation to Appendix E calculations

Provide manufacturers certification of indices values

EW0320 19 12 ‐ 
Report ‐ Freight Management Facility Drainage Design 

Note ‐  7.1.12

document acknowledges SCC’s position, subject to the inclusion of bioretention in the treatment train, this position remains 

unchanged
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 21/01/2022

Comment noted but no update required 
No further action required.

EW0320 20 12 ‐ 
Report ‐ Freight Management Facility Drainage Design 

Note
Calculations for Option 2 have a water depth of 1.142m but the crates are only 0.6m Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP Yes Closed 2

Report issued 21/01/2022

Comment noted Recheck calculation and amend as necessary

EW0320 21 12 ‐ 
Report ‐ Freight Management Facility Drainage Design 

Note
Water depths stated on drawing in Appendix B do not match calculations in Appendix C Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 21/01/2022

Comment noted Recheck calculation and ammend as necessary

EW0320 22 12 ‐ 
Report ‐ Freight Management Facility Drainage Design 

Note
Section 10 and 11.1.2 refer to Lowestoft Road, I assume this should be Felixstowe Road Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 21/01/2022

Comment noted Correct location name in text

EW0320 23 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P02
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy

Generally, the principles are agreed if infiltration isn’t possible. However, I’d like a greater emphasis in the conclusion that 

infiltration potential will be explored further at detailed design. Only 5 infiltration tests have been completed across a 20+ha 

site, with most of those tests not being compliant with BRE365 methodology. As such, there’s a lot more testing that needs to 

be done before infiltration is ruled out on this site. I’m content that you have the space available for an infiltration solution if 

it’s proven possible and this should still be considered the primary means of surface water disposal, until categorically ruled 

out through more extensive testing.   

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 2

It is recognised that further infiltration testing is necessary to conclude if 

infiltration alone should be considered as the primary means of surface water 

disposal. 

No further action on the document. 

EW0320 24 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P02
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy

If infiltration isn’t possible, or is only partly possible, I’m content that you have demonstrated there is a feasible alternative 

means of surface water disposal, although we’ll need to discuss discharge rates, locations and how this works with other 

discharges as part of detailed design. Given the catchment is fairly removed from any ordinary watercourses, I’d be slightly 

more wary of just giving you another discharge from this catchment, I’d rather see it pass through a WMZ at the already 

agreed rate, but we can discuss this at detailed design

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 5
Comment noted. Discharge rates and outfall locations are to be developed in 

agreement with SCC as part of detailed design. No further action on document

No further action on document. Actions to be carried into 

Detailed Design

EW0320 25 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P02
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy

Half drain times should be applied to both infiltration and attenuation systems. The principle is relevant, regardless of 

discharge method. I’m content you have the space to account for this if needed at detailed design
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK Yes Closed 2 Comment noted. To be developed in Detailed Design.

No further action on document. Action to be carried into 

Detailed Design.

EW0320 26 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P02
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy I think page 41 of the report has been included in error Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2 Comment noted ‐ Page 41 was included as error Content on Page 41 to be removed.

1



EW0320 27 9a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000007 P02
Technical Note ‐ Campus Outline Drainage Strategy

I am currently waiting to hear back from Leigh Parratt RE Cv values. I will update you on this aspect when I hear back from 

her.
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Matt Williams  ‐ SCC No Closed 1

No further action required following email from Matt Williams ‐ SCC received 

on 04/02/2022.

"To confirm, Leigh was happy with this so no further comments to previous 

email issued 31/01/22." 

None

EW0320 28 6
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000012 P01
Technical Note ‐  PIMP Values ‐ Section 2

states ‘there is a variety of finishes across the proposed construction site and the PIMP values assigned have been those 

commonly accepted within the industry’. For roads and roof areas I certainly agree that 100% is widely accepted. Could you 

provide any justification or evidence to support the PIMP values used for unpaved and soft areas please? As I’m sure you can 

appreciate, we don’t have many developments like this in Suffolk so it may just be that this is something we haven’t come 

across that you regularly encounter. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2

The PIMP values that were accepted at Hinkley C planning were: Roads 100%, 

Compounds 90%, Stockpiles 50% and Sloping areas 26%. Our assessment 

broadly matches these values. The Stockpiles at SZC are part sloping and part 

flat topped,  with the material being stored being more permeable than the 

Hinkley clay based material. In our assessment the 30% figure for the SZC 

stockpiles reflects these differences.

None

EW0320 29 6
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000012 P01
Technical Note ‐  PIMP Values ‐ Section 2

Later it is stated ‘the calculated PIMP values in this assessment will be adopted unless significant changes in the catchment 

area definition are identified through design development’. I assume this relates only to this stage of design and upon detailed 

design, when more is understood about the catchment, more detailed analysis will be undertaken? We wouldn’t be content 

using these PIMP values for detailed design. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 31/01/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2
Comment noted ‐ more detailed analysis of catchments and their areas will be 

undertaken during Detailed Design. 

No further action on document. Action to be carried into 

Detailed Design.

EW0320 30 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail
The current Annex contains a description of the strategy with no supporting information such as suitably scaled plans, sections 

and supporting calculations. 
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Drainage Statement issued 11/02/22

Comment addressed
Plans are provided in Drainage Statement 

EW0320 31 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail

You essentially put forward two options. Option 1 being discharge to intercepting watercourses (O9 & O10) and the Abbey 

Road infiltration basin. You need to demonstrate you have suitable land at each attenuation location, with supporting plans 

and calculations

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2
Drainage Statement issued 11/02/22

Comment addressed

Location of  attenuation basin at Abbey Road is shown on 

drawing

Storage volume calculation provided on the basis of 

Option 2 representing worst case

Possible use of Option 1 with attenuated discharge to 

watercourse 09 and 10 to be considered at detailed design 

EW0320 32 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail

Option 2 is required if levels do not allow you to discharge to the intercepting watercourses. Is there a risk that by the time 

the furthest point reaches the Abbey Road infiltration basin (as a worst case scenario) that it could be lower than the basin 

invert? If so, would pumping be required? If so, the appropriate assessment will need to be undertaken and it may be more 

suitable to keep the catchments separate and pump into the intercepting watercourses. Will need to discuss further if this is 

the case

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2
Drainage Statement issued 11/02/22

Comment addressed

Based on new infitration data Option 2 assumes no 

infiltration and discharge to Leiston Drain/Abbey Road is 

not permitted. 

Intention to pump up to TCA and discharge to Outfall 6 to 

be developed at detailed design

EW0320 33 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail

A discharge rate of 5l/s is proposed to discharge into the adjacent watercourse at Abbey Road as a worst‐case scenario. Given 

the existing surface water flood risk here we need to be a bit careful. What is the greenfield runoff rate from your area of 

works (not entire red line boundary) into this watercourse at the moment? If it’s less than 5l/s, then you’d technically be 

proposing an increase in SW flood risk in an area of high risk – which we wouldn’t support. The need for this discharge is 

stated to be due to a lack of space, as previously stated by SCC, this is not an approach we would support

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2
Drainage Statement issued 11/02/22

Comment addressed

As above no discharge into Leiston Drain at Abbey Road is 

proposed

EW0320 34 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail Is the basin now proposed on the east side of Abbey Road rather than west, or is this in addition to the west basin?  Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2
Drainage Statement issued 11/02/22

Comment addressed

This is an infiltration basin for AD6 Lovers Lane highway 

runoff upsized to accept GRR runoff from section between 

Abbey Road and Secondary Site Access Road level crossing 

EW0320 35 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail
Flows east of Abbey Road are said to be dealt with by WMZs. I don’t recall seeing additional areas being allowed for in the 

relevant WMZ designs? Again, do levels support this approach or will any pumping be required? 
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Drainage Statement issued 11/02/22

Comment addressed

As above section to the west of the SSAR level crossing 

drains by gravity to AD6 infiltration basin

GRR to east is included in TCA drainage and not covered in 

this Drainage Statement 

EW0320 36 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail

You state that infiltration is likely at the NR junction. I wouldn’t agree with this statement. There has been a recent 

development by Persimmon just east of the junction you refer to. This development struggled to infiltrate their surface water, 

and with no other available alternative, had to resort to deep infiltration through boreholes. At the moment you’ve not set 

out any firm proposals to manage and dispose of this surface water. With the above in mind RE likelihood of infiltration, you’ll 

need to identify your options and demonstrate deliverability within your order limits. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2
Drainage Statement issued 11/02/22

Comment addressed

As above swale/filter drain will collect runoff between 

junction with existing branch line and Abbey Road with 

assumption of zero infiltrationand all flow discharging into 

ther Abbey Road west attenuation basin

EW0320 37 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail

There’s a mention of needing to divert a watercourse that the green rail route will intersect whilst in cutting. Connecting this 

to the Abbey Road watercourse has the potential to increase surface water flood risk. You’ll need to have a think about this. It 

will certainly require detailed hydraulic modelling at detailed design. But ahead of that, you’ll need to have a think about what 

mitigation could be implemented to ensure there is no increase in offsite flood risk and ensure you have the available land to 

deliver this

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2
Drainage Statement issued 11/02/22

Comment addressed

Base on updated data diversion of the existing 

watercourse Outfall 09 location will not be required.

Watercourse to be culverted beneath railway.

EW0320 38 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail There’s a mention of the Abbey Road basin being adapted by SZC and adopted by Suffolk Highways post‐development. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Steve Merry ‐ SCC No Closed 1 Comment noted.

EW0320 39 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail

Other points which you would be expecting are the need to justify the PIMP you’re using and to provide your GI to justify the 

infiltration rate used (I know this has been included in the MDS assessment, but it needs to be included here, along with any 

other GI for green rail route). Have you undertaken any groundwater monitoring at Abbey Road? This area is fairly critical to 

your drainage strategy, whichever option you choose, so it would be good to get an idea of any GW concerns at an early 

stage. Other design criteria such as which FoS you’re using also need to be agreed given the infiltration basin location and 

adjacent residential properties

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 16/12/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2
Drainage Statement issued 11/02/22

Comment addressed

The calculations assume a PIMP of 100% in order to 

provide a conservative assessment.

GI report for GRR is now available.

Extracts for infiltration testing and strata  provided

EW0320 40 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Table 1 Where have these figures come from and how were they calculated? I assume these figures are m3/s, but this isn’t stated.  Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted
Catchment runoff calcuations using FEH

Units m3/s added to table 

EW0320 41 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 5.1.8 This doesn’t match up with Table 1 Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted, Now aligned

EW0320 42 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 6.1.3  Reference and provide relevant testing results. Table 2 is noted, but you should provide raw testing results to support this Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted, Full data provided in Appendix A

EW0320 43 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section Table 2   TH301 – Not compliant with BRE365 Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,
Accepted that only 2 tests were done and BRE365 requires 

3 but does confirm viability of infiltration

EW0320 44 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 8.1.2
Underground storage stated. Aren’t these areas hoped to be adopted by SCC Highways, who are unlikely to adopt below 

ground drainage? 
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,

Clarification

Underground storage is the filter drains and back up 

soakaway manholes, not storage tanks

EW0320 45 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 8.1.6
Proposed discharge rate? Yet to be agreed. If 5l/s, what impact could this have on existing downstream surface water flood 

risk depths, extents, likelihood and subsequent consequences? Answered in part by 8.1.9
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,
Set as minimum practical rate and will be a reduction on 

current situation

EW0320 46 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6

Plate 10 – Total depths and water depths exceed CIRIA SuDS Manual guidance – justify. Depth of water during 1:1+CC exceeds 

recommended maximum for surface water treatment, has any treatment assessment been undertaken? Suggest CIRIA Simple 

Index for this location – Will need to agree suitable pollution hazard level but given use, my initial thought would be high, 

highly frequented lorry approach

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted, Basin subject to HEWRAT assessment and passed

EW0320 47 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 8.1.21 Queries previously raised RE the referenced infiltration basin, has this been sized to accommodate this area as well?  Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,

The section of Abbey Road which is modified to 

accommodate the level crossing and Lovers Lane diversion 

will discharge to Leiston Drain as it currently does. Thre 

will be a net reduction since the current Lovers Lane also 

discharges to Leiston Drain and will be removed.

EW0320 48 17 ‐  Drainage strategy‐ AD6
Plate 11 – I’ve raised this query previously, but I’m not entirely sure exactly what area this basin serves and the infiltration 

rate is yet to be agreed
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 5

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,

Assume you mean Plate 10

The infiltration basin drains the new length of Lovers Lane 

and adjacent BW19 plus GRR between Abbey Road and 

SSARoad 

Infiltration test data included in Appendix A

EW0320 49 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 8.1.25
Basin volume increased by 463m3 but storage volume in Plate 12 is stated as 379m3? Need to understand the basin function 

in both SZC construction and post‐construction scenarios
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,

As stated either the basin can be reduced in size after 

removal of GRR or retained at full volume giving greater 

flood prtection for exceedence rainfall

EW0320 50 17 ‐  Drainage strategy AD6 ‐ Section 8.1.38 Assume access and road have no flow controls if draining straight into carrier drain?  Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,

This is the existing and unalterd length of Lovers Lane 

which basically drains by overland flow down the hill and 

over the edge at Leiston Drain

EW0320 51 17 ‐  Drainage strategy‐ AD6

I’m not sure on the extent of local widening at the HWRC, I know at Foxhall we’ve had to look at the drainage due to local 

widening at the HWRC. Will leave you to comment on whether you think the extent of widening here requires a look at the 

drainage or whether you’re content
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Steve Merry ‐ SCC No Closed 2 Comment noted.

EW0320 52 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 8.1.42
Again, draining highway surface water to crated systems. Not sure on acceptability from a highways perspective. Even if not 

proposed for adoption (8.1.43), is this then public highway draining to a privately maintainable system?
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,
Now 8.1.47. Entrance drains to swale and then into the 

ACA. None of this is adopted by SCC.

EW0320 53 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 9.1.1 Are these Figure references part of the DCO submission? If so, please provide full references to the submission documents Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted, Will need to check references

2



EW0320 54 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 9.1.2   1:100 + 35% is fluvial, we request 1:100 + 40% for pluvial (see attached) – the pluvial level is not referenced in this document Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,

Since the level is set at the lowest level of Lovers Lane and 

this acts as an embankment crest flood levels can't exceed 

the low point level

EW0320 55 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 9.1.5  FYI – boardwalk deck Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Steve Merry ‐ SCC No Closed 1

EW0320 56 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 10.1.2 Established how? Likewise for 10.1.3 Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,

Catchment runoff calcuations using FEH

The low spot with pond noted during site visit and 

matches SWFM  

EW0320 57 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 10.1.5 Again uses 35% for pluvial, not 40% for fluvial Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,
FRA modelling for DCO gives a lower water level for fluvial 

than the SWMP pluvial

EW0320 58 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6 ‐ Section 10.1.6
OK, but you need to demonstrate that your development will not increase this existing flood risk in terms of extent, depth or 

likelihood. The following paragraphs in terms of potential betterment are noted, but there are a few unknowns around this so 

we need to work on the worst case scenario at this stage

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 04/01/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Report issued 11/02/2022

Comment noted,

More detailed modelling will be undertaken at detailed 

design stage but parts of the upstream catchment will be 

attenuated down to 5 l/s and the existing Lovers Lane will 

be removed so it is apparent that there will not be an 

increase in flood risk. 

EW0320 59 8a
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000013 P01
Technical Note ‐ ACA West Explanatory Note

SCC LLFA fully support the information contained in this document. As the document alludes to, what you’ve presented should

be considered a worst‐case scenario and hopefully we can work to refine this at detailed design, but my thanks for 

demonstrating that you can accommodate the worst‐case scenario

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 03/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 1 Comment noted, no further action required. None

EW0320 60 8b
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000016 P01
Technical Note ‐ WMZs 7, 8, 9 Surface Water Discharges

Section 1.2 refers to O14 discharging flows from WMZ7. I think this is a typo as 1.2.1 refers to a 5l/s discharge through O14 

from WMZ 8 at 1l/s/ha. However, the paragraph beneath Table 1‐2 then refers to WMZ8 discharging through O17, again, I 

assume this is a typo and should be O14?

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 03/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2

Comment noted. Two typo's identified.

Section 1.2, paragraph 3, should state 'O14 is proposed to discharge the flows 

from WMZ8'.

Paragraph below Table 1‐2 should state 'discharge from WMZ8 into the 

Sizewell Drain through O14…'

Document to be updated as per below:

Section 1.2, paragraph 3, should state 'O14 is proposed to 

discharge the flows from WMZ8'.

Paragraph below Table 1‐2 should state 'discharge from 

WMZ8 into the Sizewell Drain through O14…'

EW0320 61 8b
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000016 P01
Technical Note ‐ WMZs 7, 8, 9 Surface Water Discharges

Assuming the above are typos, the most confusing aspect is the following 5 stages which all detail all 3 WMZs discharging to 

sea, with no mention at any point of any discharge to O14 (or O17 for that matter). Which leaves me questioning what the 

earlier reference to a discharge through O14 is referring to and how this will be facilitated. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 03/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2

Discharges to O14 and O17 are outlined to show the maximum flows that may 

be discharged to Sizewell Drain. Given the flow rates are small, the document 

stresses that discharge to the sea is justified and presents a better solution for 

water management.

None.

EW0320 62 8b
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000016 P01
Technical Note ‐ WMZs 7, 8, 9 Surface Water Discharges

From an LLFA perspective, my main focus is surface water flood risk and associated pollution. In that sense, I have no concerns 

as your proposals seek to treat surface water and discharge to sea. However, I must flag that other stakeholders may raise 

concerns RE the removal of flows from Sizewell Drain and the potential environmental impacts of this. Any changes to the 

surface water drainage strategy to address such concerns would ultimately come back to SCC for further consideration as part 

of the surface water drainage strategy. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 03/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2
The WMZ 8 area with a slightly reduced area will represent the permanent 

catchment discharging to the Sizewell Drain. 
This represents the area outside NSL. 

EW0320 63 8b
SZC‐EW0320‐XX‐000‐XXXXXX‐NOT‐CCD‐

000016 P01
Technical Note ‐ WMZs 7, 8, 9 Surface Water Discharges SCC reserve comment on Stage 5 (1.4.5) RE SZC plant operation. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 03/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2 Comment noted, no further action required. None

EW0320 64 9b ‐ 
Report ‐ Drainage intent statement for Sports Pitches and 

Non‐Nuclear Island Operational Drainage

Sports pitches are proposed for either infiltration or positive discharge. Infiltration has not been proven at this location. 

Whilst the intention to limit offsite discharges to greenfield runoff rates is supported, a location for this discharge has not 

been identified, therefore the feasibility of this option cannot be supported at this stage. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 03/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2

Infiltration is proposed for the sports pitches. These potentially can have a 

storage volume of 530 m3 based upon the minimum acceptable SCC infiltration 

rate (5mm/hr.). Anglian Water have confirmed there is no opportunity to 

dicscharge to the local Combine Sewerage system.

Infiltration testing to take place during Detailed Design. 

Identification of storage requirement at this stage. Further 

possible discharge options include non‐potable supplies to 

the Local Sports Centre or Local Allotments. A possible 

deep infiltration solution is available into the deep crag 

aquifer. 

EW0320 65 9b ‐ 
Report ‐ Drainage intent statement for Sports Pitches and 

Non‐Nuclear Island Operational Drainage
Agreed grass pitches can be excluded from consideration, other pitches will require drainage.  Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 03/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2 Comment Noted. None

EW0320 66 9b ‐ 
Report ‐ Drainage intent statement for Sports Pitches and 

Non‐Nuclear Island Operational Drainage

Drainage outside of NSL – Whilst I’d like to see more information, these areas are either small or have an obvious means of 

surface water disposal (car park through permeable paving to infiltrate, or (whilst not stated) if infiltration isn’t possible it’s 

obvious to conclude a discharge to the adjacent watercourse would be feasible

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 03/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2 Comment noted.
Infiltration within car park and possible discharge to 

nearby watercourse.

EW0320 67 9b ‐ 
Report ‐ Drainage intent statement for Sports Pitches and 

Non‐Nuclear Island Operational Drainage
In short, drainage outside of NSL can be agreed in principle but sports pitches don’t have an obvious solution still. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 03/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2 Comment noted. See item 64 above. None

Road schemes [REP5‐120, Appendix F, G & H]

EW0320 68 13 ‐ 
Appendix F Sizewell Link Road Preliminary Drainage Design 

Statement Rev2

The general principles of surface water drainage for the road schemes (Two Village Bypass, Sizewell Link Road and Yoxford 

Roundabout) and agreed between SZC Co and SCC. 
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 SLR rev 3 issued 09/02/22

MW confirmed in meeting 16/02/22 that SLR reviewed 

and only minor comments to return

EW0320 69 13 ‐ 

the details required to confirm that the drainage strategies are deliverable within the Order Limits, whilst complying with 

national and local policy, best practice and guidance (in order to be eligible for adoption by SCC Highways) have not been 

provided to SCC. Design assumptions, such as maximum water depths, maximum basin depths, side slope gradients, factors of 

safety and maintenance requirements has not been provided to SCC to confirm agreement, any forthcoming design which 

does comply with SCC requirements will not be accepted. We are therefore unable to confirm that the proposed drainage 

strategies deliver suitable and sufficient mitigation.

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Full set of drainage drawings issued at preliminary design 

show all drainage infrastructure located within red line 

boundary

Details of attenuation basin parameters are provided in 

Appendix B and in text

Also provided MicroDrainage calculations shown in 

previously issued Hydraulic Modelling Report

EW0320 70 13 ‐  Final results of infiltration testing, used for design, have not been provided. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Site testing logs issued in October 2020 showing that 

infiltration is not viable so alternative of attenuation and 

discharge to watercourse was agreed prior to start of 

preliminary design

EW0320 71 13 ‐  Results of pollution assessments have not been provided. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Provided in Pollution Assessment Report July 2021

EW0320 72 13 ‐ 

The location of roadside swales when the road is at grade, in cutting and on embankment is not clear. Indicative sections 

should be provided for each of the schemes (multiple if necessary) to demonstrate where the swales will be located in each 

scenario and the size of the proposed swale. Some of the current proposals locate swales at the bottom of embankments, 

proposing runoff flows down the embankment prior to entering the swale. SCC have been clear that this arrangement will not 

be acceptable due to the risk of scour this approach could present to the embankment and the swale.

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Arrangements for draining of SLR embankments agreed at 

SCC/SZC meeting on 20/01/22

Details of agreement stated in 13.1.15

EW0320 73 13 ‐  It has not been demonstrated that positive outfalls (where required) are located within the Order Limits. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2
All outfalls are shown within the red line boundary on 

layout drawings issue at preliminary design 

EW0320 74 13 ‐ 
It is proposed that SCC adopt 50m either side of the proposed watercourse crossings on Sizewell Link Road. This is not a 

standard approach and SCC do not intend to adopt watercourses 50m either side of the crossing. 
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

This is not correct, SCC will adopt the outfalls and 

headwalls, but not the watercourses clear of the culvert 

crossings

EW0320 75 14 ‐ 
Appendix G Two Village Bypass Preliminary Drainage 

Design Statement Rev2

The general principles of surface water drainage for the road schemes (Two Village Bypass, Sizewell Link Road and Yoxford 

Roundabout) and agreed between SZC Co and SCC. 
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 TVB rev 3 issued16/02/22

EW0320 76 14 ‐ 

the details required to confirm that the drainage strategies are deliverable within the Order Limits, whilst complying with 

national and local policy, best practice and guidance (in order to be eligible for adoption by SCC Highways) have not been 

provided to SCC. Design assumptions, such as maximum water depths, maximum basin depths, side slope gradients, factors of 

safety and maintenance requirements has not been provided to SCC to confirm agreement, any forthcoming design which 

does comply with SCC requirements will not be accepted. We are therefore unable to confirm that the proposed drainage 

strategies deliver suitable and sufficient mitigation.

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Full set of drainage drawings issued at preliminary design 

show all drainage infrastructure located within red line 

boundary

Details of attenuation basin parameters are provided in 

Appendix B and in text

Also provided MicroDrainage calculations shown in 

previously issued Hydraulic Modelling Report

EW0320 77 14 ‐  Final results of infiltration testing, used for design, have not been provided. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Provided in Appendix A

EW0320 78 14 ‐  Results of pollution assessments have not been provided. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Provided in Appendix B

EW0320 79 14 ‐ 

Results of groundwater monitoring at proposed infiltration basin adjacent River Alde (east) have not been provided. High 

infiltration rates have led to concerns RE potential continuity with groundwater. Alternative option not proposed if 

groundwater does present a problem.

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Provided in Appendix A 

Concern  re groundwater noted but basin is at the top of 

the slope above the river Alde floodplain

Concern re high infiltration rate confirmed to be 

addressed by lining the basin bed

EW0320 80 14 ‐  It has not been demonstrated that positive outfalls (where required) are located within the Order Limits. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Only one outfall for A12 west roundabout northern arm. 

Shown within the red line boundary on layout drawings 

within report Plate 12

EW0320 81 14 ‐ 

Ideally, we would like to see the same level of information for Two Village Bypass as for the Sizewell Link Road and Yoxford. 

The document should include, but not be limited to:

 •Drainage plans
 •Indica ve sec ons 

 •Calcula ons

 •Dimensioned plans of proposed basins to demonstrate there is sufficient space in the Order Limits

 •Suppor ng results of infiltra on tes ng

 •Pollu on assessment

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 09/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Report revision 3 addresses list

EW0320 82 15 ‐ 
Appendix H Yoxford Roundabout Preliminary Drainage 

Design Statement Rev2

The general principles of surface water drainage for the road schemes (Two Village Bypass, Sizewell Link Road and Yoxford 

Roundabout) and agreed between SZC Co and SCC. 
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

3



EW0320 83 15 ‐ 

the details required to confirm that the drainage strategies are deliverable within the Order Limits, whilst complying with 

national and local policy, best practice and guidance (in order to be eligible for adoption by SCC Highways) have not been 

provided to SCC. Design assumptions, such as maximum water depths, maximum basin depths, side slope gradients, factors of 

safety and maintenance requirements has not been provided to SCC to confirm agreement, any forthcoming design which 

does comply with SCC requirements will not be accepted. We are therefore unable to confirm that the proposed drainage 

strategies deliver suitable and sufficient mitigation.

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Full set of drainage drawings issued at preliminary design 

show all drainage infrastructure located within red line 

boundary

Details of attenuation basin parameters are provided in 

Appendix B and in text

Also provided MicroDrainage calculations shown in 

previously issued Hydraulic Modelling Report

EW0320 84 15 ‐  Final results of infiltration testing, used for design, have not been provided. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Provided in Appendix A

EW0320 85 15 ‐  Results of pollution assessments have not been provided. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Provided in Appendix B

EW0320 86 15 ‐  It has not been demonstrated that positive outfalls (where required) are located within the Order Limits. Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 08/09/2021 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

One outfall is now required for the A12 roundabout 

northern arm discharging to the river Yox as agreed with 

SCC and EA on 12/01/22 

The river Yox forms the red line boundary.

EW0320 87 10 ‐  Northern P&R

Table 1 – Provide greenfield runoff calcs to support Qbar rate

7.1.10 – Basin depth and maximum water depth would leave freeboard <300mm, but I note you have additional space 

available 

10.1.6 – Please note that length of culverting should be minimised through good design

11.1.6 & 11.1.7 – Provide greenfield runoff calcs to support stated rates

11.1.7 – Whilst SCC guidance does permit discharge at 1:100, we prefer Qbar. If you want to use 1:100, you need to 

implement the Long‐Term Storage method to manage additional runoff volume. Not quite as simple as simply matching 1:100 

rate.

July 2021 testing – I note the test which achieved infiltration was at significant depth so wouldn’t be accepted anyway. Happy 

to proceed on the basis the site has no infiltration 

Appendix B – Main Site – OK, especially given no storage in permeable surfacing has been accounted for

                         A12 – At 16.2l/s discharge, you need 1,063m3 storage but have only demonstrated 800m3. As per earlier 

comment, your discharge rate would be less than 16.2l/s using LTS so your attenuation requirement will be larger than stated. 

Whilst I appreciate the area marked red could be available for storage, I can’t estimate how much storage this would provide. 

Current design would result in flooding to the A12 in excess of 200m3 which we would regard as significant ‐ @Steve Merry 

FYI

Appendix E ‐ 5l/s discharge rate for A12 should be amended based on above

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 09/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Comments noted.  
Greenfield calcs and basin dimensions to be clarified. 

Storage areas to be clarified.

EW0320 88 9 ‐ 
Report ‐ Drainage intent statement for Sports Pitches and 

Non‐Nuclear Island Operational Drainage

Leiston Sports Pitches

The secondary option is still reliant on unproven infiltration. If infiltration testing returns a failed result, there is no method of 

surface water disposal. 

I think the best thing you can do now is demonstrate you have sufficient space for attenuation requirements above and 

beyond the 1:100+40% rainfall event and you will explore options for water re‐use at the adjacent leisure centre, academy 

and primary school. All of these locations have a demand for non‐potable water usage. You would need to clarify this 

demand, but I expect the non‐potable demand of these sites far exceeds the surface water generated by your proposed 

development, which could therefore act as a positive outfall. This is far from conventional, and I wouldn’t expect you to do 

any detailed work on this at this stage given time constraints, but it would at least give you a method of surface water 

disposal if infiltration fails. It could even be the most preferable regardless of infiltration results, but I appreciate the 

associated costs. A simple statement at this stage would be sufficient.

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 18/02/2022 Michael Sheridan ‐ ATK No Closed 2

Infiltration is proposed for the sports pitches. These potentially can have a 

storage volume of 530 m3 based upon the minimum acceptable SCC infiltration 

rate (5mm/hr.). Anglian Water have confirmed there is no opportunity to 

dicscharge to the local Combine Sewerage system.

Infiltration testing is to take place during Detailed Design. 

Storage requirement if requirement can be placed within 

the sports area. Further possible discharge options include 

non‐potable supplies to the Local Sports Centre or Local 

Allotments. A possible deep infiltration solution is also 

available into the deep crag aquifer. Th

EW0320 89 15 ‐ 
Appendix H Yoxford Roundabout Preliminary Drainage 

Design Statement Rev2

Only potential criticism is the lack of corresponding plan for the calculations. Always difficult to interpret calcs without a plan! 

That being said, we wouldn’t expect Network calcs at this stage usually, so you’ve gone a step further than needed there, 

which is appreciated. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 18/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Preliminary Design Layout drawing is available Include drawing in update

EW0320 90 13 ‐ 
Appendix F Sizewell Link Road Preliminary Drainage Design 

Statement Rev3

9.1.14 only identifies ordinary watercourse crossing at 250m and 750m but there is also an ordinary watercourse at chainage 

950m, from memory of our site visit. The road crosses the watercourse at a skewed angle due to which it is unlikely a simple 

culvert will be feasible. You’ll most likely need to diver the watercourse either side for a short distance to facilitate a short, 

direct crossing. 

Appendix A – 4.1.4, a point SCC has made previously, there is no reason for SCC to adopt the 50m upstream and downstream 

of culverts if the road is adopted – not an LLFA point but I expect Steve Merry will pick up on this too

Appendix B – I’ve worked through this and noted some particularly deep basins and water depths, but likewise some well‐

designed basins with shallow water depths. I note you state these will be revisited as part of detailed design and there is space 

to increase basin sizes, but that isn’t the case for all basins (SLR‐AB‐09). Some basins also have insufficient freeboard, some 

only just short (SLR‐AB‐37) and some very short (SLR‐AB‐10a & SLR‐AB‐26). There looks to be an error on SLR‐AB‐33. Not 

suggesting any further changes, but comments to note for future design iterations

Query – Any reason the calculations have been removed? These were provided previously and it’s good that you’ve included a 

summary for each basin, but you still need to support this with a demonstration (i.e. calculations). This is a significant road 

scheme, we cannot support a drainage strategy that has no calculations to support it. Indeed, we wouldn’t recommend 

approval of any size development at Outline that doesn’t submit calculations.

Plan areas could be inferred from calculations previously but no longer any information on this

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 18/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

9.1.14 relates to land west of the railway and the one at 950 m is east

The reference is to land take within which the watercourse works will be 

undertaken. It does not imply that the 50 m length of watercourse upstream 

and downstream of culverts will be adopted by SCC . Land is returned to 

landownewr if not required for adoption

Comment agreed

Calculations were not provided for Drainage Strategy but were provided for 

Preliminary Design review and commented upon by SCC

Review land drain LD1, 2 and 3 taking into account SCC 

comment on skew

Appendix A is a previously issued DCO document so 

should not be changed tn   . Can clarify ownershiop 

expectations in report

Calculations and layout plans can be added  as an 

Appendix. Any comments on calculations to be addressed 

at detailed design stage as agreed in SCC comment

EW0320 91 16 ‐  Drainage Strategy Annex 2A.12  ‐ Green Route rail

3.3 is a repeat of 3.2

5.5 states an infiltration rate achieved of 1.06x10‐4 (381.6mm/hr). It looks like this is what you have used for the design of the 

east basin. If you’re going to use this rate, you need to support it with the results of testing as it’s a magnitude of 10 higher 

than the nearby rate which you have evidenced in AD6‐TH305 of 1.05x10‐5 (37.44mm/hr). Also, using the highest of two rates 

from tests close to one another isn’t the conservative approach encouraged by SCC LLFA or national guidance. Your 

calculations for this basin also utilise an offsite discharge through a hydrobrake at 2.2l/s in the critical event, but this is not 

mentioned in Section 8 or shown in Plate 5? Hydrobrake and basin invert levels do not correspond with Plate 5.

Plate 5 contains some errors. The basin invert and top levels are consistent but the predicted maximum water levels look 

wrong and don’t match the calculations provided in Appendix F.

The calcs in Appendix F show a volume of 463m3 storage provided. This accords with AD6 Technical Note, but 8.1.26 of this 

document states that an ‘additional 463m3‘ is required. So, should it be 463m3 in addition to the volumes already required, in 

which case you need more than the 463m3 modelled? Table 4 of AD6 Technical Note only notes a ‘storage volume top of 

bank’ of 383m3.

The information contained in AD6 Technical Note and GRR Technical Note in relation to the basin East of Abbey Road should 

be the same as it is serving both areas, but there’s no consistency and I can’t say with any certainty what the cumulative 

attenuation volume requirements are, let alone confirm that sufficient attenuation is provided. The plans provided in both 

documents aren’t consistent either. 

Approach for area west of Abbey Road with no outfall is conservative and leaves options for infiltration or pumping to MDS 

WMZs. Good. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 18/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Error agreed

The value is qviability of infiltration but is not BRE3w65 confirmed . The AD6 is 

BRE365 hence used. The calculations are used to get a high level estimate of 

volume required for GRR runoff which will discharge into the AD6 infitration 

basin

Plate 5 not in error as provides the AD6 perforrmance not trhe Source Control 

calculations in Appendix F

As stated on Plate 5 a volume of 463 m3 is provided in the AD6 basin for GRR 

runoff

This drainage statement is to be replaced by an update to 

the original report iossued for DCOThe intergration of 

AD6 and GRR will be cross referenced to avoid any 

ambiguity 

EW0320 92 17 ‐  Drainage strategy ‐ AD6

2.1.3 appears to have been taken straight from Freight Management Facility Technical Note without any changes

Table 1 – Where have these numbers come from and how have they been calculated. I’m not expecting to see a full set of 

supporting calculations, but some context is needed

Table 2 – TH301 is a fail. Supporting logs show 25% was not reached on Test 1 or 2 and therefore Test 3 was not undertaken. 

Note BRE365 compliant

7.1.3 – Note that generally SCC would expect to see 10mm/hr for infiltration only to be a suitable means of surface water 

disposal, as previously stated and as implemented on SPR DCO

8.1.1 – Formatting error

8.1.2 – Reference to underground storage discouraged

Table 3 – Provide supporting calculations

Table 4 – Provide supporting calculations. Note comments on Green Rail Route above and lack of consistency for this basin. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 18/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Agreed its standard across all reports.

 Flow rates calculated based on assessment of catchment extent using FEH data

Agreed not full BRE365 compliant but does indicate some infitration capacity

Noteds clarification of SCC position

Agreed

Clarification this is not a referenc e to underground storage in tanks but 

storage in underground filter draons, their trenches and manholes pending 

infiltration. 

Calculations are available for both basins

Allow for in update                                                     

Provide calculatiosn as appendix

4



EW0320 93 11 ‐  Southern Park and Ride

Southern Catchment

WTP217, which has been used for design purposes, is not compliant with BRE365. Only one test was undertaken, with the 

subsequent two tests failing to reach 25% and therefore not achieving an infiltration rate. The design for the southern 

catchment is entirely reliant on the first result from WTP217 which was 2.94x10‐5 (105.84mm/hr). We cannot accept a design 

which is entirely reliant on results of non‐compliant BRE365 testing, also noting that the first test which you’ve used for design 

would be a massive overestimation compared to the subsequent two results, had they reached 25%. 

Also, worth noting that WTP01 & WTP03 failed as this gives further context to the above, although I note the recorded 

geology differs

I’m not entirely sure what a ‘crate basin’ is, as shown in Appendix C.

Northern catchment

Looks acceptable in principle as the infiltration potential is proven at this location

Pollution mitigation

I don’t think it’s accurate to compare this to Northern Park and Ride. Northern Park and Ride discharges through multiple 

swales and basins before discharging through a positive outfall. At this location there’s the potential for infiltration straight to 

ground without adequate treatment. It looks like most areas are proposed to pass from either swale or permeable paving and 

then into attenuation basins. Permeable paving shouldn’t be an issue but the swales may need to be lined, especially along the

access roads. This shouldn’t be a problem as I note the calcs don’t allow infiltration from these features anyway

Plan in Appendix C still notes pumping station

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 18/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Agreed that results are not BRE365 compliant but do show that infiltration 

does occur.

Underground storage  tank but the model  uses oversized pipes

Propose to allow for 2 options and update. 

Option 1 orignnal pumping option                               Option  

2 gravity option subject to futher validation of infiltration 

in the souith west of the site

EW0320 94 ‐  Highways Schemes

This is relevant to all highway schemes. Swales have been reduced in depth and side slopes slackened off to avoid the need for 

VRS. The shallower swale depths will silt up quicker which will require more regular maintenance. Steve is content for deeper 

swales with steeper side slopes (max 1:3, ideally 1:4) to be included without a need for VRS. The key thing at this stage is 

ensuring there is adequate space for detailed design to intercept flows from the carriageways served. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 21/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Application of DMRB would imply the requirement for VRS if depth of swale is 

increased. If SCC as adopting authority is happy to remove the VRS 

requirement this could be done as a departure from standards

Discuss this issue with SCC and get agreed positiuon
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Appendix G Two Village Bypass Preliminary Drainage 

Design Statement Rev3

Plate 10

Infiltration rate stated: 0.11239m/hr (112.39mm/hr)

Relevant test in Appendix A: TVTH201

Result of TVTH201: 60.12mm/hr 

Plate 14

Infiltration rate stated: 0.82005m/hr (820.05mm/hr)

Relevant test in Appendix A: TVTH212A

Result of TVTH212A: 363.6mm/hr 

Plate 16

Infiltration rate stated: 0.12611m/hr (126.11mm/hr)

Relevant test in Appendix A: TVTH211

Result of TVTH211: 149.76mm/hr 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 22/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

The values in the Plates are those applicable at preliminary design. The change  

to the more conservative Fugro infiltration rates is confirmed in10.1.5 None
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8.1.4 – As per email on 21/02/2022 @ 13:44, when road is at grade or in cutting, shallow swales not required. Also, this isn’t 

reflected in calculations, thus any storage in swale could be overestimated. 

8.1.18 – Infiltration through swales has not been evidenced through the results of infiltration testing along the corridor. 

Assuming that infiltration is available along the entire corridor at the same rate as achieved at the location of the proposed 

infiltration basins is not a conservative approach and is likely to underestimate the required land take of the proposed 

infiltration basins. Worth noting that BGS mapping identifies Lowestoft Formation along a significant part of the proposed 

route, where infiltration should not be expected. 

10.1.3 – The lower values, which SCC agreed would be used, as stated, should be used at this stage of design development

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 22/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2

Application of DMRB would imply the requirement for VRS if depth of swale is 

increased. If SCC as adopting authority is happy to remove the VRS 

requirement this could be done as a departure from standards. Infiltration 

viability is proven at the receiving infiltration basins.                     

The infiltration test results do show that for the portion of TVBP which is in 

cutting to thew north of Hill Farm Road, infiltration is not viable. However the 

swale/filter drain has a faulting gradient towards the A12 north east 

roundabout and hence runoff will be conveyed to basin 2 

The hydraulic modelling results provided in Appendix C do use the lower Fugro 

infiltration rates .

SCC to confirm a departure removing the requirement for 

VRS will be granted prior to commencement of Detailed 

Design.     

  

Hydraulic modelling will be updated and optimised as part 

of Detailed Design
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Appendix A – It’s not possible to use the plans that contain the locations of test results without context of the proposed 

scheme overlaid
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 22/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Comments noted.  

A  plan showing test locations with the scheme layout will 

be added to Appendix A
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Network 1

Infiltration rate used of 60.12mm/hr. This conflicts with Plate 10 but uses the right infiltration rate as far as SCC are 

concerned. Basin levels and modelled flood levels are different to that contained in Plate 10. 

Infiltration basin DS/PN is N1‐1.010 with a weir overflow of 8.622m. Given this is an infiltration basin, I wouldn’t expect to see 

any flow through this pipe but during 1:100+40% it is discharging at 12l/s. This is not in accordance with the proposed 

drainage strategy and does not represent the required attenuation volumes. 

In addition to the above, despite the offsite discharge, there is a cumulative flood volume of 96.661m3. This is a significant 

volume and I don’t expect @Steve Merry would be content with this being retained on the road. Given the location next to 

the River Alde, it’s likely this water would find its way to the river, thus increasing offsite flood risk, which is not something 

SCC can support. 

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 22/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Comments noted.  

As noted in the report Section 8 describes the position at 

the time of submission of the Appendix for Examination. 

Section 10 and the Appendices provide updated results.

 Issue discussed by Matt Williams and Derek Lord by 

phone on 24 February. SCC would like to see a simple 

Source Control calculation  to validate the size of basins 1, 

2 and 3 since this will produce a conservation volume 

requirement. Evidence that the basin with required size 

will fit within available space will also be provided. Agreed 

that SCC do not require updating of full hydraulic model 

prior to detailed design if source control output is 

provided.
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Network 2 

No comments as subject to change as per 8.1.10 of the report. Not ideal but I agree with the principles outlined in 8.1.10 and 

given the small area I’m content to leave this until detailed design

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 22/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Comment noted. Action as per Network1 above
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Network 3

Infiltration rate of 522mm/hr used. This conflicts with both Plate 14 and the results of TVTH212A. Where has this infiltration 

rate come from? Below comments are based on this aspect being addressed

Basin levels and modelled flood levels are different to that contained in the relevant plate. 

This network model is very detailed, including losses through complex structures (swale/filter drains). Notwithstanding the 

comments made above in response to 8.1.18, if you’re going to have a model with this much detail, you’ll need to support it 

with plans and sections, this would include catchment extent, drainage strategy plans, swale and basin plans and sections. 

Without this information, we can’t accept upstream losses. Whilst you haven’t undertaken infiltration testing along the route 

away from proposed infiltration basins, I note there are trial pits. I would suggest there’s some form of assessment of soil 

type in these trial pits, compared against that found at the infiltration test location to determine if the soil type is the same 

and therefore the infiltration rate achieved at TVTH212A may be suitable to be used elsewhere. But again, highlighting the 

point made in response to 8.1.18, this is not a conservative approach. 

Swale base infiltration rate wouldn’t be natural soils so not correct to use same infiltration rate as for the filter drain.  

Any swales sections and plans should also reflect the use of V‐notch weirs, which are also modelled

At this stage we don’t have the GI information to be modelling upstream losses to this extent, hence we usually only require 

source control calculations as this would demonstrate a worst‐case scenario for attenuation requirements based on the 

limited GI undertaken to date. The current approach taken isn’t very conservative in terms of attenuation volumes required 

and there’s no justification for such an approach

Cumulative flood volume of 44.46m3 for 1:100+40%. See comments on flood volumes in Network 1

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 22/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Comments noted.   Action as per Network1 above
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Network 4

No comment as modelled network is not what is proposed
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 22/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Comment noted. Action as per Network1 above
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Network 5

Infiltration rate of 117mm/hr used. This conflicts with both Plate 16 and the results of TVTH 211. Where has this infiltration 

rate come from? Below comments are based on this aspect being addressed

Technical comments similar to those as for Network 3 as similar level of detail provided

DS/PN showing a pipe flow of 14.3l/s for 1:100+40%. Same issue as for Network 1 as this looks to be providing a positive 

discharge offsite and therefore not modelling as an infiltration only system

Cumulative flood volumes of 86.37m3 for 1:100+40%. See comments on flood volumes in Network 1

Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 22/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Comment accepted. Action as per Network1 above
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Appendix D

Confirm that invert levels, top levels, 1:100+40% levels and freeboard levels align with current calcs
Matt Williams  ‐ SCC 22/02/2022 Derek Lord ‐ WSP No Closed 2 Comment accepted. Action as per Network1 above
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From:
To: SizewellC
Subject: Fwd: SZC PROJECTS - NOISE ASSESSMENT AT WHITEARCH PARK , BENHALL
Date: 28 February 2022 18:01:22

Morning. I received the enclosed email from Stuart Dodson,a resident on our residential / Holiday park in Benhall.
Within this it states that 48 level crossing will have to be upgraded or closed, the stretch of line we are and have been
communicating about is from Woodbridge to Saxmundham.
We can understand that with the extra loads these trains will be carrying,that level crossing will have to be upgraded, but
that would be necessary anyway and does not effect the possibility of reinstatement to the second track from Woodbridge
to Saxmundham, this has been our campaign over the past two years, meetings have been held with Dalcour Maclaren to
discuss acoustic barriers and the reinstatement of the second track, to allow these trains to run during the day, not at
night.
There is 707 homes within 200m of this track from Woodbridge to Saxmundham, plus three residential homes with 85
places and a few scattered properties in between, I know this as I counted these one Saturday, at this time a councillor
informed me that they have had vibrations from other heavy night trains that have awoken them and they live 800m from
the track.
20 billion pounds to build and that's before the added extra costs, why not spend a small amount of money in relaying the
track from Woodbridge to Saxmundham, to allow the possible 4000 plus people from suffering 10 years of sleep
deprivation and run the trains during the day.
Regards M.F.Rowe. Director of Whitearch Ltd. Benhall.

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Sizewell C" <info@sizewellc.co.uk>
Date: 24 February 2022 at 16:29:41 GMT
To: "Stuart Dobson" 

Subject: RE: SZC PROJECTS - NOISE ASSESSMENT AT WHITEARCH PARK , BENHALL
Reply-To: "Sizewell C" <info@sizewellc.co.uk>

Dear Stuart,
 
The feasibility studies for acoustic fencing at locations along the East Suffolk line are underway. They will not require a visit to
Whitearch Park as all of the necessary information about the site has already been obtained. We will be able to provide an update
once the studies have been completed.
 
You may be aware that Sizewell C previously considered the potential for upgrades on the East Suffolk line, including a passing
loop, as part of a rail-led transport strategy. This option was discounted due to the complexity of the works, which required the
upgrades or closure of 48 level crossings along the East Suffolk line. The proposed implementation timescales and additional risk
did not align with our overall programme for the delivery of the project, and we have therefore instead pursued an integrated
transport strategy.
 
Further information about the steps that we are implementing to mitigate noise and vibration for residents along the East Suffolk
line can be found in our Rail Noise Mitigation Strategy.
 
With regards to the Two Village Bypass: as set out in our planning application, the objective of the proposal is to improve traffic flow
and safety at the Farnham Bend by delivering an alternative route for Sizewell C traffic. It is a measure supported both by Suffolk
County Council and East Suffolk Council.
 
As we have previously advised, if you would like to speak to Network Rail it would be best to call their helpline on 03457 114141.
 
We will contact you once the feasibility study has been concluded but will not have any further updates before then.
 
Best wishes
The Sizewell C Project Team
 

From
Sent:22/02/2022
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info  

 
Subject:SZC PROJECTS - NOISE ASSESSMENT AT WHITEARCH PARK , BENHALL

 

Dear Sirs

 

mailto:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:info@sizewellc.co.uk
mailto:info@sizewellc.co.uk
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003009-SZC_Bk6_6.14_ESAdd_V3_Ch9_Appx9.3A_E_Noise_Part%202%20of%202.pdf


I am in receipt of your Sizewell C Project Update of February 2022.

 

In order to keep you updated I am attaching a copy of my email of yesterday’s date to Energy
Infrastructure Planning ( beisoip.gov.uk ) which speaks for itself.  The main concern of my wife and
I are the proposed night trains as you will be aware from my earlier correspondence.

 

The proposal to build a bypass at Farnham and Stratford St. Andrews for the sake of mitigating
noise for just 36  dwellings near the A12 is ridiculous when considering 685 dwellings between
Ipswich and Saxmundham alongside the railway line will be affected by noise and vibration with
no proposals other than, potentially a noise barrier.

 

You will observe from my attached email the simple suggestion with regard to dealing with the
problem of night trains.  Even with such trains using the line between 6.00 am and 11.00 pm it will
still be necessary for the erection of a sound barrier and mitigation of the vibration issue. Whilst
your correspondence with me has always been headed Noise Assessment the VIBRATION issue
is not to be overlooked . Please acknowledge that.

 

Please advise me of the name and contact details of the party at Network  Rail who is responsible
for dealing with this matter. I have asked you for this previously .

 

Is there an update on the feasibility study please.

 

Kind regards

 

Stuart Dobson

 

Stuart C. Dobson

Land & Property Consultant

This email has been checked for viruses by AVG antivirus software. 
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From:
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning
Subject: Fwd: SZC PROJECTS - NOISE ASSESSMENT AT WHITEARCH PARK , BENHALL
Date: 25 February 2022 08:07:42

Good morning. The following has been forwarded to me via Stuart Dobson.
I would say that there is nothing like 48 level crossings from Woodbridge to Saxmundham, this being the only part of the
track that requires to be upgraded, probably only Melton and Woodbridge requiring changes, all granite hardcore from
original track still in place.
We do need to stop night trains, we will get little help from our MP or the local ESC.
About 4,000 people old and young will be directly effected by night trains, give them you support.
Kind Regards M.F.Rowe. Whitearch Ltd. owners of a residential/ holiday village adjacent to the rail track in Benhall.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Sizewell C" <info@sizewellc.co.uk>
Date: 24 February 2022 at 16:29:41 GMT
To: "Stuart Dobson" 

Subject: RE: SZC PROJECTS - NOISE ASSESSMENT AT WHITEARCH PARK , BENHALL
Reply-To: "Sizewell C" <info@sizewellc.co.uk>

Dear Stuart,
 
The feasibility studies for acoustic fencing at locations along the East Suffolk line are underway. They will not require a visit to
Whitearch Park as all of the necessary information about the site has already been obtained. We will be able to provide an update
once the studies have been completed.
 
You may be aware that Sizewell C previously considered the potential for upgrades on the East Suffolk line, including a passing
loop, as part of a rail-led transport strategy. This option was discounted due to the complexity of the works, which required the
upgrades or closure of 48 level crossings along the East Suffolk line. The proposed implementation timescales and additional risk
did not align with our overall programme for the delivery of the project, and we have therefore instead pursued an integrated
transport strategy.
 
Further information about the steps that we are implementing to mitigate noise and vibration for residents along the East Suffolk
line can be found in our Rail Noise Mitigation Strategy.
 
With regards to the Two Village Bypass: as set out in our planning application, the objective of the proposal is to improve traffic flow
and safety at the Farnham Bend by delivering an alternative route for Sizewell C traffic. It is a measure supported both by Suffolk
County Council and East Suffolk Council.
 
As we have previously advised, if you would like to speak to Network Rail it would be best to call their helpline on 03457 114141.
 
We will contact you once the feasibility study has been concluded but will not have any further updates before then.
 
Best wishes
The Sizewell C Project Team
 

From:st
Sent:22/02/2022
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info  

 
Subject:SZC PROJECTS - NOISE ASSESSMENT AT WHITEARCH PARK , BENHALL

 

Dear Sirs

 

I am in receipt of your Sizewell C Project Update of February 2022.

 

In order to keep you updated I am attaching a copy of my email of yesterday’s date to Energy
Infrastructure Planning ( beisoip.gov.uk ) which speaks for itself.  The main concern of my wife and
I are the proposed night trains as you will be aware from my earlier correspondence.
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The proposal to build a bypass at Farnham and Stratford St. Andrews for the sake of mitigating
noise for just 36  dwellings near the A12 is ridiculous when considering 685 dwellings between
Ipswich and Saxmundham alongside the railway line will be affected by noise and vibration with
no proposals other than, potentially a noise barrier.

 

You will observe from my attached email the simple suggestion with regard to dealing with the
problem of night trains.  Even with such trains using the line between 6.00 am and 11.00 pm it will
still be necessary for the erection of a sound barrier and mitigation of the vibration issue. Whilst
your correspondence with me has always been headed Noise Assessment the VIBRATION issue
is not to be overlooked . Please acknowledge that.

 

Please advise me of the name and contact details of the party at Network  Rail who is responsible
for dealing with this matter. I have asked you for this previously .

 

Is there an update on the feasibility study please.

 

Kind regards

 

Stuart Dobson

 

Stuart C. Dobson

Land & Property Consultant

Westbury House

This email has been checked for viruses by AVG antivirus software. 
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From:
To: SizewellC
Subject: Fwd: SZC PROJECTS - NOISE ASSESSMENT AT WHITEARCH PARK , BENHALL
Date: 28 February 2022 18:01:22

Morning. I received the enclosed email from Stuart Dodson,a resident on our residential / Holiday park in 
Within this it states that 48 level crossing will have to be upgraded or closed, the stretch of line we are and have been
communicating about is from Woodbridge to Saxmundham.
We can understand that with the extra loads these trains will be carrying,that level crossing will have to be upgraded, but
that would be necessary anyway and does not effect the possibility of reinstatement to the second track from Woodbridge
to Saxmundham, this has been our campaign over the past two years, meetings have been held with Dalcour Maclaren to
discuss acoustic barriers and the reinstatement of the second track, to allow these trains to run during the day, not at
night.
There is 707 homes within 200m of this track from Woodbridge to Saxmundham, plus three residential homes with 85
places and a few scattered properties in between, I know this as I counted these one Saturday, at this time a councillor
informed me that they have had vibrations from other heavy night trains that have awoken them and they live 800m from
the track.
20 billion pounds to build and that's before the added extra costs, why not spend a small amount of money in relaying the
track from Woodbridge to Saxmundham, to allow the possible 4000 plus people from suffering 10 years of sleep
deprivation and run the trains during the day.
Regards M.F.Rowe. Director of Whitearch Ltd. Benhall.

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Sizewell C" <info@sizewellc.co.uk>
Date: 24 February 2022 at 16:29:41 GMT
To: "Stuart Dobson" <

Subject: RE: SZC PROJECTS - NOISE ASSESSMENT AT WHITEARCH PARK , BENHALL
Reply-To: "Sizewell C" <info@sizewellc.co.uk>

Dear Stuart,
 
The feasibility studies for acoustic fencing at locations along the East Suffolk line are underway. They will not require a visit to
Whitearch Park as all of the necessary information about the site has already been obtained. We will be able to provide an update
once the studies have been completed.
 
You may be aware that Sizewell C previously considered the potential for upgrades on the East Suffolk line, including a passing
loop, as part of a rail-led transport strategy. This option was discounted due to the complexity of the works, which required the
upgrades or closure of 48 level crossings along the East Suffolk line. The proposed implementation timescales and additional risk
did not align with our overall programme for the delivery of the project, and we have therefore instead pursued an integrated
transport strategy.
 
Further information about the steps that we are implementing to mitigate noise and vibration for residents along the East Suffolk
line can be found in our Rail Noise Mitigation Strategy.
 
With regards to the Two Village Bypass: as set out in our planning application, the objective of the proposal is to improve traffic flow
and safety at the Farnham Bend by delivering an alternative route for Sizewell C traffic. It is a measure supported both by Suffolk
County Council and East Suffolk Council.
 
As we have previously advised, if you would like to speak to Network Rail it would be best to call their helpline on 03457 114141.
 
We will contact you once the feasibility study has been concluded but will not have any further updates before then.
 
Best wishes
The Sizewell C Project Team
 

From @btconnect.com
Sent:22/02/2022
To:sizewell@edfconsultation.info  
CC:  
Subject:SZC PROJECTS - NOISE ASSESSMENT AT WHITEARCH PARK , BENHALL

 

Dear Sirs

 

mailto:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
mailto:info@sizewellc.co.uk
mailto:info@sizewellc.co.uk
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-003009-SZC_Bk6_6.14_ESAdd_V3_Ch9_Appx9.3A_E_Noise_Part%202%20of%202.pdf


I am in receipt of your Sizewell C Project Update of February 2022.

 

In order to keep you updated I am attaching a copy of my email of yesterday’s date to Energy
Infrastructure Planning ( beisoip.gov.uk ) which speaks for itself.  The main concern of my wife and
I are the proposed night trains as you will be aware from my earlier correspondence.

 

The proposal to build a bypass at Farnham and Stratford St. Andrews for the sake of mitigating
noise for just 36  dwellings near the A12 is ridiculous when considering 685 dwellings between
Ipswich and Saxmundham alongside the railway line will be affected by noise and vibration with
no proposals other than, potentially a noise barrier.

 

You will observe from my attached email the simple suggestion with regard to dealing with the
problem of night trains.  Even with such trains using the line between 6.00 am and 11.00 pm it will
still be necessary for the erection of a sound barrier and mitigation of the vibration issue. Whilst
your correspondence with me has always been headed Noise Assessment the VIBRATION issue
is not to be overlooked . Please acknowledge that.

 

Please advise me of the name and contact details of the party at Network  Rail who is responsible
for dealing with this matter. I have asked you for this previously .

 

Is there an update on the feasibility study please.

 

Kind regards

 

Stuart Dobson

 

Stuart C. Dobson

Land & Property Consultant

 

Office: 0

Mobile:

Email:

 

This email has been checked for viruses by AVG antivirus software. 

https://gbr01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fbeisoip.gov.uk%2F&data=04%7C01%7Csizewellc%40planninginspectorate.gov.uk%7Cbfaad124a66f4a4f502e08d9fae45376%7C5878df986f8848ab9322998ce557088d%7C0%7C0%7C637816680833143881%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=OZLVUDJHFJmW8nzj5iQiu12pQhtq4XsUtw4J0%2FJhTiw%3D&reserved=0


From: Linda Ward < >
Date: 28 February 2022 at 18:38:04 GMT
To: 
Subject: Plans for new nuclear power station at Sizewell.

28th February, 2022.

Dear Mr Kwasi Kwarteng,

I am a niece of the late Sir Martin Ryle , a radio astronomer who won a Nobel
prize and was knighted for mapping the universe. He worked at Cambridge
university where he was a renowned world scientist.

If my uncle was still alive he would be extremely concerned about yet another
nuclear power station being built in the U.K., or anywhere else for that matter
as he was very opposed to their constuction and he would be fighting tooth
and nail to stop plans for the building of Sizewell C.

He protested very strongly against them being built when they were first
invented as being a famous world scientist, he was very aware of the danger
involved should any accident occur at one of these sites, plus the disposal of
the surplus deadly plutonium 'waste' which will lay buried in a sarcofagus to
seal in the radiation which remains active for an unknown length of time, and
will always pose a danger to life in the future.

Also the plutonium produced at these power stations is of course used to make
nuclear weapons. How long do we want to go on creating these weapons as
the thought of a nuclear war would be worse than anything we can possibly
imagine. 

He was not the only scientist opposed to nuclear power, and their fears of the
very great harm they would cause if they were to have a fault in one of their
reactors has most certainly been very evident at Windscale, Chernobyl and
Fukishima. Why wont we learn from this? Do we want to go on taking major
risks and causing great harm to this planet and life upon it? 



To build yet another nuclear power station, and on an essential conservation
site would be insanity.

We must find a more simple and better way to live on this planet without
causing so much potential danger to ALL life.

Sincerely,
Linda E. Ward



From: Vivien Rowe  
Sent: 09 March 2022 14:04
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning <beiseip@beis.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Sizewell C nuclear power station

I just wish to thank BEIS for there professional handling of our emails, hopefully resulting in night
trains not being allowed to travel at night to supply the proposed Sizewell C power station. King
Regards M.F.Rowe. On behalf of Whitearch Ltd.

Sent from my iPad

On 9 Mar 2022, at 10:36, Energy Infrastructure Planning <beiseip@beis.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear Mr Rowe, 

Thank you for your recent email regarding the proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station. 

On 25 February 2022 the Planning Inspectorate submitted its Report to the Secretary of State 
setting out its findings and recommendations on the application for development consent. The 
Secretary of State has to 25 May 2022 in which to issue a decision.  

As noted in paragraph 4 of the Department’s propriety guidance, planning casework decisions 
are made by ‘the Secretary of State’ as a legal entity, but in practice such decisions are taken by 
both the holder of that office and by other ministers in the department on their behalf: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-propriety-issues-guidance/guidance-on-
planning-propriety-planning-casework-decisions. 

Minister Lee Rowley has been appointed by the Secretary of State to take the planning decision 
for this application on his behalf. 

Your email will be treated as a representation made after the close of the examination and will 
be taken into consideration alongside all other matters that are relevant to the determining this 
application for development consent. Representations received by the Secretary of State will be 
handled in compliance with the Department’s Privacy Notice relating to correspondence 
received by BEIS see: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/beis-correspondence-
privacy-notice/privacy-notice-relating-to-correspondence-received-by-the-department-for-
business-energy-and-industrial-strategy-beis. 

Once the decision on the application for development consent has been made, all 
representations received after the close of the examination will be published in redacted form 
on the Planning Inspectorate’s National Infrastructure Planning project page: 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/eastern/the-sizewell-c-project/ 

Given the quasi-judicial role of Ministers in determining this application for development 
consent, you will appreciate that the Department cannot comment at this time on specific 
matters regarding the proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station application as this could be 
seen as prejudicing the decision-making process. 

Yours sincerely, 
BEIS Energy Infrastructure Planning 

mailto:beiseip@beis.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fplanning-propriety-issues-guidance%2Fguidance-on-planning-propriety-planning-casework-decisions&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7Ce18c511957234c216ff408da01dec9cf%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637824353613131636%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=1WibsSukXbTBxb6zpU8V669k89kdPuViQ5RzOkQ%2BsjU%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fplanning-propriety-issues-guidance%2Fguidance-on-planning-propriety-planning-casework-decisions&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7Ce18c511957234c216ff408da01dec9cf%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637824353613131636%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=1WibsSukXbTBxb6zpU8V669k89kdPuViQ5RzOkQ%2BsjU%3D&reserved=0


From: Graham Bickers   
Sent: 10 March 2022 13:23 
To: Correspondence > 
Subject: Fw: SIZEWELL C Property Price Support Scheme (PPSS) - BEIS 
 
For the attention of  Mr Michael Gove  
 
----- Forwarded message ----- 
From: Graham Bickers  

 
Sent: Thursday, 10 March 2022, 11:46:11 GMT 
Subject: SIZEWELL C Property Price Support Scheme (PPSS). Levelling Up 
 
Dear Mr Gove 
 
I would like to bring to your attention a letter ( attached, together with relevant documents) sent to the 
SOS for Energy Kwasi Kwarteng  regarding the above, which outlines the total unfairness of the PPS 
Scheme offered to Hinkley residents and the derisory scheme offered  to the resident of Theberton 
and Eastbridge which will be adjacent to the Sizewell Development 
 
They have said they wish to mirror the Hinkley C Development at Sizewell but have failed to mirror 
the PPSS  
 
After challenging EDF  with the support of Dr Therese Coffey, we still continue to await a revised 
scheme which we are told is not going to be a comparable to that of Hinkley 
 
We seek you assistance on this matter 
 
 
Kind Regards  
 
Mr Graham Bickers  
(Resident of Eastbridge) 
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Post D10 comments on Sizewell C DCO submissions in 
relation to adverse impacts on the marine environment
FAO: Secretary of State, BEIS

During the latter part of the Sizewell C (SZC) DCO examination vast quantities of documents 
were submitted into the DCO examination by the Applicant (172 at deadline 10, 26 at deadline 9
and 135 at deadline 8), also many from interested parties (IPs). The statutory bodies and larger 
NGOs have voiced concerns about the overwhelming volume of information and the difficulties in
coping with this and the 22 changes made by the Applicant, so how the smaller NGOS like TASC 
with no staff and other IPs were expected to cope is difficult to comprehend. The blame for the 
disproportionate amount of information being presented at the end of the examination falls fairly
and squarely on the Applicant due to their failure to frontload the process and for submitting a 
DCO application which quite frankly was not fit for purpose with much information missing. TASC
are still  looking at those documents but remain concerned that many other IPs may not be 
aware they are able to comment on these thereby providing the Applicant with an unfair 
influence over the examination where the Applicant’s submissions have gone unchallenged. 
TASC would like you to be made aware of the following matters:-

Adverse impact on the marine environment

Introduction

TASC are concerned that the extent of the adverse impact on the marine environment has been 
under-assessed by the Applicant throughout the examination. This has led to a knock-on adverse
effect on the species, some of which are priority species, that depend on that environment and 
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the designated sites inhabited by those species. The Applicant submitted various documents at 
deadline 10 attempting to address shortcomings of their assessment of the impact on the 
marine environment, but TASC consider the Applicant has failed in this attempt. Before 
addressing the reasons for this failure, TASC would advise the Secretary of State (SofS) that we 
have been assisted in this DCO application by marine ecologist, Dr Peter Henderson. His CV is at 
the front of the TASC submission at Annex A to this report but the important point to make here 
is that Dr Henderson (DrH) has a great deal of experience working on the cooling water systems 
(CWS) of thermal power plants and, perhaps most importantly, has worked on the Sizewell B 
(SZB) CWS. It is data from SZB that has been used by the Applicant when considering the 
impacts of SZC’s CWS.

Background

TASC’s initial submission on this subject was our Written Representation (WR), REP2-481h in 
which DrH set out, amongst other things, the reasons why the Applicant’s assessment of fish 
mortality in their DCO application, was grossly underestimated. An example taken from REP2-
481h [para 23, page 13] is that the number of sand goby entrapped (impinged plus entrained) 
each year, are calculated by the Applicant at 153 million whereas DrH recalculated the figure to 
be in excess of 800 million. The reasons were expressed by way of a summary when DrH spoke 
at ISH 7 and included in our submission REP5-298. Part of his statement is replicated here: “At 
the broadest level, TASC’s concerns are that the number of organisms, fish in particular, which 
will actually be killed by the intake are being grossly underestimated to date. This is because 
fundamentally, we sample the number of organisms sucked into Sizewell B’s cooling water 
system by two methods. Method 1 counts the number which are impinged on the 10 millimetre 
travelling screens and that gives us our impingement number. Method 2 counts the number of 
organisms in a sample of water extracted from the cooling water intake system - normally in 
front of the travelling screens (as used in the case of Sizewell B) called a pump sampler. The 
problem is that the pump sampler will only sample larvae and eggs of fish and very small 
crustaceans. However, because you've got a 10 millimetre mesh, a lot of juvenile fish will pass 
through that mesh, but they won't be sampled by the pump sampler. The result is that at 
present, EDF and Cefas have grossly underestimated the number of small fish that will be caught
by the power station and killed. This is because of this mismatch between the two systems 
under use.

Now, to give some concrete examples: in the case of sprat, a sprat of less than 70 millimetres 
standard length can penetrate a 10 millimetre screen, as will an awful lot of the sprat of less 
than that length. In the case of gobies these small little fish which are so abundant in that part of
the world, almost all of them will penetrate a 10 millimetre mesh, so a fish 50 millimetres long 
(40 millimetres long, which is an adult) go through the mesh and get entrained. But it's not 
counted in the entrainment or impingement calculations because they're not sampled by a pump
sampler, because they can avoid the pump. Now, this becomes particularly serious when we 
deal with endangered species. Lamprey, for example, can penetrate a 10 millimetre mesh even 
when they're approximately 200 millimetres long. Now, in the environmental statement, it is 
asserted that you cannot entrain migratory fish like lamprey because the entrainable life stages 
occur in freshwater. But what they've forgotten is that you can entrain quite a large fish because
it will go through the 10 millimetre mesh and hence pass through the condenser circuit. So, for 
that reason, on a very large scale, the numbers of animals which will actually be killed on 
Sizewell B power station and the proposed Sizewell C have been greatly underestimated to 
date.”

At ISH 7, the Applicant (represented, as a paid consultant, by CEFAS) could not demonstrate how
they would be able to assess the mortality of those fish that, as DrH had referred to above, are 
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entrained in the cooling water system and pass through the 3 kilometres of tunnels, unrecorded, 
to an early death.

At deadline 10, the Applicant (but prepared by Cefas) submitted document 9.67 Quantifying 
uncertainty in Entrapment Predictions for Sizewell C [REP10-135] which acknowledged the DCO 
application had underestimated the entrapment of fish but provided only limited calculations for 
three species rather than the 80 species due to be affected by the SZC CWS. DrH has prepared a
report [copied at Annex A at the end of this report] on TASC’s behalf addressing issues covered 
by REP10-135 and this sets out reasons why the Applicant’s document still underestimates the 
number of fish that will be entrapped by SZC’s CWS and that it is ineffective in addressing the 
estimated mortality of fish because it does not cover all the fish likely to be adversely  impacted.

One of these reasons why the Applicant continues to underestimate the number of fish that 
would be entrapped by SZC is due to the fact that the SZC estimates are based on figures from 
SZB and DrH is aware from his work at SZB there is a material lack of recording species 
entrained (as set out in REP2-481h) at SZB. This brings TASC to then consider another D10 
submission from the Applicant, namely REP10-156: ‘9.120 Revision: 1.0 Comments on Earlier 
Deadlines, Subsequent Written Submissions to ISH11-14 and Comments on Responses to 
Change Request 19’ which has four appendices, including REP10-157 and REP10-158 which are 
parts 1 and 2 of the appendices, respectively.

REP10-157, appendix A, sets out the Applicant’s response to matters raised by the Environment 
Agency (EA) in respect of the impingement and entrainment monitoring plan. TASC are 
extremely disappointed to note that the Applicant still has not addressed the matter of 
monitoring the small and juvenile fish as well as the long slender fish that pass though the mesh 
screens and are too strong to be picked up by the pump sampler that monitors entrainment. This
highlights the inadequacies of the proposed monitoring scheme which seems to be designed to 
hide the mortality of hundreds of millions of fish and other marine biota that will be entrained by 
the SZC CWS. TASC have covered this issue in our previous DCO submissions REP2-481h, REP5-
298[marine ecology section], REP7-247[paras 6-18], REP8-284[2nd section re document 9.67] as 
well as in the TASC response to REP10-135 included at Annex A at the end of this report.

REP10-158, appendix L, sets out the Applicant’s response to issues raised by TASC at the Issue 
Specific Hearings (ISHs). DrH has countered a lot of the matters set out in the document, in our 
Annex A report attached, but TASC wish to highlight some of the statements made by the 
Applicant (the numbers referenced being the paragraph numbers in appendix L to REP10-158):-

Para 1.2.1 includes: “TASC contended that a number of species were at risk of being 
underestimated due to the ‘entrainment gap’, primarily citing juvenile sprat and gobies 
[emphasis added]. Concerns have also been raised for other species with slender morphologies 
including glass eel, river lamprey and sandeel.”  The term ‘primarily citing’ conveys the 
impression that these are the species of main concern to TASC, so we just wish to advise that 
sprat and gobies are just examples of the many species that will suffer the same fate.

Para 1.2.24 includes: “The minimum yellow eel size recorded at Sizewell was 22.5cm TL, which 
at a fineness ratio of 16 (Turnpenny, 1981) corresponds to a body height of 14mm. This exceeds 
the 10mm screen mesh size and therefore there is no significant ‘entrainment gap’ for this life 
stage.” This is an example of the point made by DrH in Annex A, where the Applicant/CEFAS 
makes an incorrect assessment- yellow eels with a body height of 14mm will pass through a 
10mm square mesh on the diagonal.

Para 1.2.28 includes: “Sandeels are an important part of diet of little terns in other regions of the
North Sea, but off East Anglia they represent only a small proportion (<8%) of the diet of these 
birds (Green, 2017).” TASC believe that the Applicant needs to consider that sandeels may only 
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form a smaller part of the East Anglia little terns’ diet due to the numbers killed by the SZB CWS,
so their availability is not as great.

Para 1.2.29 states: “TASC in its Deadline 7 Submission [REP7-247] questioned the absence of 
estimates for pipefish losses. Estimates of impingement of pipefish species at Sizewell B and 
predicted impingement rates at Sizewell C are presented in ES Addendum Appendix 2.17.A 
Marine Ecology [AS-238].” This does not deal with the pipefish that are entrained.

Para 1.3.43 states: “An additional point pertaining to the stock size raised by TASC is the 
incorrect assumption that Sizewell C impacts have been considered in isolation. TASC consider 
“in-combination mortality impact with all the other EDF and other power company cooling water 
intakes killing fish along the English, Northern French, Belgium and Dutch coasts” should be 
assessed with Sizewell C. However, for the species with quantifiable population estimates, 
particularly those ICES assessed species, the effects of existing anthropogenic impacts form part
of the baseline population estimate against which effects have been compared. Furthermore, the
cumulative effects of Sizewell C and Hinkley Point C operating on the same sea bass population 
has been assessed in Sizewell C European Sea Bass Stock Assessment ([REP8-131]).” TASC 
believe that the applicant has missed the point here. CEFAS have clearly recognised that 
cumulative impacts need to be considered by looking at the combination of the adverse impacts 
from HPC and SZC. However, if assessment is against ICES data covering a large area, then the 
cumulative impact of all the thermal power stations affecting that area need to be considered-
SZC (and HPC) could be the final straw. TASC are aware that EDF have studied the impact on sea
bass stocks of its thermal power stations with once-through CWS positioned on the French coast 
in the English Channel/North Sea region, so the Applicant (via EDF) already have information 
available to estimate the cumulative impact. Further there are also other thermal power stations
in Belgium, Netherlands etc which also kill bass. 

Sea Bass Assessment REP8-131: ‘9.110 Revision: 1.0 Sizewell C European Sea 
Bass Stock Assessment’

TASC consider it important to address the role of CEFAS as the Applicant’s paid consultants in 
dealing with marine matters and the apparent conflict between CEFAS’s statutory role to protect 
marine stocks and their role here where they are protecting a developer that will damage the 
marine environment. In preparing REP8-131, CEFAS are putting a veneer of careful scientific 
arguments that hide sweeping assumptions which cannot be justified. By far the most important 
one, in TASC’s opinion, is the in-combination impact when CEFAS combine Hinkley Point C (HPC) 
and SZC. However, EDF operate a large number of once-through cooled power stations along the
Northern coast of France that also kill large numbers of bass. So, any true in-combination 
calculation would include impingement/entrainment mortality from Graveline, Flamanville etc. As
mentioned above, there are also stations in Belgium, Netherlands etc which also kill bass. 

So, TASC are pleased that CEFAS have acknowledged the relevance of the in-combination 
impacts with HPC and SZC but they need to build on this and add the other locations to estimate
the likely impact on the relevant ICES area.

TASC consider there is a worrying mismatch between the bass catch regulations administered by
CEFAS and what they are claiming for SZC (see bass fishing guidelines: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/bass-industry-guidance-2022/bass-fishing-
guidance-2021 ). Recreational fishermen can only land 2 bass in a day to preserve stocks while 
Sizewell will kill thousands per day. Commercial fishing for sea bass is banned in some areas and
in February and March to conserve stocks, yet SZC will continue to kill thousands of sea bass 
when fishing is banned/restricted. Annex B is a schedule prepared by TASC from the Applicant’s 
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record of fish impinged at SZB, from which you will see the estimated number of sea bass 
expected to be impinged by SZC is in excess of 2.1 million each year. 

CEFAS has, over the years, highlighted the parlous state of the bass population and the need for 
fishing controls. These have included protected nursery waters to allow young bass to recruit. 
Now they argue that the single largest killer of bass ever proposed will not have a significant 
effect! They are now conflicting with their own regulations and efforts to conserve the stock, by 
promoting such killing.

At Annex C, TASC have attached a recent bass paper published by CEFAS scientists and the 
following is a quotation from the introduction:-

“Bass are currently managed in four discrete regions: (i) Iberian Coast; (ii) Bay of Biscay; (iii) 
west of Scotland and south and west of Ireland; and (iv) North Sea, English Channel, Celtic Sea, 
and Irish Sea (ICES, 2012). Scientific assessments of the northern stock have shown a rapid 
decline in the spawning stock biomass (SSB) since 2010 attributed to a succession of weak year 
classes from 2008 to 2012 and increased fishing mortality (ICES, 2015). The stock exhibits very 
large inter-annual variability in settlement, most probably driven by environmental factors. To 
conserve the stock, significant reductions in the harvest of sea bass have been implemented by 
the European Commission through seasonal and area closures, increasing the Minimum 
Conservation Reference Size to 42 cm, monthly boat limits or bycatch limits for commercial 
fishers, and bag limits for recreational anglers (Council Regulation (EU) 2107/127). Similar 
patterns were observed in the late 1980s that led to a number of conservation measures 
including the designation of bass nursery areas (BNAs) around England and Wales to protect 
aggregations of fish below the minimum landing size (Pickett and Pawson, 1994).”

The two scientists who did the work on the need for conservation rules were Pickett and Pawson 
referenced above, both of whom worked for CEFAS, so CEFAS were instrumental in producing the
fishing regulations.

TASC consider the Applicant/CEFAS’s sea bass assessment, in only addressing impingement, 
under-assesses the impact on the sea bass population due to entrainment. Bass spawn offshore 
and the young fish move into estuaries to feed and grow. However, during the winter they move 
out of estuaries to warmer sea water and so quite small bass occur off Sizewell. It is highly likely 
that bass less than 14 mm deep in the body occur at Sizewell and these are capable of 
penetrating a 10 mm mesh. A 2018 CEFAS document 
(https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/996213/
Presence_of_European_sea_bass__Dicentrarchus_labrax__and_other_species_in_proposed_bass_n
ursery_areas.pdf ) reviewed Bass Nursery Areas (BNAs) and when considering Sizewell, its 
conclusion on page 65 states: “There is good evidence that the area in the immediate vicinity of 
the power station has sufficient aggregation of juvenile sea bass to give a high probability of 
them being impinged by the cooling water intakes, although individuals of other species above 
MCRS are present (Table 5). Hence, there is evidence to support further consideration of the 
proposed Sizewell BNA (Table 5).” TASC find it hard to understand how CEFAS can consider 
Sizewell as a BNA but then support the slaughter of bass through the SZC CWS. It is clear that 
the number of bass entrained has not been quantified by the Applicant/CEFAS. 

Conclusion

(i) The Applicant/CEFAS have conceded that their estimates of the number of fish killed were too 
low because the 10 mm mesh does not retain small fish. 
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(ii) The Applicant/CEFAS have undertaken some revised calculations for a few species. They need
to revise the estimates for all species so that a proper impact assessment can be made. Some 
small thin fish have been seriously under-sampled, and this must be addressed.

(iii) In particular, the Applicant/CEFAS need to produce revised estimates for long, thin species of
conservation concern, eels and lamprey. This is an essential legal requirement.

(iv) The Applicant/CEFAS have tried to minimise the missing entrainment numbers caught, by 
assuming that the pump sampler efficiently catches small fish. This is incorrect, as the pump 
sampler is highly inefficient for this purpose. CEFAS know this to be the case, which is why they 
do not use pump samplers for their regular small fish surveys. This is a major defect, and the 
Applicant will need to undertake appropriate entrainment sampling to rectify the issue. 

(v) The Applicant/CEFAS have also tried to question DrH’s observations on mesh penetration 
through a 10 mm mesh by pointing out that sprat of a size DrH claims will go through the mesh 
have a head depth greater than 10 mm. As explained in Annex A , this is because it is the 
diagonal distance across the square mesh, which is the critical dimension for mesh penetration, 
a distance of just over 14 mm. TASC are surprised that the scientists at CEFAS would make such 
a schoolboy error.

(vi) As the sea bass assessment has not considered entrainment, it is incomplete.

(vii) As fish mortality is substantially underestimated, then the adverse impact of all the 
dead/dying biota that will be discharged at the outfall point will be underassessed. TASC note 
that the RSPB recognise this issue in para 1.1.10 of their D10 submission REP10-204.

(viii) The more biota in the outfall, the more birds and mammals attracted to the area where the 
chemical plume exists, therefore increasing the risks of contaminants poisoning birds, mammals,
fish and other marine creatures. TASC say this as an area where the Habitat Regulation 
Assessment is inadequate in terms of the impacts on European sites, SPA species such as the 
little tern, as well as wildlife generally.

(ix) The greater the amount of biota in the outfall, the greater will be the attraction of unnatural 
numbers of predator and scavenger species upsetting the balance of nature in the vicinity of the 
outfall.

(x) As fish mortality is substantially underestimated,  the impact on protected fish, those of 
conservation concern and the species that prey on them has been understated. 

(xi) As fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the benefits for the inclusion of 
mitigation in the form of acoustic fish deterrents will likely be incorrectly assessed (for further 
TASC comments regarding the acoustic fish deterrent see REP6-077), and

 (xii) As fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the consideration of, and comparison 
with, alternative cooling systems eg cooling towers, will be incomplete.

TASC, 
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Annex A TASC report on document REP10-135: 
Comments on REP10-135 9.67 Quantifying uncertainty in 
Entrapment Predictions for Sizewell C
Prepared by Dr Peter Henderson for TASC, January 2022

About the author; Dr P A Henderson

1 I am a marine biologist with an in-depth knowledge of the ecological issues linked 

to power generation having worked in the field for over 40 years. I also have 

extensive experience working on wedge wire screens for the protection of water 

intakes in both the USA and the UK. I lecture and hold the position of Senior 

Research Associate in the Department of Zoology, University of Oxford, UK. I am 

an ecological consultant and research scientist with 40 years' experience 

combining theoretical, applied, and field research, with extensive experience of 

the management of major ecological assessment projects including preparation 

and presentation of material for public enquires and liaising with conservation 

bodies and engineers. Projects undertaken include conservation planning for large 

tropical nature reserves, ecological effects studies of nuclear power station intakes

(including the Sizewell B intakes), conservation studies of rare freshwater life and 

effects of climate change and drought. I have written 7 books including the 

standard textbook ‘Southwood’s Ecological Methods’.

2 The focus of these comments is the assessment of the level of under-estimation of 

the number of fish that will be sucked into the cooling water system at the 

proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station. TASC, in their submission REP2-481h 

and supported by later submissions REP7-247 and REP8-284, pointed out that the 

total number of fish sucked into the cooling water system was seriously 

underestimated by the Applicant because small fish and long and thin eel-like 

species had not been sampled in the studies undertaken at Sizewell B cooling 
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water intakes. This was because small and thin fish would pass across the 10 mm 

filter screens and thus not be counted in the impingement samples. Further, they 

would not have been captured by the pump sampler used to sample the plankton 

because their swimming ability allows them to avoid capture. The water velocities 

close to the intake orifice of a pump sampler are too low to efficiently draw in fish 

once they perceive the sampler and take evasive swimming action. It is because of

this low sampling efficiency that high speed nets rather than pump samplers are 

used by marine biologists including CEFAS to sample post-larval and juvenile fish 

at sea.

3 The calculations undertaken by CEFAS in 9.67 [REP10-135] show that they agree 

that under sampling did occur and that all the estimates previously produced for 

fish entrapment on the proposed Sizewell C cooling water intakes were 

underestimates. CEFAS have made estimates for sprat, herring and sand gobies in 

an attempt to assess the missing size fraction. They selected these species 

because they spawn nearby and are abundant in entrainment monitoring samples.

However, approximately 80 species of fish are vulnerable to entrainment and 

impingement and, as many of these have been under-sampled, there needs to be 

a complete reanalysis of the estimated numbers of fish entrapped if a proper 

assessment of the impact of Sizewell C is to be produced. The choice of 3 taxa is 

arbitrary and dismisses the large impacts on many other species. The reasons 

given for the choice of species does not bear scientific scrutiny. 

4 We have previously highlighted other fish species which will have been seriously 

underestimated in entrapment estimates. Examples include, sticklebacks (3 

species), gobies such as transparent, crystal, painted, black and rock, butterfish 

and viviparous blenny. Another class of fish which has been greatly 
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underestimated are those with a long, thin body form that can penetrate the mesh

as adults or late-stage juveniles. These include the abundant Nilsson’s, greater 

and snake pipefishes. Nilsson’s pipefish is particularly abundant at Sizewell and is 

regularly recorded in impingement samples. The vast majority of pipefish will 

penetrate the screens, so the number recorded in the impingement samples is 

probably a tiny fraction of the total that are killed. Another group of long, thin, fish 

which are common and have been grossly under-estimated are the sand eel, a 

number of species of which occur off Sizewell. CEFAS have taken the view that 

they need only reassess numbers for highly abundant species. However, for fish 

such as sand eel and transparent goby which have not been properly sampled 

there is not even the data to know how abundant they actually are. Another group 

which needs to be properly quantified are the flatfish. Juvenile flatfish such as sole 

are particularly adept at forcing themselves through a 10 mm mesh as their bodies

are flexible and they are able to use the diagonal distance of 14 mm across the 

square mesh to pass across using a corkscrew action. Juvenile sole species, plaice 

and dab are highly abundant in the Sizewell region and are important commercial 

species which need to be correctly quantified. Finally, in addition, eel and river 

lamprey have certainly been underestimated as a wide size range occur in the sea 

and even quite long individuals can wriggle through a 10 mm mesh. The CEFAS 

calculations for the under-sampling of sprat and herring also apply to anchovy and 

pilchard. Why have calculations for these species not been included? The 

argument that none of the above species are commonly recorded by the pump 

sampler is irrelevant as they are all capable of swimming and avoiding capture by 

a pump sampler designed to sample eggs and larvae only.
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5 Even for the 3 taxa for which they have attempted to assess the degree of under 

sampling, there are serious problems linked to the assumptions made.

6 In the case of sprat, it is claimed by CEFAS that TASC are wrong in claiming sprat 

need to be > 70 mm SL (‘Standard Length’)1 before they are always retained by a 

10 mm mesh (Section B.2.2). CEFAS reach this conclusion by showing that in a fish

of 70 mm SL, the depth of the head is greater than 10 mm. CEFAS have failed to

understand that the critical dimension for mesh penetration is not the 10

mm length of each side of the mesh but the diagonal distance across the 

mesh. For a 10 mm mesh this is the square root of 200 = 14.14 mm. Oddly and 

quite surprisingly, this lack of understanding by CEFAS that it is the diagonal 

dimension that is critical in defining the length of fish that will penetrate the mesh,

is repeated elsewhere. For example, for smelt on p 71 the following is written 

“Smelt ascent to upper estuaries and freshwaters in February to April to spawn. 

Most of the juvenile fish descend to the lower estuary by early autumn of their first

year (Colclough and Coates, 2013) and by that time their lengths is ~ 6 cm TL 

[Total length]2  (Scholle et al., 2007). At this stage juvenile smelt have a body 

depth of approximately 10mm (Froese and Pauly, 2021), the size of the drum 

screen mesh.” As in the case of sprat, they assert, incorrectly, that it is 10 mm 

body depth which is the maximum size for penetration when in actual fact it is 

closer to 14 mm. 

7 A critical, incorrect assumption made by CEFAS, is that efficient entrainment 

sampling occurs up to a length of 35-39 mm TL. “Therefore, this represents the 

starting point to back-calculate numbers of smaller fish between the maximum 

1 Standard length (SL) is the length of a fish measured from the tip of the snout to the posterior end of the 
last vertebra or to the posterior end of the midlateral portion of the hypural plate. Simply put, this 
measurement excludes the length of the caudal (tail) fin.
2 Total length (TL) is the length of a fish measured from the tip of the snout to the tip of the longer lobe of 
the caudal fin, usually measured with the lobes compressed along the midline. It is a straight-line 
measure, not measured over the curve of the body
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size of efficient entrainment (35-39mm TL) and the minimum size of 100% 

impingement (85-89mm TL).” (p 73). There is no evidence presented that a pump 

sampler has a high efficiency of capture of sprat above 30 mm TL. The result is an 

underestimation of the number entrained.

8 Exactly the same errors occur with respect to herring. “We assume that 

entrainment sampling misses fish > 40mm TL (32mm SL) and the minimum size of

fully impinged fish is the precautionarily assumed to be of the size class of 70 – 

74mm SL, 85-89mm TL as suggested by TASC [REP2-481h].” (p76). There is no 

evidence presented that a pump sampler efficiently samples herring in the 30 – 40

mm size range.

9 In the case of gobies there are a number of errors made in CEFAS’s calculations. 

First, there is the error of not using the diagonal dimension of the mesh when 

considering mesh penetration. “Sand gobies of 87mm SL (as suggested by TASC 

[REP2-481h]) would have a body depth of 15.3mm. This far exceeds the minimum 

size to be fully retained by 10 mm mesh. Therefore, we precautionarily assume the

smallest size class subjected to 100% impingement by a 10mm mesh is 70-74mm 

TL (62-65mm SL) with a body depth of 10.9-11.4mm. This is based on the 

maximum body depth being 10% higher than 10mm mesh size. “ (p80) Second, 

they assume the pump sampler is 100 % effective up to a length of 35-39 mm TL. 

“Therefore, we precautionarily defined the entrainment gap as occurring between 

the size classes of 35-39mm and 70-74mm TL.“ This is untrue as small gobies 

about 18 mm SL are fully formed fish and will avoid capture in a pump sampler. 

Third CEFAS assume the smallest juveniles are 20-24 mm TL. Gobies enter the 

water column at a length of about 9 mm and well-formed juveniles > 16 mm are 

observed in high numbers. No explanation of the 20-24 mm TL cut off length is 

Page 11 of 31



TASC Post-Deadline 10 Submission TASC IP no. 20026424 March 2022

presented. The fourth erroneous assumption relates to the assumed age of 

maturity. “The age of 50% maturity of P. minutus in the Northeast Atlantic is 1 

year (Bouchereau and Guelorget, 1998). Impingement calculations precautionarily 

assumed all gobies (Pomatoschistus spp.) had an EAV on 1. To determine the EAV 

for the missing fraction we assume that the age of 100% maturity is 1.5 years as 

the maximum age is 2.7 years (Froese and Pauly, 2021) and that all gobies would 

be mature before the second year.” (p82). The maximum age of maturity of sand 

goby at Sizewell is not 2.7 years and is much closer to 1 year. They quote data for 

P. minutus and avoid data for P. lozanoi which is smaller and lives for only about 1 

year. Further the maximum longevity of 2.7 years is not for southern North Sea 

British waters. Finally, CEFAS argue that the entrapment death rate is insufficient 

to affect the sand goby population. The problem here is that there is not a sand 

goby species, there are 3 species. CEFAS treats it as a single species which is 

incorrect. The P. minutus species complex in North Atlantic waters comprise 3 

species P. minutus, P. lozanoi and P. norvegicus. P. norvegicus is an offshore 

species found at depths > 18 m. It would be unlikely to be caught by the Sizewell 

B intakes but may well be sucked into the offshore C station intakes.  P. minutus 

and P lozanoi are closely related species: studies by Hamerlink in the 1980s 

demonstrated that these species had notably different ecological characteristics. 

P. lozanoi is smaller and predominately feeds on mysids. CEFAS have not 

produced any evidence that the P. lozanoi or P. minutus populations are 

individually of a size that would not be impacted by the entrapment 

losses.
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CONCLUSION

10. In summary, while CEFAS have conceded that there is a serious under-estimation in 

entrapment losses of fish at the proposed Sizewell C cooling water system, the full 

extent of this under-estimation has not been assessed. Further, for the 3 taxa which 

have been assessed there are serious errors in the assumptions made which have 

resulted in a repeated under reporting of the likely losses. These errors, together with 

the absence of assessments for the entrapment for all 80 vulnerable species, lead to the

inevitable conclusion that there is still a gross underestimate of the fish likely to be killed

by the proposed Sizewell C cooling water system. As a result, TASC make the following 

observations:-

- as fish mortality is substantially underestimated, then the adverse impact of all the 

dead/dying biota that will be discharged at the outfall point will be underassessed, and

 - as fish mortality is substantially underestimated,  the impact on protected fish, those 

of conservation concern and the species that prey on them has been understated, and

 - as fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the benefits for the inclusion of 

mitigation in the form of acoustic fish deterrents will likely be underassessed (for further 

TASC comments regarding the acoustic fish deterrent see REP6-077), and

 - as fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the consideration of, and 

comparison with, alternative cooling systems eg cooling towers, will be incomplete.

TASC, 
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Annex B 
TASC calculation of fish impingement at Sizewell C 

Page 14 of 31



TASC Post-Deadline 10 Submission TASC IP no. 20026424 March 2022

Annex C 
‘The influence of oceanographic conditions and larval 
behaviour on settlement success—the European sea bass 
Dicentrarchus labrax (L.)’ 
Claire Beraud 1 *, Johan van der Molen 1,2 , Mike Armstrong 1 , Ewan Hunter 1 , Leila 

Fonseca 1,3 , and Kieran Hyder 1, The influence of oceanographic conditions and larval 

behaviour on settlement success—the European sea bass Dicentrarchus labrax (L.)

ICES Journal of Marine Science (2018), 75(2), 455–470. doi:10.1093/icesjms/fsx195
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From:
To: SizewellC
Cc:
Subject: Two Village Bypass Dormice Surveys incomplete
Date: 16 March 2022 15:43:37

Dear Planning Inspectorate,
We understand that the Examination has closed, but the dormouse survey is still
incomplete for the Two Village Bypass which is very concerning.   In their latest document
as per link below it says EDF undertook visits in September but the report doesn’t make
any reference to continuing the surveys? 

We would like to understand whether SZC will be submitting survey information to the
ExA, covering the end of the 2021 season and/or beginning of the 2022 season, in order to
meet minimum survey standards used to determine presence / likely absence. We also
know that certain dormice boxes were not accessed in September as no one contacted the
owner and, it would have been impossible to access them otherwise.

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008044-SZC%20Co.%20-%20Other-
%20Additional%20Ecology%20Survey%20Reports.pdf

Please can you make sure EDF do their job properly when it comes to endangered species.
Regards,
Farnham Environment Residents & Neighbours

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008044-SZC%20Co.%20-%20Other-%20Additional%20Ecology%20Survey%20Reports.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008044-SZC%20Co.%20-%20Other-%20Additional%20Ecology%20Survey%20Reports.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008044-SZC%20Co.%20-%20Other-%20Additional%20Ecology%20Survey%20Reports.pdf
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From:
To: SizewellC
Subject: FAO The Secretary of State BEIS re SZC DCO
Date: 18 March 2022 15:33:50
Attachments: mapjaogbifaiidap.png

TASC post D10 response FAO Sec of State BEIS Final.pdf

TOGETHER AGAINST SIZEWELL C

Dear Secretary of State,

Sizewell C DCO Application-PINS ref: EN010012 

TASC note that you require further information from the
Environment agency in relation to the Water Discharges Permit.
TASC have prepared a post examination response in respect of
documents relating to impacts on the marine environment lodged by
the Applicant in the late stages of the examination, for your
consideration. As you will see, a substantial part of this report has
implications for discharges from the proposed cooling water system
and highlights the Applicant's underestimate of marine biota fatalities
resulting from the cooling water system. TASC trust you will take
TASC's comments regarding the devastation Sizewell C will have on
the marine environment and designated wildlife sites/species into
account when making your decision. If you require any further
information, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Please acknowledge receipt.

Yours sincerely

Chris Wilson for TASC: IP ref: 20026424
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Post D10 comments on Sizewell C DCO submissions in 
relation to adverse impacts on the marine environment
FAO: Secretary of State, BEIS


During the latter part of the Sizewell C (SZC) DCO examination vast quantities of documents 
were submitted into the DCO examination by the Applicant (172 at deadline 10, 26 at deadline 9
and 135 at deadline 8), also many from interested parties (IPs). The statutory bodies and larger 
NGOs have voiced concerns about the overwhelming volume of information and the difficulties in
coping with this and the 22 changes made by the Applicant, so how the smaller NGOS like TASC 
with no staff and other IPs were expected to cope is difficult to comprehend. The blame for the 
disproportionate amount of information being presented at the end of the examination falls fairly
and squarely on the Applicant due to their failure to frontload the process and for submitting a 
DCO application which quite frankly was not fit for purpose with much information missing. TASC
are still  looking at those documents but remain concerned that many other IPs may not be 
aware they are able to comment on these thereby providing the Applicant with an unfair 
influence over the examination where the Applicant’s submissions have gone unchallenged. 
TASC would like you to be made aware of the following matters:-


Adverse impact on the marine environment


Introduction


TASC are concerned that the extent of the adverse impact on the marine environment has been 
under-assessed by the Applicant throughout the examination. This has led to a knock-on adverse
effect on the species, some of which are priority species, that depend on that environment and 
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the designated sites inhabited by those species. The Applicant submitted various documents at 
deadline 10 attempting to address shortcomings of their assessment of the impact on the 
marine environment, but TASC consider the Applicant has failed in this attempt. Before 
addressing the reasons for this failure, TASC would advise the Secretary of State (SofS) that we 
have been assisted in this DCO application by marine ecologist, Dr Peter Henderson. His CV is at 
the front of the TASC submission at Annex A to this report but the important point to make here 
is that Dr Henderson (DrH) has a great deal of experience working on the cooling water systems 
(CWS) of thermal power plants and, perhaps most importantly, has worked on the Sizewell B 
(SZB) CWS. It is data from SZB that has been used by the Applicant when considering the 
impacts of SZC’s CWS.


Background


TASC’s initial submission on this subject was our Written Representation (WR), REP2-481h in 
which DrH set out, amongst other things, the reasons why the Applicant’s assessment of fish 
mortality in their DCO application, was grossly underestimated. An example taken from REP2-
481h [para 23, page 13] is that the number of sand goby entrapped (impinged plus entrained) 
each year, are calculated by the Applicant at 153 million whereas DrH recalculated the figure to 
be in excess of 800 million. The reasons were expressed by way of a summary when DrH spoke 
at ISH 7 and included in our submission REP5-298. Part of his statement is replicated here: “At 
the broadest level, TASC’s concerns are that the number of organisms, fish in particular, which 
will actually be killed by the intake are being grossly underestimated to date. This is because 
fundamentally, we sample the number of organisms sucked into Sizewell B’s cooling water 
system by two methods. Method 1 counts the number which are impinged on the 10 millimetre 
travelling screens and that gives us our impingement number. Method 2 counts the number of 
organisms in a sample of water extracted from the cooling water intake system - normally in 
front of the travelling screens (as used in the case of Sizewell B) called a pump sampler. The 
problem is that the pump sampler will only sample larvae and eggs of fish and very small 
crustaceans. However, because you've got a 10 millimetre mesh, a lot of juvenile fish will pass 
through that mesh, but they won't be sampled by the pump sampler. The result is that at 
present, EDF and Cefas have grossly underestimated the number of small fish that will be caught
by the power station and killed. This is because of this mismatch between the two systems 
under use.


Now, to give some concrete examples: in the case of sprat, a sprat of less than 70 millimetres 
standard length can penetrate a 10 millimetre screen, as will an awful lot of the sprat of less 
than that length. In the case of gobies these small little fish which are so abundant in that part of
the world, almost all of them will penetrate a 10 millimetre mesh, so a fish 50 millimetres long 
(40 millimetres long, which is an adult) go through the mesh and get entrained. But it's not 
counted in the entrainment or impingement calculations because they're not sampled by a pump
sampler, because they can avoid the pump. Now, this becomes particularly serious when we 
deal with endangered species. Lamprey, for example, can penetrate a 10 millimetre mesh even 
when they're approximately 200 millimetres long. Now, in the environmental statement, it is 
asserted that you cannot entrain migratory fish like lamprey because the entrainable life stages 
occur in freshwater. But what they've forgotten is that you can entrain quite a large fish because
it will go through the 10 millimetre mesh and hence pass through the condenser circuit. So, for 
that reason, on a very large scale, the numbers of animals which will actually be killed on 
Sizewell B power station and the proposed Sizewell C have been greatly underestimated to 
date.”


At ISH 7, the Applicant (represented, as a paid consultant, by CEFAS) could not demonstrate how
they would be able to assess the mortality of those fish that, as DrH had referred to above, are 
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entrained in the cooling water system and pass through the 3 kilometres of tunnels, unrecorded, 
to an early death.


At deadline 10, the Applicant (but prepared by Cefas) submitted document 9.67 Quantifying 
uncertainty in Entrapment Predictions for Sizewell C [REP10-135] which acknowledged the DCO 
application had underestimated the entrapment of fish but provided only limited calculations for 
three species rather than the 80 species due to be affected by the SZC CWS. DrH has prepared a
report [copied at Annex A at the end of this report] on TASC’s behalf addressing issues covered 
by REP10-135 and this sets out reasons why the Applicant’s document still underestimates the 
number of fish that will be entrapped by SZC’s CWS and that it is ineffective in addressing the 
estimated mortality of fish because it does not cover all the fish likely to be adversely  impacted.


One of these reasons why the Applicant continues to underestimate the number of fish that 
would be entrapped by SZC is due to the fact that the SZC estimates are based on figures from 
SZB and DrH is aware from his work at SZB there is a material lack of recording species 
entrained (as set out in REP2-481h) at SZB. This brings TASC to then consider another D10 
submission from the Applicant, namely REP10-156: ‘9.120 Revision: 1.0 Comments on Earlier 
Deadlines, Subsequent Written Submissions to ISH11-14 and Comments on Responses to 
Change Request 19’ which has four appendices, including REP10-157 and REP10-158 which are 
parts 1 and 2 of the appendices, respectively.


REP10-157, appendix A, sets out the Applicant’s response to matters raised by the Environment 
Agency (EA) in respect of the impingement and entrainment monitoring plan. TASC are 
extremely disappointed to note that the Applicant still has not addressed the matter of 
monitoring the small and juvenile fish as well as the long slender fish that pass though the mesh 
screens and are too strong to be picked up by the pump sampler that monitors entrainment. This
highlights the inadequacies of the proposed monitoring scheme which seems to be designed to 
hide the mortality of hundreds of millions of fish and other marine biota that will be entrained by 
the SZC CWS. TASC have covered this issue in our previous DCO submissions REP2-481h, REP5-
298[marine ecology section], REP7-247[paras 6-18], REP8-284[2nd section re document 9.67] as 
well as in the TASC response to REP10-135 included at Annex A at the end of this report.


REP10-158, appendix L, sets out the Applicant’s response to issues raised by TASC at the Issue 
Specific Hearings (ISHs). DrH has countered a lot of the matters set out in the document, in our 
Annex A report attached, but TASC wish to highlight some of the statements made by the 
Applicant (the numbers referenced being the paragraph numbers in appendix L to REP10-158):-


Para 1.2.1 includes: “TASC contended that a number of species were at risk of being 
underestimated due to the ‘entrainment gap’, primarily citing juvenile sprat and gobies 
[emphasis added]. Concerns have also been raised for other species with slender morphologies 
including glass eel, river lamprey and sandeel.”  The term ‘primarily citing’ conveys the 
impression that these are the species of main concern to TASC, so we just wish to advise that 
sprat and gobies are just examples of the many species that will suffer the same fate.


Para 1.2.24 includes: “The minimum yellow eel size recorded at Sizewell was 22.5cm TL, which 
at a fineness ratio of 16 (Turnpenny, 1981) corresponds to a body height of 14mm. This exceeds 
the 10mm screen mesh size and therefore there is no significant ‘entrainment gap’ for this life 
stage.” This is an example of the point made by DrH in Annex A, where the Applicant/CEFAS 
makes an incorrect assessment- yellow eels with a body height of 14mm will pass through a 
10mm square mesh on the diagonal.


Para 1.2.28 includes: “Sandeels are an important part of diet of little terns in other regions of the
North Sea, but off East Anglia they represent only a small proportion (<8%) of the diet of these 
birds (Green, 2017).” TASC believe that the Applicant needs to consider that sandeels may only 
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form a smaller part of the East Anglia little terns’ diet due to the numbers killed by the SZB CWS,
so their availability is not as great.


Para 1.2.29 states: “TASC in its Deadline 7 Submission [REP7-247] questioned the absence of 
estimates for pipefish losses. Estimates of impingement of pipefish species at Sizewell B and 
predicted impingement rates at Sizewell C are presented in ES Addendum Appendix 2.17.A 
Marine Ecology [AS-238].” This does not deal with the pipefish that are entrained.


Para 1.3.43 states: “An additional point pertaining to the stock size raised by TASC is the 
incorrect assumption that Sizewell C impacts have been considered in isolation. TASC consider 
“in-combination mortality impact with all the other EDF and other power company cooling water 
intakes killing fish along the English, Northern French, Belgium and Dutch coasts” should be 
assessed with Sizewell C. However, for the species with quantifiable population estimates, 
particularly those ICES assessed species, the effects of existing anthropogenic impacts form part
of the baseline population estimate against which effects have been compared. Furthermore, the
cumulative effects of Sizewell C and Hinkley Point C operating on the same sea bass population 
has been assessed in Sizewell C European Sea Bass Stock Assessment ([REP8-131]).” TASC 
believe that the applicant has missed the point here. CEFAS have clearly recognised that 
cumulative impacts need to be considered by looking at the combination of the adverse impacts 
from HPC and SZC. However, if assessment is against ICES data covering a large area, then the 
cumulative impact of all the thermal power stations affecting that area need to be considered-
SZC (and HPC) could be the final straw. TASC are aware that EDF have studied the impact on sea
bass stocks of its thermal power stations with once-through CWS positioned on the French coast 
in the English Channel/North Sea region, so the Applicant (via EDF) already have information 
available to estimate the cumulative impact. Further there are also other thermal power stations
in Belgium, Netherlands etc which also kill bass. 


Sea Bass Assessment REP8-131: ‘9.110 Revision: 1.0 Sizewell C European Sea 
Bass Stock Assessment’


TASC consider it important to address the role of CEFAS as the Applicant’s paid consultants in 
dealing with marine matters and the apparent conflict between CEFAS’s statutory role to protect 
marine stocks and their role here where they are protecting a developer that will damage the 
marine environment. In preparing REP8-131, CEFAS are putting a veneer of careful scientific 
arguments that hide sweeping assumptions which cannot be justified. By far the most important 
one, in TASC’s opinion, is the in-combination impact when CEFAS combine Hinkley Point C (HPC) 
and SZC. However, EDF operate a large number of once-through cooled power stations along the
Northern coast of France that also kill large numbers of bass. So, any true in-combination 
calculation would include impingement/entrainment mortality from Graveline, Flamanville etc. As
mentioned above, there are also stations in Belgium, Netherlands etc which also kill bass. 


So, TASC are pleased that CEFAS have acknowledged the relevance of the in-combination 
impacts with HPC and SZC but they need to build on this and add the other locations to estimate
the likely impact on the relevant ICES area.


TASC consider there is a worrying mismatch between the bass catch regulations administered by
CEFAS and what they are claiming for SZC (see bass fishing guidelines: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/bass-industry-guidance-2022/bass-fishing-
guidance-2021 ). Recreational fishermen can only land 2 bass in a day to preserve stocks while 
Sizewell will kill thousands per day. Commercial fishing for sea bass is banned in some areas and
in February and March to conserve stocks, yet SZC will continue to kill thousands of sea bass 
when fishing is banned/restricted. Annex B is a schedule prepared by TASC from the Applicant’s 
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record of fish impinged at SZB, from which you will see the estimated number of sea bass 
expected to be impinged by SZC is in excess of 2.1 million each year. 


CEFAS has, over the years, highlighted the parlous state of the bass population and the need for 
fishing controls. These have included protected nursery waters to allow young bass to recruit. 
Now they argue that the single largest killer of bass ever proposed will not have a significant 
effect! They are now conflicting with their own regulations and efforts to conserve the stock, by 
promoting such killing.


At Annex C, TASC have attached a recent bass paper published by CEFAS scientists and the 
following is a quotation from the introduction:-


“Bass are currently managed in four discrete regions: (i) Iberian Coast; (ii) Bay of Biscay; (iii) 
west of Scotland and south and west of Ireland; and (iv) North Sea, English Channel, Celtic Sea, 
and Irish Sea (ICES, 2012). Scientific assessments of the northern stock have shown a rapid 
decline in the spawning stock biomass (SSB) since 2010 attributed to a succession of weak year 
classes from 2008 to 2012 and increased fishing mortality (ICES, 2015). The stock exhibits very 
large inter-annual variability in settlement, most probably driven by environmental factors. To 
conserve the stock, significant reductions in the harvest of sea bass have been implemented by 
the European Commission through seasonal and area closures, increasing the Minimum 
Conservation Reference Size to 42 cm, monthly boat limits or bycatch limits for commercial 
fishers, and bag limits for recreational anglers (Council Regulation (EU) 2107/127). Similar 
patterns were observed in the late 1980s that led to a number of conservation measures 
including the designation of bass nursery areas (BNAs) around England and Wales to protect 
aggregations of fish below the minimum landing size (Pickett and Pawson, 1994).”


The two scientists who did the work on the need for conservation rules were Pickett and Pawson 
referenced above, both of whom worked for CEFAS, so CEFAS were instrumental in producing the
fishing regulations.


TASC consider the Applicant/CEFAS’s sea bass assessment, in only addressing impingement, 
under-assesses the impact on the sea bass population due to entrainment. Bass spawn offshore 
and the young fish move into estuaries to feed and grow. However, during the winter they move 
out of estuaries to warmer sea water and so quite small bass occur off Sizewell. It is highly likely 
that bass less than 14 mm deep in the body occur at Sizewell and these are capable of 
penetrating a 10 mm mesh. A 2018 CEFAS document 
(https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/996213/
Presence_of_European_sea_bass__Dicentrarchus_labrax__and_other_species_in_proposed_bass_n
ursery_areas.pdf ) reviewed Bass Nursery Areas (BNAs) and when considering Sizewell, its 
conclusion on page 65 states: “There is good evidence that the area in the immediate vicinity of 
the power station has sufficient aggregation of juvenile sea bass to give a high probability of 
them being impinged by the cooling water intakes, although individuals of other species above 
MCRS are present (Table 5). Hence, there is evidence to support further consideration of the 
proposed Sizewell BNA (Table 5).” TASC find it hard to understand how CEFAS can consider 
Sizewell as a BNA but then support the slaughter of bass through the SZC CWS. It is clear that 
the number of bass entrained has not been quantified by the Applicant/CEFAS. 


Conclusion


(i) The Applicant/CEFAS have conceded that their estimates of the number of fish killed were too 
low because the 10 mm mesh does not retain small fish. 
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(ii) The Applicant/CEFAS have undertaken some revised calculations for a few species. They need
to revise the estimates for all species so that a proper impact assessment can be made. Some 
small thin fish have been seriously under-sampled, and this must be addressed.


(iii) In particular, the Applicant/CEFAS need to produce revised estimates for long, thin species of
conservation concern, eels and lamprey. This is an essential legal requirement.


(iv) The Applicant/CEFAS have tried to minimise the missing entrainment numbers caught, by 
assuming that the pump sampler efficiently catches small fish. This is incorrect, as the pump 
sampler is highly inefficient for this purpose. CEFAS know this to be the case, which is why they 
do not use pump samplers for their regular small fish surveys. This is a major defect, and the 
Applicant will need to undertake appropriate entrainment sampling to rectify the issue. 


(v) The Applicant/CEFAS have also tried to question DrH’s observations on mesh penetration 
through a 10 mm mesh by pointing out that sprat of a size DrH claims will go through the mesh 
have a head depth greater than 10 mm. As explained in Annex A , this is because it is the 
diagonal distance across the square mesh, which is the critical dimension for mesh penetration, 
a distance of just over 14 mm. TASC are surprised that the scientists at CEFAS would make such 
a schoolboy error.


(vi) As the sea bass assessment has not considered entrainment, it is incomplete.


(vii) As fish mortality is substantially underestimated, then the adverse impact of all the 
dead/dying biota that will be discharged at the outfall point will be underassessed. TASC note 
that the RSPB recognise this issue in para 1.1.10 of their D10 submission REP10-204.


(viii) The more biota in the outfall, the more birds and mammals attracted to the area where the 
chemical plume exists, therefore increasing the risks of contaminants poisoning birds, mammals,
fish and other marine creatures. TASC say this as an area where the Habitat Regulation 
Assessment is inadequate in terms of the impacts on European sites, SPA species such as the 
little tern, as well as wildlife generally.


(ix) The greater the amount of biota in the outfall, the greater will be the attraction of unnatural 
numbers of predator and scavenger species upsetting the balance of nature in the vicinity of the 
outfall.


(x) As fish mortality is substantially underestimated,  the impact on protected fish, those of 
conservation concern and the species that prey on them has been understated. 


(xi) As fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the benefits for the inclusion of 
mitigation in the form of acoustic fish deterrents will likely be incorrectly assessed (for further 
TASC comments regarding the acoustic fish deterrent see REP6-077), and


 (xii) As fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the consideration of, and comparison 
with, alternative cooling systems eg cooling towers, will be incomplete.


TASC, Meadow Cottage, Hubbard’s Hill, Peasenhall, Saxmundham, Suffolk IP17 2JN
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Annex A TASC report on document REP10-135: 
Comments on REP10-135 9.67 Quantifying uncertainty in 
Entrapment Predictions for Sizewell C
Prepared by Dr Peter Henderson for TASC, January 2022


About the author; Dr P A Henderson


1 I am a marine biologist with an in-depth knowledge of the ecological issues linked 


to power generation having worked in the field for over 40 years. I also have 


extensive experience working on wedge wire screens for the protection of water 


intakes in both the USA and the UK. I lecture and hold the position of Senior 


Research Associate in the Department of Zoology, University of Oxford, UK. I am 


an ecological consultant and research scientist with 40 years' experience 


combining theoretical, applied, and field research, with extensive experience of 


the management of major ecological assessment projects including preparation 


and presentation of material for public enquires and liaising with conservation 


bodies and engineers. Projects undertaken include conservation planning for large 


tropical nature reserves, ecological effects studies of nuclear power station intakes


(including the Sizewell B intakes), conservation studies of rare freshwater life and 


effects of climate change and drought. I have written 7 books including the 


standard textbook ‘Southwood’s Ecological Methods’.


2 The focus of these comments is the assessment of the level of under-estimation of 


the number of fish that will be sucked into the cooling water system at the 


proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station. TASC, in their submission REP2-481h 


and supported by later submissions REP7-247 and REP8-284, pointed out that the 


total number of fish sucked into the cooling water system was seriously 


underestimated by the Applicant because small fish and long and thin eel-like 


species had not been sampled in the studies undertaken at Sizewell B cooling 
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water intakes. This was because small and thin fish would pass across the 10 mm 


filter screens and thus not be counted in the impingement samples. Further, they 


would not have been captured by the pump sampler used to sample the plankton 


because their swimming ability allows them to avoid capture. The water velocities 


close to the intake orifice of a pump sampler are too low to efficiently draw in fish 


once they perceive the sampler and take evasive swimming action. It is because of


this low sampling efficiency that high speed nets rather than pump samplers are 


used by marine biologists including CEFAS to sample post-larval and juvenile fish 


at sea.


3 The calculations undertaken by CEFAS in 9.67 [REP10-135] show that they agree 


that under sampling did occur and that all the estimates previously produced for 


fish entrapment on the proposed Sizewell C cooling water intakes were 


underestimates. CEFAS have made estimates for sprat, herring and sand gobies in 


an attempt to assess the missing size fraction. They selected these species 


because they spawn nearby and are abundant in entrainment monitoring samples.


However, approximately 80 species of fish are vulnerable to entrainment and 


impingement and, as many of these have been under-sampled, there needs to be 


a complete reanalysis of the estimated numbers of fish entrapped if a proper 


assessment of the impact of Sizewell C is to be produced. The choice of 3 taxa is 


arbitrary and dismisses the large impacts on many other species. The reasons 


given for the choice of species does not bear scientific scrutiny. 


4 We have previously highlighted other fish species which will have been seriously 


underestimated in entrapment estimates. Examples include, sticklebacks (3 


species), gobies such as transparent, crystal, painted, black and rock, butterfish 


and viviparous blenny. Another class of fish which has been greatly 
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underestimated are those with a long, thin body form that can penetrate the mesh


as adults or late-stage juveniles. These include the abundant Nilsson’s, greater 


and snake pipefishes. Nilsson’s pipefish is particularly abundant at Sizewell and is 


regularly recorded in impingement samples. The vast majority of pipefish will 


penetrate the screens, so the number recorded in the impingement samples is 


probably a tiny fraction of the total that are killed. Another group of long, thin, fish 


which are common and have been grossly under-estimated are the sand eel, a 


number of species of which occur off Sizewell. CEFAS have taken the view that 


they need only reassess numbers for highly abundant species. However, for fish 


such as sand eel and transparent goby which have not been properly sampled 


there is not even the data to know how abundant they actually are. Another group 


which needs to be properly quantified are the flatfish. Juvenile flatfish such as sole 


are particularly adept at forcing themselves through a 10 mm mesh as their bodies


are flexible and they are able to use the diagonal distance of 14 mm across the 


square mesh to pass across using a corkscrew action. Juvenile sole species, plaice 


and dab are highly abundant in the Sizewell region and are important commercial 


species which need to be correctly quantified. Finally, in addition, eel and river 


lamprey have certainly been underestimated as a wide size range occur in the sea 


and even quite long individuals can wriggle through a 10 mm mesh. The CEFAS 


calculations for the under-sampling of sprat and herring also apply to anchovy and 


pilchard. Why have calculations for these species not been included? The 


argument that none of the above species are commonly recorded by the pump 


sampler is irrelevant as they are all capable of swimming and avoiding capture by 


a pump sampler designed to sample eggs and larvae only.
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5 Even for the 3 taxa for which they have attempted to assess the degree of under 


sampling, there are serious problems linked to the assumptions made.


6 In the case of sprat, it is claimed by CEFAS that TASC are wrong in claiming sprat 


need to be > 70 mm SL (‘Standard Length’)1 before they are always retained by a 


10 mm mesh (Section B.2.2). CEFAS reach this conclusion by showing that in a fish


of 70 mm SL, the depth of the head is greater than 10 mm. CEFAS have failed to


understand that the critical dimension for mesh penetration is not the 10


mm length of each side of the mesh but the diagonal distance across the 


mesh. For a 10 mm mesh this is the square root of 200 = 14.14 mm. Oddly and 


quite surprisingly, this lack of understanding by CEFAS that it is the diagonal 


dimension that is critical in defining the length of fish that will penetrate the mesh,


is repeated elsewhere. For example, for smelt on p 71 the following is written 


“Smelt ascent to upper estuaries and freshwaters in February to April to spawn. 


Most of the juvenile fish descend to the lower estuary by early autumn of their first


year (Colclough and Coates, 2013) and by that time their lengths is ~ 6 cm TL 


[Total length]2  (Scholle et al., 2007). At this stage juvenile smelt have a body 


depth of approximately 10mm (Froese and Pauly, 2021), the size of the drum 


screen mesh.” As in the case of sprat, they assert, incorrectly, that it is 10 mm 


body depth which is the maximum size for penetration when in actual fact it is 


closer to 14 mm. 


7 A critical, incorrect assumption made by CEFAS, is that efficient entrainment 


sampling occurs up to a length of 35-39 mm TL. “Therefore, this represents the 


starting point to back-calculate numbers of smaller fish between the maximum 


1 Standard length (SL) is the length of a fish measured from the tip of the snout to the posterior end of the 
last vertebra or to the posterior end of the midlateral portion of the hypural plate. Simply put, this 
measurement excludes the length of the caudal (tail) fin.
2 Total length (TL) is the length of a fish measured from the tip of the snout to the tip of the longer lobe of 
the caudal fin, usually measured with the lobes compressed along the midline. It is a straight-line 
measure, not measured over the curve of the body
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size of efficient entrainment (35-39mm TL) and the minimum size of 100% 


impingement (85-89mm TL).” (p 73). There is no evidence presented that a pump 


sampler has a high efficiency of capture of sprat above 30 mm TL. The result is an 


underestimation of the number entrained.


8 Exactly the same errors occur with respect to herring. “We assume that 


entrainment sampling misses fish > 40mm TL (32mm SL) and the minimum size of


fully impinged fish is the precautionarily assumed to be of the size class of 70 – 


74mm SL, 85-89mm TL as suggested by TASC [REP2-481h].” (p76). There is no 


evidence presented that a pump sampler efficiently samples herring in the 30 – 40


mm size range.


9 In the case of gobies there are a number of errors made in CEFAS’s calculations. 


First, there is the error of not using the diagonal dimension of the mesh when 


considering mesh penetration. “Sand gobies of 87mm SL (as suggested by TASC 


[REP2-481h]) would have a body depth of 15.3mm. This far exceeds the minimum 


size to be fully retained by 10 mm mesh. Therefore, we precautionarily assume the


smallest size class subjected to 100% impingement by a 10mm mesh is 70-74mm 


TL (62-65mm SL) with a body depth of 10.9-11.4mm. This is based on the 


maximum body depth being 10% higher than 10mm mesh size. “ (p80) Second, 


they assume the pump sampler is 100 % effective up to a length of 35-39 mm TL. 


“Therefore, we precautionarily defined the entrainment gap as occurring between 


the size classes of 35-39mm and 70-74mm TL.“ This is untrue as small gobies 


about 18 mm SL are fully formed fish and will avoid capture in a pump sampler. 


Third CEFAS assume the smallest juveniles are 20-24 mm TL. Gobies enter the 


water column at a length of about 9 mm and well-formed juveniles > 16 mm are 


observed in high numbers. No explanation of the 20-24 mm TL cut off length is 
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presented. The fourth erroneous assumption relates to the assumed age of 


maturity. “The age of 50% maturity of P. minutus in the Northeast Atlantic is 1 


year (Bouchereau and Guelorget, 1998). Impingement calculations precautionarily 


assumed all gobies (Pomatoschistus spp.) had an EAV on 1. To determine the EAV 


for the missing fraction we assume that the age of 100% maturity is 1.5 years as 


the maximum age is 2.7 years (Froese and Pauly, 2021) and that all gobies would 


be mature before the second year.” (p82). The maximum age of maturity of sand 


goby at Sizewell is not 2.7 years and is much closer to 1 year. They quote data for 


P. minutus and avoid data for P. lozanoi which is smaller and lives for only about 1 


year. Further the maximum longevity of 2.7 years is not for southern North Sea 


British waters. Finally, CEFAS argue that the entrapment death rate is insufficient 


to affect the sand goby population. The problem here is that there is not a sand 


goby species, there are 3 species. CEFAS treats it as a single species which is 


incorrect. The P. minutus species complex in North Atlantic waters comprise 3 


species P. minutus, P. lozanoi and P. norvegicus. P. norvegicus is an offshore 


species found at depths > 18 m. It would be unlikely to be caught by the Sizewell 


B intakes but may well be sucked into the offshore C station intakes.  P. minutus 


and P lozanoi are closely related species: studies by Hamerlink in the 1980s 


demonstrated that these species had notably different ecological characteristics. 


P. lozanoi is smaller and predominately feeds on mysids. CEFAS have not 


produced any evidence that the P. lozanoi or P. minutus populations are 


individually of a size that would not be impacted by the entrapment 


losses.
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CONCLUSION


10. In summary, while CEFAS have conceded that there is a serious under-estimation in 


entrapment losses of fish at the proposed Sizewell C cooling water system, the full 


extent of this under-estimation has not been assessed. Further, for the 3 taxa which 


have been assessed there are serious errors in the assumptions made which have 


resulted in a repeated under reporting of the likely losses. These errors, together with 


the absence of assessments for the entrapment for all 80 vulnerable species, lead to the


inevitable conclusion that there is still a gross underestimate of the fish likely to be killed


by the proposed Sizewell C cooling water system. As a result, TASC make the following 


observations:-


- as fish mortality is substantially underestimated, then the adverse impact of all the 


dead/dying biota that will be discharged at the outfall point will be underassessed, and


 - as fish mortality is substantially underestimated,  the impact on protected fish, those 


of conservation concern and the species that prey on them has been understated, and


 - as fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the benefits for the inclusion of 


mitigation in the form of acoustic fish deterrents will likely be underassessed (for further 


TASC comments regarding the acoustic fish deterrent see REP6-077), and


 - as fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the consideration of, and 


comparison with, alternative cooling systems eg cooling towers, will be incomplete.


TASC, Meadow Cottage, Hubbard’s Hill, Peasenhall, Saxmundham, Suffolk IP17 2JN
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Annex B 
TASC calculation of fish impingement at Sizewell C 
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Annex C 
‘The influence of oceanographic conditions and larval 
behaviour on settlement success—the European sea bass 
Dicentrarchus labrax (L.)’ 
Claire Beraud 1 *, Johan van der Molen 1,2 , Mike Armstrong 1 , Ewan Hunter 1 , Leila 


Fonseca 1,3 , and Kieran Hyder 1, The influence of oceanographic conditions and larval 


behaviour on settlement success—the European sea bass Dicentrarchus labrax (L.)


ICES Journal of Marine Science (2018), 75(2), 455–470. doi:10.1093/icesjms/fsx195
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Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century. 
 

Author: Nick Scarr IP 20025524—11/1/22 – 8:05 
 

The next century will be a critical time for Sizewell C if it is approved and built as presented in the 

DCO hearing; security from flood risk will be of utmost importance as the spent fuel created by the 

reactors will be onsite in cooling ponds until its temperature lowers sufficiently to allow removal.  

The Applicant has made a definitive statement on flood risk to Sizewell C’s main nuclear platform for 

the period. The Applicant states that the 7.3m AOD (Above Ordnance Datum) main nuclear platform 

will be free from flood risk until 2140 under the RCP8.5 scenario. This is presented in its ‘Table 2.1’. 

The Applicant has also made a second definitive statement, presumably informed by the first, that 

spent fuel will be removed from site by this 2140 date. 

The following document reviews these crucial statements in the following two short papers. 

Paper 1 analyses the limitations of the data presented in the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’ and concludes 
that it does not reflect reasonable worse-case conditions at the main nuclear site.  
 
Paper 2 assesses whether spent fuel removal by 2140 is a plausible timescale and concludes that 
even if one is to accept the data presented in ‘Table 2.1’ as worse-case flood data, safety of the site 
will still be compromised as spent fuel removal by this date does not appear to be feasible. 
 
Overall, the papers posit that Sizewell C, as presented in the DCO Hearing, will not be able to offer 
the sufficient and necessary flood resilience in the next century. 
 

Paper 1—Sizewell C and the wave data used in the Applicant’s FRA to establish flood 

levels on the main nuclear platform in the next century. 
 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
 
The Applicant used its Flood Risk Assessment to establish that the main nuclear platform, at 7.3m 
AOD, is resilient to flood risk until 2140. 
 
This paper critically reviews the data presented by the Applicants table 2.1 and splits it into its 
component parts—still water flood levels and wave induced (overtopping) flood levels. 
 
The paper concludes that the wave data utilised by the Applicant does not represent worse-case 
conditions and that Table 2.1 may therefore under-estimate flood levels to the main nuclear 
platform. 
 

A) The Applicant’s data for overall wave overtopping scenarios of the main 

nuclear platform as presented in its FRA Table 2.1: 
 

 The Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
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“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
“Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios”  
 
 

 
 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 

Figures shown are in height of water at the main platform AOD. Any figure greater than 7.3m AOD 
(main nuclear platform height) represents a flood event which compromises the main nuclear 
platform and spent fuel storage safety. Figures in red are highlighted by the Applicant. 
  

These analysis results show that the main nuclear platform at 7.3m AOD is not expected to flood 
before 2140 based on the RCP8.5 scenario and the maximum storm period return considered for 
nuclear installations. 
 
These results are understood to be a composite figure of maximum still water levels (which 
incorporate climate and storm surge level effects) combined with the impact on those levels from 
waves overtopping and breaching Sizewell C’s defences. 
 
The following section breaks down these data into the two component parts presented in the Tables 
B1 and B2 following. 
 

B) Breakdown of ‘Table 2.1’. 
 

B.1  Still water data used in the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’. 
 
To examine the component that waves add to the Table 2.1 data it is necessary to abstract the still 
water level components. These values are shown in the table below by using the following data: 
 

• Still water level data (AOD) for storm event return periods used: 
1:200 3.13m; 1:1000 3.55m; 1:10,000 4.21m 
 

• Climate change sea level rise data used for RCP8.5 scenario: 
RCP8.5 2100 1.12m; RCP8.5 2140 1.8m; RCP8.5 2200 2.9m; BECC 2200 5.00m 
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For reference the 1953 flood level is approximately 1:1000. Figures in blue in Tables B1 and B2 are 
the Applicant’s still water figures from its table 4.2 that are slightly different and shown where 
available. See FRA ADDENDUM: EN010012 Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum. Table 

4.2 ‘Assessed flood depth on the main platform’ (Still water levels). 
 
In developing the table B1 below, I have utilised the above figures combing the two sets of data. So, 
for example, for the scenario of a 1 in 200 year still water level and a 2140 climate change sea level 
rise gives a level of 4.93m (3.13 + 1.8m). 
 
The table B1 thus excludes the wave action component from the Applicant’s Table 2.1, considering 
only the still water levels of return period sea level rise and climate change sea level rise: 
 

Return  

Period 

        2100 epoch 

RCP8.5            H++ 

         2140 Epoch 

RCP8.5     BECC 

        2200 Epoch 

  RCP8.5             BECC 

200-year    4.25               5.03   4.93          no data     6.03             8.13/8.00 

1,000-year    4.67               5.45   5.35          7.94     6.45             8.55/8.84 

10,000-year    5.33               6.11   6.01          8.85  7.11/7.58        9.21/9.75 

  Table B1 - Figures shown are in height of water AOD.  
 

B.2  Flood level component from overtopping (breaching) waves in the 

Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’. 
 
Subtracting the data in the Table B1 above from the Applicant’s Table 2.1 arrives at the following: 
 

Return  

Period 

        2100 epoch 

RCP8.5            H++ 

         2140 Epoch 

RCP8.5     BECC 

        2200 Epoch 

  RCP8.5             BECC 

200-year    0.33               0.16   0.55          no data     0.28             0.35/0.48 

1,000-year    0.45               0.28   0.67          0.18     0.4               0.47/0.18 

10,000-year    0.65               0.48   0.87          0.13  0.6/0.13          0.67/0.13 

  Table B2 - Figures shown are in height of water AOD. 
 
Table B2 then, shows the maximum contribution of overtopping waves to water levels on and 
around the platform that could have been allocated by the Applicant for each return period and 
epoch. 
 
It appears that the Applicant has used ‘inshore wave heights of 3.73m-4.48m’ to calculate these 
wave contributions. See: FRA Main development site Flood Risk Addendum Page 1,2: Table 4.1. 
 
However, should the offshore Dunwich bank be lost or compromised by the next century—a 
plausible scenario as it has no underlying hard geology—then moderate as well as high storm 
waves (the significant 1:100 offshore wave heights are 7.3- 7.8m from the N –NNE sector) could 
breach, break over and erode the ‘soft and erodible’ inner and outer longshore bars and the South 
Minsmere levels, immediately to the North of Sizewell C. In flood conditions these waves would then 
add to the water volumes in the contiguous marshes of South Minsmere and Sizewell. Storm-wave 
access around the landward side of the main nuclear platform could then occur and there are no 
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proposed defences against such scenarios. In these scenarios wave action could present 
significantly greater contributions to flood levels on the main nuclear platform than suggested by 
Table B2 which, in turn, would then result in an understatement of flood risk in the Applicant’s 
Table 2.1. 
 
The adequacy of the flood modelling on the main platform height of 7.3m AOD to 2140 is essentially 
then dependent upon the assumptions of: 
 

• little or no change to the offshore geomorphology (primarily the Dunwich bank and the 
longshore, nearshore bars) 

• the present shoreline surrounding Sizewell C remaining uneroded until the middle of the 
next century with no consideration given to the historical precedent of the Sizewell 
foreshore being the ‘most eroded shoreline’ in records assembled by Pye and Blott until the 
development of the Dunwich bank (see REP2-393 Section 2) and 

• no significant unrepaired breaches to sea defences north of the site. 
 

In my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption for the maintenance 
and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-year episodes of 
coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate change sea-level rise 
and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion around Sizewell C. See 
my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In a meeting with the Environment Agency on 23rd January 2020 it was acknowledged that Sizewell 
C may become subject to ‘islanding’. I believe that the consequences of this are not being 
considered, namely: in the highly plausible event of significant shoreline recession by and during the 
next century, Sizewell C could become an established promontory or headland. Sea defences would 
then need to fully surround the main nuclear platform. 
 

Paper 2—Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal 

by 2140. Is this a plausible timeframe? 

 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 

• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 
2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 
assessed in relation to 2140.” 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 
operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 
Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  

• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 
Fuel Store.” 
Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 
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This timeframe of 2140 is then important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ 
according to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to this stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently be untenable being exposed to unacceptable flood risk. 
 

1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—EDF’s assessment of still water and wave 

overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 

Again, refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 

“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 

 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  

This table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 
1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be 
decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel removal) by this date for the safety of local 
populations, environment, and staff. 
 

2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
 
 

2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 

• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 
disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 
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13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 
 

2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 

requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 

considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 

● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 
in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  

 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 

 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 

“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 
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• “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 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.” ONR reference 
HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 
Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 

 
The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 

Summary. 
 

For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 

committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  

1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 

 

2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 
 

3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 
 

4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 
specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  
 

5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 
the Sizewell C spent fuel. 

 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 

nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 
 

7. That the timeframe (considered to be 100 years as far as I am aware) for the deposition of 
other committed nuclear waste to be consigned prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, 
legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from power stations and the highly enriched 
submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated timescale without over-run. 

  
Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported 
by an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
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The insufficiency of flood resilience of the proposed Sizewell C’s main nuclear platform beyond 2140, 
based on the Applicant’s own data, will then expose the spent fuel stored onsite to unacceptable 
flood risk and consequently threaten the safety of the environment, local populations, and 
decommissioning staff. 
 

=========================== 

Overall summary of Papers 1 and 2. 
 
Paper 1 shows there may be significant understatements of the flood risk to the main nuclear 
platform in the next century. The depletion of the Dunwich bank and the attendant possibility of 
Sizewell shoreline retreat and exposure of the main nuclear platform on the landward side do not 
appear to be considered when the wave component of the data in Table 2.1 is examined. In the 
highly plausible event of shoreline recession by and during the next century and Sizewell C becoming 
a promontory or headland prior to spent fuel removal, sea defences would need to fully surround 
the main nuclear platform. 
 
Paper 2 shows that should we accept the Applicant’s Table 2.1 data as valid for worse case scenarios 
and accept that there will be no shoreline retreat at Sizewell through the next two centuries, we are 
still left with the Applicant’s seemingly implausible requirement and claim for spent fuel removal 
from site by 2140. 
 
Overall, therefore, I suggest that the Sizewell C will not provide the necessary and required flood risk 
resilience until spent fuel removal. 
 
Please see my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345 and REP2-503 for Spent Fuel. 
 



 

Response to BEIS Enquiry Ref: EN010012, 18th March 2022 
Nick Scarr 20/3/2022 

BEIS’s enquiry, Ref: EN010012, 18th March 2022, contains a reference to ‘Coastal Considerations’ and 

requests the Environment Agency to confirm that it is satisfied by TR544 REP10-124, as follows: 

“5. Coastal Considerations 

5.1. The EA is asked to confirm if the Preliminary Design and Maintenance Requirements for 

the Sizewell C Soft Coastal Defence Feature (“SCDF”) (Version 4) TR544 [REP10-124] provided 

by the Applicant at Deadline 10 satisfies its remaining concerns in relation to modelling 

and further analysis for the SCDF, and consequently the Hard Coastal Defence Feature, 

including any implications for resilience and the cumulative impact assessment” 

My response 

1. It is my understanding that the Environment Agency is a Statutory Consultee and, in this 

role, can make comments on the Applicant’s Flood Risk Assessment. Despite the assertions 

of the Applicant to the contrary, the EA is not in a position to validate the Applicant’s Flood 

Risk Assessment. 

 

2. REP10-124 TR544, authored by Cefas as party to the Applicant, states as follows: 

“4.2.2 Beast from the East storm sequence 

To examine erosion from a more severe (erosive) storm throughout the decommissioning 

phase, the 2D modelling considered the full Beast from the East (BfE) storm sequence, which 

has a 1:107 year return interval in terms of cumulative wave power (see Appendix B of 

BEEMS Technical Report TR531 Rev 2). Statistically speaking, such a storm may be expected 

to occur once or twice within the whole project lifetime of Sizewell C. To reflect this, the BfE 

storm sequence is assumed to occur once within a 60-year period when determining 

recharge intervals throughout the lifetime of Sizewell C. This is an additional conservative 

measure, with the reduced return interval creating larger erosive rates and smaller 

recharge intervals. The modelled runs (at 2120 and 2140) used the future receded 

shorelines topography in line within the previous section. 

Important points relating to TR544 REP10-124: 

1. A 1:107 storm sequence is claimed to ‘…occur once or twice within the whole project lifetime 

of Sizewell C’. This can be expressed in another way – over the project lifetime (2022-2190) a 

span of 168 years there is a 79.4 % chance of its occurrence.  

See https://www.weather.gov/epz/wxcalc_floodperiod 

 

2. The 1:107-year return period claimed for the Beast from the East storm refers to cumulative 

wave power only and not storm surge. Should the ‘79.4% chance of a Beast from the East 

storm’ coincide with a significant storm surge or significant climate change sea level rise the 

repercussions to the SCDF could be manifestly different. 

 

3. The Applicant claims that it has ‘conservatively modelled’ by using ‘…the future receded 

shorelines topography in line within the previous section.’ This is previously claimed as being 

https://www.weather.gov/epz/wxcalc_floodperiod


the severely receded shorelines (Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3, respectively.  See TR544 REP10-

124 3.2.2 Page 44. 

 

The ‘severely receded shoreline’ claimed by TR544 is shown following (Page 49 TR544 REP10-

124) and reproduced below: 

 

 

In my view, this shoreline cannot be regarded as ‘severely receded’ and hence cannot be regarded 

as ‘conservative modelling’. 

4. TR544 has a reliance on the idea that sediment and shingle is ‘…effectively confined to the 

system (and is also likely to increase once Dunwich Cliffs begin to erode)’ see Page 45 TR544. 

This statement is not supported by evidence in the Applicant’s own BEEMS documentation 

as follows: “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by 

ongoing accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223 Table 12, shows net erosion of the Sizewell C 

foreshore since 1993. 



Summary and brief history of communication. 
 

I have coherently expressed in papers submitted to the Planning Inspectorate that the safety and 
security of the nuclear foreshore, and in particular Sizewell C, is reliant on the offshore Sizewell-
Dunwich banks, a statement validated by the Applicant’s own work in pre-DCO BEEMS documents.  
 
The Applicant fully acknowledges in these pre-DCO BEEMS documents that the loss of the Dunwich 
bank could see a return to severe coastline stress at Sizewell. Extreme erosion at Sizewell has 
historical precedent before the banks were formed. See REP2-393 
 
The SCDF and the HCDF of the proposed Sizewell C do not protect the landward side of the main 
nuclear platform, a side exposed to the low-lying, contiguous Sizewell and Minsmere marshland 
which is highly vulnerable to shoreline recession risk should there be loss of the Dunwich bank. 
See REP2-393. 
 
There is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption for the maintenance and 
preservation of the unconsolidated mud and shingle of the Dunwich bank over the next two 100-
year episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate 
change sea-level rise and storm level change. 

The Applicant, however, in its main DCO FRA and EGA both relies on, and assumes the permanence 
of, the Sizewell-Dunwich banks over the lifetime of the plant. I acknowledge that the Applicant has 
attempted to address this by submitting TR545 at a late stage in the DCO process, but TR545’s claims 
to conservative (precautionary) modelling are, in my opinion, mainly misplaced as shown in my 
document REP7-220 and particularly so if such claims are contextualised to be representative of 
overall flood and erosion risk modelling of the proposed Sizewell C. 

It should be noted that in TR544, REP10-124, there appears to be no mention of the Sizewell 
Dunwich banks, an omission that seems perplexing. Could we meaningfully discuss Dover port storm 
security without clear reference to the importance of Dover harbour wall? 
 

• It is also the case that in the Applicant’s twenty-two DCO main Flood Risk Assessment 
and fourteen FRA Addendum documents the Sizewell-Dunwich banks are also not 
explicitly named. (‘Banks’ are mentioned in the Addendum of an Addendum without 
reference to which banks are being referred to). See REP2-393. 

 
In a meeting with the Environment Agency on 23rd January 2020 it was acknowledged that Sizewell 
C may become subject to severe shoreline recession resulting in ‘islanding’. The consequences of this 
are not being considered, namely: in the highly plausible event of significant shoreline recession by 
and during the next century, Sizewell C could become an established promontory or headland. 
Thus, sea defences such as the SCDF and HCDF need to fully surround the main nuclear platform. 
 
Please see my papers REP2-393, REP5-253 and Summary paper REP7-219 cover these areas in more 
detail. Paper REP8-248 and REP10-345 are responses to EDF’s later stage Q&A assessments of the 
Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 
 
Paper REP7-220 covers TR544/TR545 modelling limitations. 
 
I have prepared a post-D10 paper ‘Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next 
century’ which is enclosed. 
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Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century. 
 

Author: Nick Scarr IP 20025524—11/1/22 – 8:05 
 

The next century will be a critical time for Sizewell C if it is approved and built as presented in the 

DCO hearing; security from flood risk will be of utmost importance as the spent fuel created by the 

reactors will be onsite in cooling ponds until its temperature lowers sufficiently to allow removal.  

The Applicant has made a definitive statement on flood risk to Sizewell C’s main nuclear platform for 

the period. The Applicant states that the 7.3m AOD (Above Ordnance Datum) main nuclear platform 

will be free from flood risk until 2140 under the RCP8.5 scenario. This is presented in its ‘Table 2.1’. 

The Applicant has also made a second definitive statement, presumably informed by the first, that 

spent fuel will be removed from site by this 2140 date. 

The following document reviews these crucial statements in the following two short papers. 

Paper 1 analyses the limitations of the data presented in the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’ and concludes 
that it does not reflect reasonable worse-case conditions at the main nuclear site.  
 
Paper 2 assesses whether spent fuel removal by 2140 is a plausible timescale and concludes that 
even if one is to accept the data presented in ‘Table 2.1’ as worse-case flood data, safety of the site 
will still be compromised as spent fuel removal by this date does not appear to be feasible. 
 
Overall, the papers posit that Sizewell C, as presented in the DCO Hearing, will not be able to offer 
the sufficient and necessary flood resilience in the next century. 
 

Paper 1—Sizewell C and the wave data used in the Applicant’s FRA to establish flood 

levels on the main nuclear platform in the next century. 
 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
 
The Applicant used its Flood Risk Assessment to establish that the main nuclear platform, at 7.3m 
AOD, is resilient to flood risk until 2140. 
 
This paper critically reviews the data presented by the Applicants table 2.1 and splits it into its 
component parts—still water flood levels and wave induced (overtopping) flood levels. 
 
The paper concludes that the wave data utilised by the Applicant does not represent worse-case 
conditions and that Table 2.1 may therefore under-estimate flood levels to the main nuclear 
platform. 
 

A) The Applicant’s data for overall wave overtopping scenarios of the main 

nuclear platform as presented in its FRA Table 2.1: 
 

 The Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
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“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
“Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios”  
 
 

 
 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 

Figures shown are in height of water at the main platform AOD. Any figure greater than 7.3m AOD 
(main nuclear platform height) represents a flood event which compromises the main nuclear 
platform and spent fuel storage safety. Figures in red are highlighted by the Applicant. 
  

These analysis results show that the main nuclear platform at 7.3m AOD is not expected to flood 
before 2140 based on the RCP8.5 scenario and the maximum storm period return considered for 
nuclear installations. 
 
These results are understood to be a composite figure of maximum still water levels (which 
incorporate climate and storm surge level effects) combined with the impact on those levels from 
waves overtopping and breaching Sizewell C’s defences. 
 
The following section breaks down these data into the two component parts presented in the Tables 
B1 and B2 following. 
 

B) Breakdown of ‘Table 2.1’. 
 

B.1  Still water data used in the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’. 
 
To examine the component that waves add to the Table 2.1 data it is necessary to abstract the still 
water level components. These values are shown in the table below by using the following data: 
 

• Still water level data (AOD) for storm event return periods used: 
1:200 3.13m; 1:1000 3.55m; 1:10,000 4.21m 
 

• Climate change sea level rise data used for RCP8.5 scenario: 
RCP8.5 2100 1.12m; RCP8.5 2140 1.8m; RCP8.5 2200 2.9m; BECC 2200 5.00m 
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For reference the 1953 flood level is approximately 1:1000. Figures in blue in Tables B1 and B2 are 
the Applicant’s still water figures from its table 4.2 that are slightly different and shown where 
available. See FRA ADDENDUM: EN010012 Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum. Table 

4.2 ‘Assessed flood depth on the main platform’ (Still water levels). 
 
In developing the table B1 below, I have utilised the above figures combing the two sets of data. So, 
for example, for the scenario of a 1 in 200 year still water level and a 2140 climate change sea level 
rise gives a level of 4.93m (3.13 + 1.8m). 
 
The table B1 thus excludes the wave action component from the Applicant’s Table 2.1, considering 
only the still water levels of return period sea level rise and climate change sea level rise: 
 

Return  

Period 

        2100 epoch 

RCP8.5            H++ 

         2140 Epoch 

RCP8.5     BECC 

        2200 Epoch 

  RCP8.5             BECC 

200-year    4.25               5.03   4.93          no data     6.03             8.13/8.00 

1,000-year    4.67               5.45   5.35          7.94     6.45             8.55/8.84 

10,000-year    5.33               6.11   6.01          8.85  7.11/7.58        9.21/9.75 

  Table B1 - Figures shown are in height of water AOD.  
 

B.2  Flood level component from overtopping (breaching) waves in the 

Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’. 
 
Subtracting the data in the Table B1 above from the Applicant’s Table 2.1 arrives at the following: 
 

Return  

Period 

        2100 epoch 

RCP8.5            H++ 

         2140 Epoch 

RCP8.5     BECC 

        2200 Epoch 

  RCP8.5             BECC 

200-year    0.33               0.16   0.55          no data     0.28             0.35/0.48 

1,000-year    0.45               0.28   0.67          0.18     0.4               0.47/0.18 

10,000-year    0.65               0.48   0.87          0.13  0.6/0.13          0.67/0.13 

  Table B2 - Figures shown are in height of water AOD. 
 
Table B2 then, shows the maximum contribution of overtopping waves to water levels on and 
around the platform that could have been allocated by the Applicant for each return period and 
epoch. 
 
It appears that the Applicant has used ‘inshore wave heights of 3.73m-4.48m’ to calculate these 
wave contributions. See: FRA Main development site Flood Risk Addendum Page 1,2: Table 4.1. 
 
However, should the offshore Dunwich bank be lost or compromised by the next century—a 
plausible scenario as it has no underlying hard geology—then moderate as well as high storm 
waves (the significant 1:100 offshore wave heights are 7.3- 7.8m from the N –NNE sector) could 
breach, break over and erode the ‘soft and erodible’ inner and outer longshore bars and the South 
Minsmere levels, immediately to the North of Sizewell C. In flood conditions these waves would then 
add to the water volumes in the contiguous marshes of South Minsmere and Sizewell. Storm-wave 
access around the landward side of the main nuclear platform could then occur and there are no 
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proposed defences against such scenarios. In these scenarios wave action could present 
significantly greater contributions to flood levels on the main nuclear platform than suggested by 
Table B2 which, in turn, would then result in an understatement of flood risk in the Applicant’s 
Table 2.1. 
 
The adequacy of the flood modelling on the main platform height of 7.3m AOD to 2140 is essentially 
then dependent upon the assumptions of: 
 

• little or no change to the offshore geomorphology (primarily the Dunwich bank and the 
longshore, nearshore bars) 

• the present shoreline surrounding Sizewell C remaining uneroded until the middle of the 
next century with no consideration given to the historical precedent of the Sizewell 
foreshore being the ‘most eroded shoreline’ in records assembled by Pye and Blott until the 
development of the Dunwich bank (see REP2-393 Section 2) and 

• no significant unrepaired breaches to sea defences north of the site. 
 

In my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption for the maintenance 
and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-year episodes of 
coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate change sea-level rise 
and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion around Sizewell C. See 
my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In a meeting with the Environment Agency on 23rd January 2020 it was acknowledged that Sizewell 
C may become subject to ‘islanding’. I believe that the consequences of this are not being 
considered, namely: in the highly plausible event of significant shoreline recession by and during the 
next century, Sizewell C could become an established promontory or headland. Sea defences would 
then need to fully surround the main nuclear platform. 
 

Paper 2—Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal 

by 2140. Is this a plausible timeframe? 

 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 

• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 
2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 
assessed in relation to 2140.” 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 
operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 
Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  

• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 
Fuel Store.” 
Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 
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This timeframe of 2140 is then important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ 
according to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to this stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently be untenable being exposed to unacceptable flood risk. 
 

1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—EDF’s assessment of still water and wave 

overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 

Again, refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 

“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 

 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  

This table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 
1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be 
decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel removal) by this date for the safety of local 
populations, environment, and staff. 
 

2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
 
 

2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 

• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 
disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 
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13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 
 

2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 

requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 

considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 

● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 
in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  

 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 

 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 

“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 
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• “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 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.” ONR reference 
HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 
Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 

 
The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 

Summary. 
 

For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 

committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  

1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 

 

2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 
 

3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 
 

4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 
specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  
 

5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 
the Sizewell C spent fuel. 

 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 

nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 
 

7. That the timeframe (considered to be 100 years as far as I am aware) for the deposition of 
other committed nuclear waste to be consigned prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, 
legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from power stations and the highly enriched 
submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated timescale without over-run. 

  
Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported 
by an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
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The insufficiency of flood resilience of the proposed Sizewell C’s main nuclear platform beyond 2140, 
based on the Applicant’s own data, will then expose the spent fuel stored onsite to unacceptable 
flood risk and consequently threaten the safety of the environment, local populations, and 
decommissioning staff. 
 

=========================== 

Overall summary of Papers 1 and 2. 
 
Paper 1 shows there may be significant understatements of the flood risk to the main nuclear 
platform in the next century. The depletion of the Dunwich bank and the attendant possibility of 
Sizewell shoreline retreat and exposure of the main nuclear platform on the landward side do not 
appear to be considered when the wave component of the data in Table 2.1 is examined. In the 
highly plausible event of shoreline recession by and during the next century and Sizewell C becoming 
a promontory or headland prior to spent fuel removal, sea defences would need to fully surround 
the main nuclear platform. 
 
Paper 2 shows that should we accept the Applicant’s Table 2.1 data as valid for worse case scenarios 
and accept that there will be no shoreline retreat at Sizewell through the next two centuries, we are 
still left with the Applicant’s seemingly implausible requirement and claim for spent fuel removal 
from site by 2140. 
 
Overall, therefore, I suggest that the Sizewell C will not provide the necessary and required flood risk 
resilience until spent fuel removal. 
 
Please see my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345 and REP2-503 for Spent Fuel. 
 



 

Response to BEIS Enquiry Ref: EN010012, 18th March 2022 
Nick Scarr 20/3/2022 

BEIS’s enquiry, Ref: EN010012, 18th March 2022, contains a reference to ‘Coastal Considerations’ and 

requests the Environment Agency to confirm that it is satisfied by TR544 REP10-124, as follows: 

“5. Coastal Considerations 

5.1. The EA is asked to confirm if the Preliminary Design and Maintenance Requirements for 

the Sizewell C Soft Coastal Defence Feature (“SCDF”) (Version 4) TR544 [REP10-124] provided 

by the Applicant at Deadline 10 satisfies its remaining concerns in relation to modelling 

and further analysis for the SCDF, and consequently the Hard Coastal Defence Feature, 

including any implications for resilience and the cumulative impact assessment” 

My response 

1. It is my understanding that the Environment Agency is a Statutory Consultee and, in this 

role, can make comments on the Applicant’s Flood Risk Assessment. Despite the assertions 

of the Applicant to the contrary, the EA is not in a position to validate the Applicant’s Flood 

Risk Assessment. 

 

2. REP10-124 TR544, authored by Cefas as party to the Applicant, states as follows: 

“4.2.2 Beast from the East storm sequence 

To examine erosion from a more severe (erosive) storm throughout the decommissioning 

phase, the 2D modelling considered the full Beast from the East (BfE) storm sequence, which 

has a 1:107 year return interval in terms of cumulative wave power (see Appendix B of 

BEEMS Technical Report TR531 Rev 2). Statistically speaking, such a storm may be expected 

to occur once or twice within the whole project lifetime of Sizewell C. To reflect this, the BfE 

storm sequence is assumed to occur once within a 60-year period when determining 

recharge intervals throughout the lifetime of Sizewell C. This is an additional conservative 

measure, with the reduced return interval creating larger erosive rates and smaller 

recharge intervals. The modelled runs (at 2120 and 2140) used the future receded 

shorelines topography in line within the previous section. 

Important points relating to TR544 REP10-124: 

1. A 1:107 storm sequence is claimed to ‘…occur once or twice within the whole project lifetime 

of Sizewell C’. This can be expressed in another way – over the project lifetime (2022-2190) a 

span of 168 years there is a 79.4 % chance of its occurrence.  

See https://www.weather.gov/epz/wxcalc_floodperiod 

 

2. The 1:107-year return period claimed for the Beast from the East storm refers to cumulative 

wave power only and not storm surge. Should the ‘79.4% chance of a Beast from the East 

storm’ coincide with a significant storm surge or significant climate change sea level rise the 

repercussions to the SCDF could be manifestly different. 

 

3. The Applicant claims that it has ‘conservatively modelled’ by using ‘…the future receded 

shorelines topography in line within the previous section.’ This is previously claimed as being 

https://www.weather.gov/epz/wxcalc_floodperiod


the severely receded shorelines (Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.3, respectively.  See TR544 REP10-

124 3.2.2 Page 44. 

 

The ‘severely receded shoreline’ claimed by TR544 is shown following (Page 49 TR544 REP10-

124) and reproduced below: 

 

 

In my view, this shoreline cannot be regarded as ‘severely receded’ and hence cannot be regarded 

as ‘conservative modelling’. 

4. TR544 has a reliance on the idea that sediment and shingle is ‘…effectively confined to the 

system (and is also likely to increase once Dunwich Cliffs begin to erode)’ see Page 45 TR544. 

This statement is not supported by evidence in the Applicant’s own BEEMS documentation 

as follows: “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by 

ongoing accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223 Table 12, shows net erosion of the Sizewell C 

foreshore since 1993. 



Summary and brief history of communication. 
 

I have coherently expressed in papers submitted to the Planning Inspectorate that the safety and 
security of the nuclear foreshore, and in particular Sizewell C, is reliant on the offshore Sizewell-
Dunwich banks, a statement validated by the Applicant’s own work in pre-DCO BEEMS documents.  
 
The Applicant fully acknowledges in these pre-DCO BEEMS documents that the loss of the Dunwich 
bank could see a return to severe coastline stress at Sizewell. Extreme erosion at Sizewell has 
historical precedent before the banks were formed. See REP2-393 
 
The SCDF and the HCDF of the proposed Sizewell C do not protect the landward side of the main 
nuclear platform, a side exposed to the low-lying, contiguous Sizewell and Minsmere marshland 
which is highly vulnerable to shoreline recession risk should there be loss of the Dunwich bank. 
See REP2-393. 
 
There is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption for the maintenance and 
preservation of the unconsolidated mud and shingle of the Dunwich bank over the next two 100-
year episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate 
change sea-level rise and storm level change. 

The Applicant, however, in its main DCO FRA and EGA both relies on, and assumes the permanence 
of, the Sizewell-Dunwich banks over the lifetime of the plant. I acknowledge that the Applicant has 
attempted to address this by submitting TR545 at a late stage in the DCO process, but TR545’s claims 
to conservative (precautionary) modelling are, in my opinion, mainly misplaced as shown in my 
document REP7-220 and particularly so if such claims are contextualised to be representative of 
overall flood and erosion risk modelling of the proposed Sizewell C. 

It should be noted that in TR544, REP10-124, there appears to be no mention of the Sizewell 
Dunwich banks, an omission that seems perplexing. Could we meaningfully discuss Dover port storm 
security without clear reference to the importance of Dover harbour wall? 
 

• It is also the case that in the Applicant’s twenty-two DCO main Flood Risk Assessment 
and fourteen FRA Addendum documents the Sizewell-Dunwich banks are also not 
explicitly named. (‘Banks’ are mentioned in the Addendum of an Addendum without 
reference to which banks are being referred to). See REP2-393. 

 
In a meeting with the Environment Agency on 23rd January 2020 it was acknowledged that Sizewell 
C may become subject to severe shoreline recession resulting in ‘islanding’. The consequences of this 
are not being considered, namely: in the highly plausible event of significant shoreline recession by 
and during the next century, Sizewell C could become an established promontory or headland. 
Thus, sea defences such as the SCDF and HCDF need to fully surround the main nuclear platform. 
 
Please see my papers REP2-393, REP5-253 and Summary paper REP7-219 cover these areas in more 
detail. Paper REP8-248 and REP10-345 are responses to EDF’s later stage Q&A assessments of the 
Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 
 
Paper REP7-220 covers TR544/TR545 modelling limitations. 
 
I have prepared a post-D10 paper ‘Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next 
century’ which is enclosed. 
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Post D10 comments on Sizewell C DCO submissions in 
relation to adverse impacts on the marine environment
FAO: Secretary of State, BEIS

During the latter part of the Sizewell C (SZC) DCO examination vast quantities of documents 
were submitted into the DCO examination by the Applicant (172 at deadline 10, 26 at deadline 9
and 135 at deadline 8), also many from interested parties (IPs). The statutory bodies and larger 
NGOs have voiced concerns about the overwhelming volume of information and the difficulties in
coping with this and the 22 changes made by the Applicant, so how the smaller NGOS like TASC 
with no staff and other IPs were expected to cope is difficult to comprehend. The blame for the 
disproportionate amount of information being presented at the end of the examination falls fairly
and squarely on the Applicant due to their failure to frontload the process and for submitting a 
DCO application which quite frankly was not fit for purpose with much information missing. TASC
are still  looking at those documents but remain concerned that many other IPs may not be 
aware they are able to comment on these thereby providing the Applicant with an unfair 
influence over the examination where the Applicant’s submissions have gone unchallenged. 
TASC would like you to be made aware of the following matters:-

Adverse impact on the marine environment

Introduction

TASC are concerned that the extent of the adverse impact on the marine environment has been 
under-assessed by the Applicant throughout the examination. This has led to a knock-on adverse
effect on the species, some of which are priority species, that depend on that environment and 
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the designated sites inhabited by those species. The Applicant submitted various documents at 
deadline 10 attempting to address shortcomings of their assessment of the impact on the 
marine environment, but TASC consider the Applicant has failed in this attempt. Before 
addressing the reasons for this failure, TASC would advise the Secretary of State (SofS) that we 
have been assisted in this DCO application by marine ecologist, Dr Peter Henderson. His CV is at 
the front of the TASC submission at Annex A to this report but the important point to make here 
is that Dr Henderson (DrH) has a great deal of experience working on the cooling water systems 
(CWS) of thermal power plants and, perhaps most importantly, has worked on the Sizewell B 
(SZB) CWS. It is data from SZB that has been used by the Applicant when considering the 
impacts of SZC’s CWS.

Background

TASC’s initial submission on this subject was our Written Representation (WR), REP2-481h in 
which DrH set out, amongst other things, the reasons why the Applicant’s assessment of fish 
mortality in their DCO application, was grossly underestimated. An example taken from REP2-
481h [para 23, page 13] is that the number of sand goby entrapped (impinged plus entrained) 
each year, are calculated by the Applicant at 153 million whereas DrH recalculated the figure to 
be in excess of 800 million. The reasons were expressed by way of a summary when DrH spoke 
at ISH 7 and included in our submission REP5-298. Part of his statement is replicated here: “At 
the broadest level, TASC’s concerns are that the number of organisms, fish in particular, which 
will actually be killed by the intake are being grossly underestimated to date. This is because 
fundamentally, we sample the number of organisms sucked into Sizewell B’s cooling water 
system by two methods. Method 1 counts the number which are impinged on the 10 millimetre 
travelling screens and that gives us our impingement number. Method 2 counts the number of 
organisms in a sample of water extracted from the cooling water intake system - normally in 
front of the travelling screens (as used in the case of Sizewell B) called a pump sampler. The 
problem is that the pump sampler will only sample larvae and eggs of fish and very small 
crustaceans. However, because you've got a 10 millimetre mesh, a lot of juvenile fish will pass 
through that mesh, but they won't be sampled by the pump sampler. The result is that at 
present, EDF and Cefas have grossly underestimated the number of small fish that will be caught
by the power station and killed. This is because of this mismatch between the two systems 
under use.

Now, to give some concrete examples: in the case of sprat, a sprat of less than 70 millimetres 
standard length can penetrate a 10 millimetre screen, as will an awful lot of the sprat of less 
than that length. In the case of gobies these small little fish which are so abundant in that part of
the world, almost all of them will penetrate a 10 millimetre mesh, so a fish 50 millimetres long 
(40 millimetres long, which is an adult) go through the mesh and get entrained. But it's not 
counted in the entrainment or impingement calculations because they're not sampled by a pump
sampler, because they can avoid the pump. Now, this becomes particularly serious when we 
deal with endangered species. Lamprey, for example, can penetrate a 10 millimetre mesh even 
when they're approximately 200 millimetres long. Now, in the environmental statement, it is 
asserted that you cannot entrain migratory fish like lamprey because the entrainable life stages 
occur in freshwater. But what they've forgotten is that you can entrain quite a large fish because
it will go through the 10 millimetre mesh and hence pass through the condenser circuit. So, for 
that reason, on a very large scale, the numbers of animals which will actually be killed on 
Sizewell B power station and the proposed Sizewell C have been greatly underestimated to 
date.”

At ISH 7, the Applicant (represented, as a paid consultant, by CEFAS) could not demonstrate how
they would be able to assess the mortality of those fish that, as DrH had referred to above, are 
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entrained in the cooling water system and pass through the 3 kilometres of tunnels, unrecorded, 
to an early death.

At deadline 10, the Applicant (but prepared by Cefas) submitted document 9.67 Quantifying 
uncertainty in Entrapment Predictions for Sizewell C [REP10-135] which acknowledged the DCO 
application had underestimated the entrapment of fish but provided only limited calculations for 
three species rather than the 80 species due to be affected by the SZC CWS. DrH has prepared a
report [copied at Annex A at the end of this report] on TASC’s behalf addressing issues covered 
by REP10-135 and this sets out reasons why the Applicant’s document still underestimates the 
number of fish that will be entrapped by SZC’s CWS and that it is ineffective in addressing the 
estimated mortality of fish because it does not cover all the fish likely to be adversely  impacted.

One of these reasons why the Applicant continues to underestimate the number of fish that 
would be entrapped by SZC is due to the fact that the SZC estimates are based on figures from 
SZB and DrH is aware from his work at SZB there is a material lack of recording species 
entrained (as set out in REP2-481h) at SZB. This brings TASC to then consider another D10 
submission from the Applicant, namely REP10-156: ‘9.120 Revision: 1.0 Comments on Earlier 
Deadlines, Subsequent Written Submissions to ISH11-14 and Comments on Responses to 
Change Request 19’ which has four appendices, including REP10-157 and REP10-158 which are 
parts 1 and 2 of the appendices, respectively.

REP10-157, appendix A, sets out the Applicant’s response to matters raised by the Environment 
Agency (EA) in respect of the impingement and entrainment monitoring plan. TASC are 
extremely disappointed to note that the Applicant still has not addressed the matter of 
monitoring the small and juvenile fish as well as the long slender fish that pass though the mesh 
screens and are too strong to be picked up by the pump sampler that monitors entrainment. This
highlights the inadequacies of the proposed monitoring scheme which seems to be designed to 
hide the mortality of hundreds of millions of fish and other marine biota that will be entrained by 
the SZC CWS. TASC have covered this issue in our previous DCO submissions REP2-481h, REP5-
298[marine ecology section], REP7-247[paras 6-18], REP8-284[2nd section re document 9.67] as 
well as in the TASC response to REP10-135 included at Annex A at the end of this report.

REP10-158, appendix L, sets out the Applicant’s response to issues raised by TASC at the Issue 
Specific Hearings (ISHs). DrH has countered a lot of the matters set out in the document, in our 
Annex A report attached, but TASC wish to highlight some of the statements made by the 
Applicant (the numbers referenced being the paragraph numbers in appendix L to REP10-158):-

Para 1.2.1 includes: “TASC contended that a number of species were at risk of being 
underestimated due to the ‘entrainment gap’, primarily citing juvenile sprat and gobies 
[emphasis added]. Concerns have also been raised for other species with slender morphologies 
including glass eel, river lamprey and sandeel.”  The term ‘primarily citing’ conveys the 
impression that these are the species of main concern to TASC, so we just wish to advise that 
sprat and gobies are just examples of the many species that will suffer the same fate.

Para 1.2.24 includes: “The minimum yellow eel size recorded at Sizewell was 22.5cm TL, which 
at a fineness ratio of 16 (Turnpenny, 1981) corresponds to a body height of 14mm. This exceeds 
the 10mm screen mesh size and therefore there is no significant ‘entrainment gap’ for this life 
stage.” This is an example of the point made by DrH in Annex A, where the Applicant/CEFAS 
makes an incorrect assessment- yellow eels with a body height of 14mm will pass through a 
10mm square mesh on the diagonal.

Para 1.2.28 includes: “Sandeels are an important part of diet of little terns in other regions of the
North Sea, but off East Anglia they represent only a small proportion (<8%) of the diet of these 
birds (Green, 2017).” TASC believe that the Applicant needs to consider that sandeels may only 

Page 3 of 31



TASC Post-Deadline 10 Submission TASC IP no. 20026424 March 2022

form a smaller part of the East Anglia little terns’ diet due to the numbers killed by the SZB CWS,
so their availability is not as great.

Para 1.2.29 states: “TASC in its Deadline 7 Submission [REP7-247] questioned the absence of 
estimates for pipefish losses. Estimates of impingement of pipefish species at Sizewell B and 
predicted impingement rates at Sizewell C are presented in ES Addendum Appendix 2.17.A 
Marine Ecology [AS-238].” This does not deal with the pipefish that are entrained.

Para 1.3.43 states: “An additional point pertaining to the stock size raised by TASC is the 
incorrect assumption that Sizewell C impacts have been considered in isolation. TASC consider 
“in-combination mortality impact with all the other EDF and other power company cooling water 
intakes killing fish along the English, Northern French, Belgium and Dutch coasts” should be 
assessed with Sizewell C. However, for the species with quantifiable population estimates, 
particularly those ICES assessed species, the effects of existing anthropogenic impacts form part
of the baseline population estimate against which effects have been compared. Furthermore, the
cumulative effects of Sizewell C and Hinkley Point C operating on the same sea bass population 
has been assessed in Sizewell C European Sea Bass Stock Assessment ([REP8-131]).” TASC 
believe that the applicant has missed the point here. CEFAS have clearly recognised that 
cumulative impacts need to be considered by looking at the combination of the adverse impacts 
from HPC and SZC. However, if assessment is against ICES data covering a large area, then the 
cumulative impact of all the thermal power stations affecting that area need to be considered-
SZC (and HPC) could be the final straw. TASC are aware that EDF have studied the impact on sea
bass stocks of its thermal power stations with once-through CWS positioned on the French coast 
in the English Channel/North Sea region, so the Applicant (via EDF) already have information 
available to estimate the cumulative impact. Further there are also other thermal power stations
in Belgium, Netherlands etc which also kill bass. 

Sea Bass Assessment REP8-131: ‘9.110 Revision: 1.0 Sizewell C European Sea 
Bass Stock Assessment’

TASC consider it important to address the role of CEFAS as the Applicant’s paid consultants in 
dealing with marine matters and the apparent conflict between CEFAS’s statutory role to protect 
marine stocks and their role here where they are protecting a developer that will damage the 
marine environment. In preparing REP8-131, CEFAS are putting a veneer of careful scientific 
arguments that hide sweeping assumptions which cannot be justified. By far the most important 
one, in TASC’s opinion, is the in-combination impact when CEFAS combine Hinkley Point C (HPC) 
and SZC. However, EDF operate a large number of once-through cooled power stations along the
Northern coast of France that also kill large numbers of bass. So, any true in-combination 
calculation would include impingement/entrainment mortality from Graveline, Flamanville etc. As
mentioned above, there are also stations in Belgium, Netherlands etc which also kill bass. 

So, TASC are pleased that CEFAS have acknowledged the relevance of the in-combination 
impacts with HPC and SZC but they need to build on this and add the other locations to estimate
the likely impact on the relevant ICES area.

TASC consider there is a worrying mismatch between the bass catch regulations administered by
CEFAS and what they are claiming for SZC (see bass fishing guidelines: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/bass-industry-guidance-2022/bass-fishing-
guidance-2021 ). Recreational fishermen can only land 2 bass in a day to preserve stocks while 
Sizewell will kill thousands per day. Commercial fishing for sea bass is banned in some areas and
in February and March to conserve stocks, yet SZC will continue to kill thousands of sea bass 
when fishing is banned/restricted. Annex B is a schedule prepared by TASC from the Applicant’s 
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record of fish impinged at SZB, from which you will see the estimated number of sea bass 
expected to be impinged by SZC is in excess of 2.1 million each year. 

CEFAS has, over the years, highlighted the parlous state of the bass population and the need for 
fishing controls. These have included protected nursery waters to allow young bass to recruit. 
Now they argue that the single largest killer of bass ever proposed will not have a significant 
effect! They are now conflicting with their own regulations and efforts to conserve the stock, by 
promoting such killing.

At Annex C, TASC have attached a recent bass paper published by CEFAS scientists and the 
following is a quotation from the introduction:-

“Bass are currently managed in four discrete regions: (i) Iberian Coast; (ii) Bay of Biscay; (iii) 
west of Scotland and south and west of Ireland; and (iv) North Sea, English Channel, Celtic Sea, 
and Irish Sea (ICES, 2012). Scientific assessments of the northern stock have shown a rapid 
decline in the spawning stock biomass (SSB) since 2010 attributed to a succession of weak year 
classes from 2008 to 2012 and increased fishing mortality (ICES, 2015). The stock exhibits very 
large inter-annual variability in settlement, most probably driven by environmental factors. To 
conserve the stock, significant reductions in the harvest of sea bass have been implemented by 
the European Commission through seasonal and area closures, increasing the Minimum 
Conservation Reference Size to 42 cm, monthly boat limits or bycatch limits for commercial 
fishers, and bag limits for recreational anglers (Council Regulation (EU) 2107/127). Similar 
patterns were observed in the late 1980s that led to a number of conservation measures 
including the designation of bass nursery areas (BNAs) around England and Wales to protect 
aggregations of fish below the minimum landing size (Pickett and Pawson, 1994).”

The two scientists who did the work on the need for conservation rules were Pickett and Pawson 
referenced above, both of whom worked for CEFAS, so CEFAS were instrumental in producing the
fishing regulations.

TASC consider the Applicant/CEFAS’s sea bass assessment, in only addressing impingement, 
under-assesses the impact on the sea bass population due to entrainment. Bass spawn offshore 
and the young fish move into estuaries to feed and grow. However, during the winter they move 
out of estuaries to warmer sea water and so quite small bass occur off Sizewell. It is highly likely 
that bass less than 14 mm deep in the body occur at Sizewell and these are capable of 
penetrating a 10 mm mesh. A 2018 CEFAS document 
(https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/
attachment_data/file/996213/
Presence_of_European_sea_bass__Dicentrarchus_labrax__and_other_species_in_proposed_bass_n
ursery_areas.pdf ) reviewed Bass Nursery Areas (BNAs) and when considering Sizewell, its 
conclusion on page 65 states: “There is good evidence that the area in the immediate vicinity of 
the power station has sufficient aggregation of juvenile sea bass to give a high probability of 
them being impinged by the cooling water intakes, although individuals of other species above 
MCRS are present (Table 5). Hence, there is evidence to support further consideration of the 
proposed Sizewell BNA (Table 5).” TASC find it hard to understand how CEFAS can consider 
Sizewell as a BNA but then support the slaughter of bass through the SZC CWS. It is clear that 
the number of bass entrained has not been quantified by the Applicant/CEFAS. 

Conclusion

(i) The Applicant/CEFAS have conceded that their estimates of the number of fish killed were too 
low because the 10 mm mesh does not retain small fish. 
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(ii) The Applicant/CEFAS have undertaken some revised calculations for a few species. They need
to revise the estimates for all species so that a proper impact assessment can be made. Some 
small thin fish have been seriously under-sampled, and this must be addressed.

(iii) In particular, the Applicant/CEFAS need to produce revised estimates for long, thin species of
conservation concern, eels and lamprey. This is an essential legal requirement.

(iv) The Applicant/CEFAS have tried to minimise the missing entrainment numbers caught, by 
assuming that the pump sampler efficiently catches small fish. This is incorrect, as the pump 
sampler is highly inefficient for this purpose. CEFAS know this to be the case, which is why they 
do not use pump samplers for their regular small fish surveys. This is a major defect, and the 
Applicant will need to undertake appropriate entrainment sampling to rectify the issue. 

(v) The Applicant/CEFAS have also tried to question DrH’s observations on mesh penetration 
through a 10 mm mesh by pointing out that sprat of a size DrH claims will go through the mesh 
have a head depth greater than 10 mm. As explained in Annex A , this is because it is the 
diagonal distance across the square mesh, which is the critical dimension for mesh penetration, 
a distance of just over 14 mm. TASC are surprised that the scientists at CEFAS would make such 
a schoolboy error.

(vi) As the sea bass assessment has not considered entrainment, it is incomplete.

(vii) As fish mortality is substantially underestimated, then the adverse impact of all the 
dead/dying biota that will be discharged at the outfall point will be underassessed. TASC note 
that the RSPB recognise this issue in para 1.1.10 of their D10 submission REP10-204.

(viii) The more biota in the outfall, the more birds and mammals attracted to the area where the 
chemical plume exists, therefore increasing the risks of contaminants poisoning birds, mammals,
fish and other marine creatures. TASC say this as an area where the Habitat Regulation 
Assessment is inadequate in terms of the impacts on European sites, SPA species such as the 
little tern, as well as wildlife generally.

(ix) The greater the amount of biota in the outfall, the greater will be the attraction of unnatural 
numbers of predator and scavenger species upsetting the balance of nature in the vicinity of the 
outfall.

(x) As fish mortality is substantially underestimated,  the impact on protected fish, those of 
conservation concern and the species that prey on them has been understated. 

(xi) As fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the benefits for the inclusion of 
mitigation in the form of acoustic fish deterrents will likely be incorrectly assessed (for further 
TASC comments regarding the acoustic fish deterrent see REP6-077), and

 (xii) As fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the consideration of, and comparison 
with, alternative cooling systems eg cooling towers, will be incomplete.
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Annex A TASC report on document REP10-135: 
Comments on REP10-135 9.67 Quantifying uncertainty in 
Entrapment Predictions for Sizewell C
Prepared by Dr Peter Henderson for TASC, January 2022

About the author; Dr P A Henderson

1 I am a marine biologist with an in-depth knowledge of the ecological issues linked 

to power generation having worked in the field for over 40 years. I also have 

extensive experience working on wedge wire screens for the protection of water 

intakes in both the USA and the UK. I lecture and hold the position of Senior 

Research Associate in the Department of Zoology, University of Oxford, UK. I am 

an ecological consultant and research scientist with 40 years' experience 

combining theoretical, applied, and field research, with extensive experience of 

the management of major ecological assessment projects including preparation 

and presentation of material for public enquires and liaising with conservation 

bodies and engineers. Projects undertaken include conservation planning for large 

tropical nature reserves, ecological effects studies of nuclear power station intakes

(including the Sizewell B intakes), conservation studies of rare freshwater life and 

effects of climate change and drought. I have written 7 books including the 

standard textbook ‘Southwood’s Ecological Methods’.

2 The focus of these comments is the assessment of the level of under-estimation of 

the number of fish that will be sucked into the cooling water system at the 

proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station. TASC, in their submission REP2-481h 

and supported by later submissions REP7-247 and REP8-284, pointed out that the 

total number of fish sucked into the cooling water system was seriously 

underestimated by the Applicant because small fish and long and thin eel-like 

species had not been sampled in the studies undertaken at Sizewell B cooling 
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water intakes. This was because small and thin fish would pass across the 10 mm 

filter screens and thus not be counted in the impingement samples. Further, they 

would not have been captured by the pump sampler used to sample the plankton 

because their swimming ability allows them to avoid capture. The water velocities 

close to the intake orifice of a pump sampler are too low to efficiently draw in fish 

once they perceive the sampler and take evasive swimming action. It is because of

this low sampling efficiency that high speed nets rather than pump samplers are 

used by marine biologists including CEFAS to sample post-larval and juvenile fish 

at sea.

3 The calculations undertaken by CEFAS in 9.67 [REP10-135] show that they agree 

that under sampling did occur and that all the estimates previously produced for 

fish entrapment on the proposed Sizewell C cooling water intakes were 

underestimates. CEFAS have made estimates for sprat, herring and sand gobies in 

an attempt to assess the missing size fraction. They selected these species 

because they spawn nearby and are abundant in entrainment monitoring samples.

However, approximately 80 species of fish are vulnerable to entrainment and 

impingement and, as many of these have been under-sampled, there needs to be 

a complete reanalysis of the estimated numbers of fish entrapped if a proper 

assessment of the impact of Sizewell C is to be produced. The choice of 3 taxa is 

arbitrary and dismisses the large impacts on many other species. The reasons 

given for the choice of species does not bear scientific scrutiny. 

4 We have previously highlighted other fish species which will have been seriously 

underestimated in entrapment estimates. Examples include, sticklebacks (3 

species), gobies such as transparent, crystal, painted, black and rock, butterfish 

and viviparous blenny. Another class of fish which has been greatly 
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underestimated are those with a long, thin body form that can penetrate the mesh

as adults or late-stage juveniles. These include the abundant Nilsson’s, greater 

and snake pipefishes. Nilsson’s pipefish is particularly abundant at Sizewell and is 

regularly recorded in impingement samples. The vast majority of pipefish will 

penetrate the screens, so the number recorded in the impingement samples is 

probably a tiny fraction of the total that are killed. Another group of long, thin, fish 

which are common and have been grossly under-estimated are the sand eel, a 

number of species of which occur off Sizewell. CEFAS have taken the view that 

they need only reassess numbers for highly abundant species. However, for fish 

such as sand eel and transparent goby which have not been properly sampled 

there is not even the data to know how abundant they actually are. Another group 

which needs to be properly quantified are the flatfish. Juvenile flatfish such as sole 

are particularly adept at forcing themselves through a 10 mm mesh as their bodies

are flexible and they are able to use the diagonal distance of 14 mm across the 

square mesh to pass across using a corkscrew action. Juvenile sole species, plaice 

and dab are highly abundant in the Sizewell region and are important commercial 

species which need to be correctly quantified. Finally, in addition, eel and river 

lamprey have certainly been underestimated as a wide size range occur in the sea 

and even quite long individuals can wriggle through a 10 mm mesh. The CEFAS 

calculations for the under-sampling of sprat and herring also apply to anchovy and 

pilchard. Why have calculations for these species not been included? The 

argument that none of the above species are commonly recorded by the pump 

sampler is irrelevant as they are all capable of swimming and avoiding capture by 

a pump sampler designed to sample eggs and larvae only.
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5 Even for the 3 taxa for which they have attempted to assess the degree of under 

sampling, there are serious problems linked to the assumptions made.

6 In the case of sprat, it is claimed by CEFAS that TASC are wrong in claiming sprat 

need to be > 70 mm SL (‘Standard Length’)1 before they are always retained by a 

10 mm mesh (Section B.2.2). CEFAS reach this conclusion by showing that in a fish

of 70 mm SL, the depth of the head is greater than 10 mm. CEFAS have failed to

understand that the critical dimension for mesh penetration is not the 10

mm length of each side of the mesh but the diagonal distance across the 

mesh. For a 10 mm mesh this is the square root of 200 = 14.14 mm. Oddly and 

quite surprisingly, this lack of understanding by CEFAS that it is the diagonal 

dimension that is critical in defining the length of fish that will penetrate the mesh,

is repeated elsewhere. For example, for smelt on p 71 the following is written 

“Smelt ascent to upper estuaries and freshwaters in February to April to spawn. 

Most of the juvenile fish descend to the lower estuary by early autumn of their first

year (Colclough and Coates, 2013) and by that time their lengths is ~ 6 cm TL 

[Total length]2  (Scholle et al., 2007). At this stage juvenile smelt have a body 

depth of approximately 10mm (Froese and Pauly, 2021), the size of the drum 

screen mesh.” As in the case of sprat, they assert, incorrectly, that it is 10 mm 

body depth which is the maximum size for penetration when in actual fact it is 

closer to 14 mm. 

7 A critical, incorrect assumption made by CEFAS, is that efficient entrainment 

sampling occurs up to a length of 35-39 mm TL. “Therefore, this represents the 

starting point to back-calculate numbers of smaller fish between the maximum 

1 Standard length (SL) is the length of a fish measured from the tip of the snout to the posterior end of the 
last vertebra or to the posterior end of the midlateral portion of the hypural plate. Simply put, this 
measurement excludes the length of the caudal (tail) fin.
2 Total length (TL) is the length of a fish measured from the tip of the snout to the tip of the longer lobe of 
the caudal fin, usually measured with the lobes compressed along the midline. It is a straight-line 
measure, not measured over the curve of the body
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size of efficient entrainment (35-39mm TL) and the minimum size of 100% 

impingement (85-89mm TL).” (p 73). There is no evidence presented that a pump 

sampler has a high efficiency of capture of sprat above 30 mm TL. The result is an 

underestimation of the number entrained.

8 Exactly the same errors occur with respect to herring. “We assume that 

entrainment sampling misses fish > 40mm TL (32mm SL) and the minimum size of

fully impinged fish is the precautionarily assumed to be of the size class of 70 – 

74mm SL, 85-89mm TL as suggested by TASC [REP2-481h].” (p76). There is no 

evidence presented that a pump sampler efficiently samples herring in the 30 – 40

mm size range.

9 In the case of gobies there are a number of errors made in CEFAS’s calculations. 

First, there is the error of not using the diagonal dimension of the mesh when 

considering mesh penetration. “Sand gobies of 87mm SL (as suggested by TASC 

[REP2-481h]) would have a body depth of 15.3mm. This far exceeds the minimum 

size to be fully retained by 10 mm mesh. Therefore, we precautionarily assume the

smallest size class subjected to 100% impingement by a 10mm mesh is 70-74mm 

TL (62-65mm SL) with a body depth of 10.9-11.4mm. This is based on the 

maximum body depth being 10% higher than 10mm mesh size. “ (p80) Second, 

they assume the pump sampler is 100 % effective up to a length of 35-39 mm TL. 

“Therefore, we precautionarily defined the entrainment gap as occurring between 

the size classes of 35-39mm and 70-74mm TL.“ This is untrue as small gobies 

about 18 mm SL are fully formed fish and will avoid capture in a pump sampler. 

Third CEFAS assume the smallest juveniles are 20-24 mm TL. Gobies enter the 

water column at a length of about 9 mm and well-formed juveniles > 16 mm are 

observed in high numbers. No explanation of the 20-24 mm TL cut off length is 
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presented. The fourth erroneous assumption relates to the assumed age of 

maturity. “The age of 50% maturity of P. minutus in the Northeast Atlantic is 1 

year (Bouchereau and Guelorget, 1998). Impingement calculations precautionarily 

assumed all gobies (Pomatoschistus spp.) had an EAV on 1. To determine the EAV 

for the missing fraction we assume that the age of 100% maturity is 1.5 years as 

the maximum age is 2.7 years (Froese and Pauly, 2021) and that all gobies would 

be mature before the second year.” (p82). The maximum age of maturity of sand 

goby at Sizewell is not 2.7 years and is much closer to 1 year. They quote data for 

P. minutus and avoid data for P. lozanoi which is smaller and lives for only about 1 

year. Further the maximum longevity of 2.7 years is not for southern North Sea 

British waters. Finally, CEFAS argue that the entrapment death rate is insufficient 

to affect the sand goby population. The problem here is that there is not a sand 

goby species, there are 3 species. CEFAS treats it as a single species which is 

incorrect. The P. minutus species complex in North Atlantic waters comprise 3 

species P. minutus, P. lozanoi and P. norvegicus. P. norvegicus is an offshore 

species found at depths > 18 m. It would be unlikely to be caught by the Sizewell 

B intakes but may well be sucked into the offshore C station intakes.  P. minutus 

and P lozanoi are closely related species: studies by Hamerlink in the 1980s 

demonstrated that these species had notably different ecological characteristics. 

P. lozanoi is smaller and predominately feeds on mysids. CEFAS have not 

produced any evidence that the P. lozanoi or P. minutus populations are 

individually of a size that would not be impacted by the entrapment 

losses.

Page 12 of 31



TASC Post-Deadline 10 Submission TASC IP no. 20026424 March 2022

CONCLUSION

10. In summary, while CEFAS have conceded that there is a serious under-estimation in 

entrapment losses of fish at the proposed Sizewell C cooling water system, the full 

extent of this under-estimation has not been assessed. Further, for the 3 taxa which 

have been assessed there are serious errors in the assumptions made which have 

resulted in a repeated under reporting of the likely losses. These errors, together with 

the absence of assessments for the entrapment for all 80 vulnerable species, lead to the

inevitable conclusion that there is still a gross underestimate of the fish likely to be killed

by the proposed Sizewell C cooling water system. As a result, TASC make the following 

observations:-

- as fish mortality is substantially underestimated, then the adverse impact of all the 

dead/dying biota that will be discharged at the outfall point will be underassessed, and

 - as fish mortality is substantially underestimated,  the impact on protected fish, those 

of conservation concern and the species that prey on them has been understated, and

 - as fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the benefits for the inclusion of 

mitigation in the form of acoustic fish deterrents will likely be underassessed (for further 

TASC comments regarding the acoustic fish deterrent see REP6-077), and

 - as fish mortality is substantially underassessed, then the consideration of, and 

comparison with, alternative cooling systems eg cooling towers, will be incomplete.

TASC, Meadow Cottage, Hubbard’s Hill, Peasenhall, Saxmundham, Suffolk IP17 2JN
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Annex B 
TASC calculation of fish impingement at Sizewell C 
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Annex C 
‘The influence of oceanographic conditions and larval 
behaviour on settlement success—the European sea bass 
Dicentrarchus labrax (L.)’ 
Claire Beraud 1 *, Johan van der Molen 1,2 , Mike Armstrong 1 , Ewan Hunter 1 , Leila 

Fonseca 1,3 , and Kieran Hyder 1, The influence of oceanographic conditions and larval 

behaviour on settlement success—the European sea bass Dicentrarchus labrax (L.)

ICES Journal of Marine Science (2018), 75(2), 455–470. doi:10.1093/icesjms/fsx195
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From: Simon Amstutz <   
Sent: 05 April 2022 11:17 
To: SizewellC <sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk> 
Cc: Simon Amstutz  
Subject: 20025669 AONB Concern re potential changes to application at Sizewell C 
 
The AONB team was alerted to a letter dated 18 March  from BEIS to NNB Generation Company 
(SZC) Limited, Environment Agency, The Marine Management Organisation, Natural England and 
Office for Nuclear Regulation with ref EN10012 and available on PINS website at: 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-
content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-008877-Sizewell%20C%20-
%20Secretary%20of%20State%20Information%20Request.pdf  
 
In the letter it asks the applicant at section 3.3: 
3.3.The Applicant should confirm if it would be possible for the proposed temporary desalination 
plant to permanently meet the full water supply demand for the lifetime of the proposed 
Development should no alternative water supply solution be identified. The response should include 
any further information that will assist the Secretary of State in understanding the water supply 
strategy for the lifetime of the proposed Development. 
 
If the applicant confirms it is considering a permanent desalination plant, or it ‘reserves the right’ to 
develop a permanent desalination plant will there be a need to change the Development Consent 
Order and if so will the change be consulted on with all interested parties and stakeholders? 
 
Many thanks 
 
Simon 
 
Simon Amstutz  
AONB Manager 

) 
 
Respect, Protect and Enjoy AONBs: Our National Landscapes 
Dedham Vale AONB and Stour Valley Project 

  

 
 
Address: AONB Office, Highways Depot, Dock Lane, Melton, Woodbridge, Suffolk, IP12 
1PE   
Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

AONB grants now open for applications 
Do you need funding for a community project? More than £110,000 of grant funding 
is now available across the  AONBs. We would 
welcome your applications. 
 

 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finfrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk%2Fwp-content%2Fipc%2Fuploads%2Fprojects%2FEN010012%2FEN010012-008877-Sizewell%2520C%2520-%2520Secretary%2520of%2520State%2520Information%2520Request.pdf&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7C551d8c7260a04b71822c08da188569f7%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637849258520027850%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=ais%2BjI52CYyvkFu%2Fnyq4bm4JzGlrgXIO17ClK5Cs9Ew%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finfrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk%2Fwp-content%2Fipc%2Fuploads%2Fprojects%2FEN010012%2FEN010012-008877-Sizewell%2520C%2520-%2520Secretary%2520of%2520State%2520Information%2520Request.pdf&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7C551d8c7260a04b71822c08da188569f7%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637849258520027850%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=ais%2BjI52CYyvkFu%2Fnyq4bm4JzGlrgXIO17ClK5Cs9Ew%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finfrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk%2Fwp-content%2Fipc%2Fuploads%2Fprojects%2FEN010012%2FEN010012-008877-Sizewell%2520C%2520-%2520Secretary%2520of%2520State%2520Information%2520Request.pdf&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7C551d8c7260a04b71822c08da188569f7%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637849258520027850%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=ais%2BjI52CYyvkFu%2Fnyq4bm4JzGlrgXIO17ClK5Cs9Ew%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.nfuonline.com%2Fnfu-online%2Fcross-sector%2Frural-affairs%2Faccess%2Fa5-countryside-sign%2F&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7C551d8c7260a04b71822c08da188569f7%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637849258520027850%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=%2BnKuy4TCqBDeA7eyEcHf6EZSu63NlNmXxfWfGyeZ00k%3D&reserved=0


From: Beatrice Carpenter < >;
Received: Mon Apr 04 2022 21:58:44 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS
<enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; 
Subject: Sizewell C project

Hi there,
 
I am a constituent of Suffolk Coastal and would like to raise my concerns over current plans to build sizewell C in the
beautiful and important area of Duwich Heath and Minsmere in Suffolk. 
 
As a young person, I am sure you can imagine I am very very concerned about climate change. Just today we received the
stark news from UN scientists that even if all the policies to cut carbon emissions that governments had put in place by the
end of 2020 were fully implemented, (which considering the conservative governments track record on climate change
seems unlikely) the world would still  warm by 3.2 degrees before 2100, with catastrophic consequences. 
 
It appears that this is what has been used to justify the construction of Sizewell C. However, on further research I have
found out that Sizewell C will not generate any energy until 2034, when we need to cut emissions well before then to meet
the 2030 deadline for reducing emissions to prevent irreversible damage to our planet. Sizewell C also takes a lot of carbon
to build. Using EDF's own estimates, it would take around 4 years to pay this back meaning Sizewell C would not contribute
to net zero 2038. As I hope you know, the government's latest target is 78% reduction in CO2 emissions by 2035. 
The type of reactor EDF wants to build (the EPR) has an appalling track record. The few EPRs under construction

are all well over budget and – in France and Finland – running a decade late.  One of the only two operating  EPRs

in China has  been closed with fuel failure after international attention. After pressure from EDF, the government has

also introduced legislation to make consumers pay for the financing of Sizewell C through a nuclear tax on energy

bills (called a RAB model), but nuclear projects are prone to cost and time overruns. I don't see why the British

taxpayer should pay towards an energy generator that does not contribute to net zero in time, and instead destroys

ecologically important wildlife in East Suffolk.  I should also point out that there is no evidence that nuclear energy is

clean, with no ecological way to dispose of nuclear waste, with companies like EDF often dumping this radioactive

waste in developing countries. 

I would be very interested to know how you are justifying the project considering the points above.

Regards,

Beatrice Carpenter 
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From: Nick Scarr <   
Sent: 07 April 2022 08:00 
To: SizewellC <sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk> 
Subject: The Planning process 
 
Dear Sizewell C Team, 
  
In Rob Harrabin's BBC article today, “Energy strategy: UK plans new nuclear reactors to boost 
production” 
  
it states: 
  
"...It [government] also confirmed advanced plans to approve two new reactors at Sizewell in Suffolk 
during this parliament." 
  
That Sizewell C can be essentially considered as ‘approved’ without apparent due regard to the 
planning process is a concern both in itself and as a precedent to future applications. 
  
Regards 
Nick Scarr 
 

 
 

Please note that the contents of this email and any attachments are privileged and/or confidential 
and intended solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient of this 
email and its attachments, you must take no action based upon them, nor must you copy or show 
them to anyone. Please contact the sender if you believe you have received this email in error and 
then delete this email from your system. 

Recipients should note that e-mail traffic on Planning Inspectorate systems is subject to monitoring, 
recording and auditing to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. 
The Planning Inspectorate has taken steps to keep this e-mail and any attachments free from viruses. 
It accepts no liability for any loss or damage caused as a result of any virus being passed on. It is the 
responsibility of the recipient to perform all necessary checks. 

The statements expressed in this e-mail are personal and do not necessarily reflect the opinions or 
policies of the Inspectorate. 

DPC:76616c646f72 
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------------------- Original Message -------------------
From: Alan 
Received: Mon Apr 11 2022 08:34:55 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>;
Subject: Government bias in respect of Sizewell C nuclear power station planning application

Dear Secretary of State
 
We write further to our correspondence in January 2021 (copies of our email and your response are below which we would ask you to re-read and note)
to record our strong objection to the support you have expressed in respect of Sizewell C.
 
It is utterly disgraceful for any Minister to openly commit to an infrastructure project which is the subject of an ongoing planning application.  You are
well aware of the requirement upon MPs and the Government to avoid expressing a view, let alone providing financial backing, to a scheme where the
Planning Inspectorate is required to make an independent judgement.  This is an insult to local people who have put their faith in and contributed so
much time and effort to this formal process. 
 
The outcome of the planning process in respect of Sizewell C has been prejudiced by your actions and therefore any decision should now be halted until
a review of the Government's actions relating thereto has been concluded.
 
I look forward to receiving your reassurance that this action will indeed be taken and also urge you to fulfil your commitment to the local community by
coming to listen their concerns, something which you have consistently failed to do, particularly on your recent visit to Sizewell B. 
 
Your sincerely 
 
Alan and Christine Collett
Registered Interested Party numbers 20026090 and 20026148 
 
 

mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk
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Our email dated 13.1.2021
 
 
Dear Minister
 
Congratulations on your appointment as Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy.
 
We live in Aldeburgh in Suffolk and so were very interested to read your recent comments regarding the proposed Sizewell C nuclear power station and
your acknowledgement of the need to obtain the support of a big majority of local people and to show that the project would benefit the local
community and be sensitive to their environmental concerns. 
 
Well, as you might imagine, there is in fact considerable local opposition to this project partly due to the catastrophic damage it would cause to the
wildlife at RSPB Minsmere and to parts of our Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and over the coming weeks and months we will be writing to you
further in this regard.
 
But for now, could we please just draw your attention to the importance of taking into account not only the views of local residents but also the huge
number of visitors who come to this region for recreation, enjoying the wildlife and the Arts - particularly at Snape Maltings.
 
If you have the time for a brief response it would be much appreciated
 
Best wishes
 
Alan and Christine Collett



From: June holmes ;
Received: Mon Apr 11 2022 12:21:21 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>;
Subject: proposed SIZEWELL C Nuclear Power Station 




June Holmes ,  
Interested Party no  20026809 SIZEWELL C planning application. 
Dear Mr Kwarteng
I am a resident of Suffolk and an interested party registered with the planning Inspectorate currently reviewing
the application for the Sizewell C proposal requesting  to be built on the Suffolk coast .
I wish to complain and protest to you about your own comment on the TODAY program that you made saying
“we are committed to Sizewell C “
this is despite the BEIS current guidance sent out by your own officials that
 
 “ministers will avoid expressing views on  the merits of a proposed scheme ,which is subject to an application in
a way that might be , or might be perceived,  to be prejudicial to the eventual determination of such an
application”
 
How can we as local people have faith in the due process when you make such comments and appear to ride
totally rough shod over the correct procedures . Perhaps I should not be surprised that this government would
do this ,I find as a conservative myself I am ashamed of your behaviour which I find is shabby and appears to be
in total disregard to not only the due process of law but also ignores the whole problems of this particular
nuclear application and the views of local people. 
 
This particular application is an expensive , slow to come to production , and it will not deliver for a full 15 years  .
You have chosen to trade monies to give to EDF that could have been used to bring our homes up to a more
efficient and green standard that would have  immediate effects on the energy bills of the whole population .
Despite what EDF allege the waste from these power stations is still not being dealt with and is a dreadful legacy
to leave to both your own and my grandchildren.
 
 I can only say again I am ashamed of the your own and the party’s actions over this matter , the gung-ho ,knee
jerk reaction to what is clearly a major problem should not mean that you can wipe out the due process of law
that we as the populace need to believe in .
I would dearly love to hear your comments on your actions 
Yours sincerely ,
June Holmes



From: Cipher Crystal Ltd k>;
Received: Mon Apr 11 2022 10:21:28 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>;
Subject: SIZEWELL C DECISION

Dear Secretary of State,
 
As local residents to the proposed reactors at Sizewell we have taken part in all the
consultations over the last 10 years as well as the planning inspectorate inspection last
year.
 
We have spent many hours considering the benefits as well as the destruction of
biodiversity and have made representations at every stage of the process.
 
We have had confidence in this process until last week when your government came
out in full support of a project that still awaits final consent by yourself. You personally
told the “Today Programme” that the government is “committed to Sizewell C” and yet
you must make an impartial decision on this application.
 
We are outraged as this appears to be in contravention of the Government Propriety
Guidance which states "Ministers will....avoid expressing views on the merits of a
proposed scheme which is the subject of an application, in a way that might be, or
might be perceived to be, prejudicial to the eventual determination of such an
application"
 
As life long Conservative supporters we have lost confidence in this Government that
feels able to run rough shod over protocols and principles.
 
We trust that you will be able to make an objective decision despite the energy policy
statement last week that has put nuclear ahead of efficiency to try to reduce power
consumption rather than have to produce more to satisfy the waste.
 



We look forward to your reply.
 
Your sincerely
 
Simon and Sally Ilett
 
Planning Inspectorate Unique Reference Numbers 20026022 20026041



------------------- Original Message -------------------
From: Stephen Chamberlain <s ;
Received: Wed Apr 13 2022 08:26:21 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>;
Subject: Sizewell C

 
Dear Sir
 
I hear that last week Kwasi Kwarteng told the “Today” programme that the government is committed to Sizewell C, this is despite the government’s own propriety guidance
stating ministers will avoid expressing views on the merits of a proposed scheme which is subject to an application, in a way that might be, or might be perceived to be,
prejudicial to the eventual determination of such an application.
 
Sizewell C is still going through the final stages of the planning procedure as the Department for Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy is still asking questions regarding
this project, but this government has already made it’s mind up!  The cost of ten years of planning and the cost of ten years of opposition are all for nothing, as this
government cannot wait a few weeks for the final outcome of the this review.  We are supposed to have faith in due process, but when a  government minister makes
comments like this, how can the general public have faith in this process and our government!
 
Could you tell me when this government is going to come clean that nuclear power is not completely green energy.  When you take into account the mining of materials
needed for a nuclear power stations, over 10 years of construction to build it, transport to move materials around the country/world, decommissioning at the end of it’s life
and then encasing it in concrete for another generation to pay to make it safe, this is not green!  When all this co2 is taken into account, Sizewell C will have to run for well
over 10 years before this government can say nuclear is green!
 
If this project goes ahead, it will show that this government has no interest in A0NB, SSSI, Flora, Fauna and Wildlife as all these will be seriously affected by this project. 
There is only two A roads in this area of East Suffolk, all the others are B roads, which are jammed most days with farm vehicles, now we hear EDF are expecting 1000’s
extra HGV per day.  10 years of planning and there is still no water available to build this project, so the plan is to use desalination 24/7 polluting the air and sea.  EDF has
shown it’s incompetent to organise a large scale project! 
 
Within a 3 to 4 mile radius of Sizewell C, this government has just passed Scottish Power Renewables substation at Friston and National Grid Ventures has also decided it
wants to build it’s Nautilus Interconnector project.  With all this work being carried out at the same time, extra traffic on the roads, roads being closed to lay cables, all these
projects will take longer than expected to build and have a huge cost overrun, let alone all the hassle and inconvenience for the locals.
 
Energy bills rising and householders are struggling to pay their bills, and now this government wants every householder to pay for the construction of Sizewell C, which will
cost a minimum of 20 Billion pounds and construction will run for over 10 years.  Now the PM says he wants eight new nuclear power stations built, which will cost around
160 Billion pounds, does the PM expect householders to pay for these aswell?
 
Why doesn’t the government make all new houses have solar panels fitted with battery backup?  Why doesn’t the government give incentives for existing householders to
have solar panels fitted to their roofs, which this government scrapped years ago?  This government has been in power for 17 years and it has done nothing to reduce co2 and
make UK green, now it is panicking and wants to build large scale projects at any cost!
 
Sizewell C nuclear power is not the answer to the current power crisis, it’s the wrong project in the wrong place.
 
 
 

mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk
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Yours Faithfully
Stephen Chamberlain

 
 
 



From: Nick Scarr  
Sent: 18 April 2022 12:22
To: SizewellC <sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>
Subject: BEEMS TR553
 
For the attention of Gareth Leigh, Head of Infrastructure Planning BEIS, ref: Sizewell C,
 
Subject: BEEMS TR553
 
I would be grateful if you would consider my response, 'Notes on BEEMS TR553' , a response to the latest
flood risk assessment modelling paper from the Applicant.
 
TR553 appears to replace TR544 which was the subject of your 'outstanding matters, section 5' letter of the
18th March 2022, your ref: EN10012.
 
TR553 appeared in the public domain on 11/4/2022 so I am responding at the earliest opportunity.
 
Kind regards
Nick Scarr IP 20025524
 
Date: 18 04 2022

Please take a moment to review the Planning Inspectorate's Privacy Notice which can be
accessed by clicking this link.

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fplanning-inspectorate-privacy-notices&data=05%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7C078adc2de38e45aa415408da21e761ab%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C1%7C637859575046168082%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DBOHnegsp5lSzxS2jb9qidkQaCkCdrzd0dUa3LZbbDI%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fplanning-inspectorate-privacy-notices&data=05%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7C078adc2de38e45aa415408da21e761ab%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C1%7C637859575046168082%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=DBOHnegsp5lSzxS2jb9qidkQaCkCdrzd0dUa3LZbbDI%3D&reserved=0


1 
 

Notes on BEEMS TR553. 
 

Interested Party number 20025524.  Nick Scarr.  18 /4/2022. 

BEEMS TR553 has been published on the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after 

being made available to the Environment Agency.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-

SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf 

The Applicant states the following: 

• “Technical report (BEEMS TR553: Modelling of Soft Coastal Defence Feature under Design 
Basis Conditions) was provided on 18th February 2022 for review [to the Environment 
Agency] … The report was not submitted as part of the DCO application or examination.” 
See: BEEMS TR553, Appx 5 page 10. 

TR553 appears to be the basis for a Statement of Common Ground between the Environment 

Agency and the Applicant and therefore a highly relevant document. 

BEEMS TR553 is an exercise in modelling the Soft Coastal Defence Feature and appears to directly 

address points raised in my paper REP7-220, “Impacts on Coastal Process - TR545, CPMMP - 

Response to questions Deadline D7”, on the limitations of BEEMS TR545. TR553 now represents 

orthodox conservative modelling in many areas including regarding the offshore geomorphology—

i.e., the absence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and the nearshore bars represents the higher 

inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling. 

This position is undeniably a step forward but is in direct variance with the Applicant’s stance in the 

DCO that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and nearshore bars represents the highest 

inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling for all epochs and scenarios as follows: 

• “…the assessment concluded that …with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more 

conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal. As 

such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and 

epochs as a conservative approach.” REP7-052 (EN010012-007054- Responses to ExQ2 

epages 104-115. 

Considerations relating to TR553: 

 

1 2140 – the ‘explicit date’ for spent fuel removal. 
 

TR553 now extends modelling to 2140, the ‘explicit’ date committed to by the Applicant for Spent 

Fuel removal from site, as follows: 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of operation 
of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports Referenced 
in the Environmental Statement. Page 14 epage 144. 

•  “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent Fuel 
Store.” DCO: 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in the Environmental Statement. page 2 of 
22, epage 228 

 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf
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However, it seems implausible that spent fuel can in fact be removed from site by this date. This is 

explained in my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century.” – The 

relevant section is attached as Appendix 2. 

 

2 Shoreline recession —The Sizewell Dunwich banks, their wave energy 

dissipation properties and the correct format for conservative modelling. 
 

TR553 states: 

“It is worth noting that the combined waves and water levels of Scenario A1 and E1 are 

representative of offshore conditions applied directly to the XBeach-G model boundary, which is 

landward of Sizewell-Dunwich Bank –this means that the natural energy dissipating effects of the 

bank are not included in the A1 and E1 models, but are included in the XBeach-G F1 model.” 

However, TR553 then states: 

“There is no evidence to suggest that the bank would be lost over the life of the station” Page 46 

What is certain is that the unconsolidated parts of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks (the entire Dunwich 

bank and the non-coralline parts of the Sizewell bank) will change over this period. They are 

changing now. The last decade has resulted in notable depletion of the northern third of the 

Dunwich bank and Climate change sea level rise and storm frequency change add further levels of 

uncertainty.  

It is axiomatic to state that conservative modelling must not rely on the ‘natural energy dissipating 

effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and epochs and may not assume 

their substantial retention over the next 150 years. 

Unfortunately, the basis of the DCO and DCO Addendum shoreline modelling is the Applicant’s 

unorthodox claim that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks represents conservative 

modelling for all scenarios and epochs—the Applicant in fact suggesting in the DCO Question and 

Answer papers the obtuse corollary that the absence of the banks would be a ‘benefit’ to Sizewell C 

as follows: 

• “…If Dunwich Bank were lost or substantially reduced (in extent or elevation) there is a 
greater potential for erosion of the shoreline around Dunwich and, importantly, the   
Minsmere – Dunwich Cliffs, resulting in a local increase in the supply of sand and pebbles 
(i.e., beach shingle) from the cliffs. This sediment would move south and could reduce erosion 
rates. Reduced erosion rates could tend to increase resistance to flooding over the Minsmere 
and Sizewell frontages.” Responses to the ExA's Third Written Questions (ExQ3) Volume 1 - 
SZC Co. Responses epage 68. 

• See my responses in REP2-393, REP5-253, REP7-219, REP10-345 for further information. 

• This approach taken in the DCO has been contrary to the Applicant’s research in pre-DCO 

BEEMS papers and accredited academic papers and hence has been the basis of my 

objections. It is also directly contradicting the conservative methodology of TR553.  

TR553 represents a major step forward by acknowledging the correct importance of the Sizewell 

Dunwich banks and applying conservative modelling to the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) by 

excluding the energy dissipating effects of the banks and nearshore bars. The difficulty is that the 

study is isolated and particular to the SCDF and lacks the scope to consider persistent and significant 
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shoreline change that may occur in the Greater Sizewell Bay from both climate change and any loss 

of the Dunwich bank.  

• See: Map of the banks attached as Appendix 1. 

• See: The control and influence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 

coastal processes is shown in Appendix 3. 

 

3 Shoreline recession — Climate change sea level rise. 
 

If we consider the IPCC (International Panel for Climate Change) statement: 

• "Sea-level rise under emission scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the 

risk of coastal erosion and submergence of coastal land (high confidence)," 

 https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php. Chapter 3. 

Therefore, even if the Sizewell-Dunwich banks were to remain substantial and protective we must 

assume that climate change sea level rise is likely to result in ‘submergence’ of at least parts of the 

low lying Minsmere levels and Sizewell Belts and marshes later this century and next. 

Summary 
 
TR553, as stated, is a positive development; it shows the SCDF design to be functional and addresses 

the concerns raised in REP7-220 regarding TR545 and the need for conservative modelling. TR553 

however, is a particular study of the Soft Coastal Defence Feature itself and does not consider 

impacts on the Greater Sizewell Bay. 

The current analysis of potential shoreline change provided by the Expert Geomorphological 

Assessment in the DCO relies fully on the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich 

banks and nearshore bars and only runs until 2070 and is hence not conservatively modelled in the 

manner of TR553. A conservative analysis, particularly of the Minsmere levels and Sizewell marsh to 

the end of station life would be of vital importance in providing a better understanding the extent of 

possible shoreline recession.  

It is not clear that 2140 is a plausible date for spent fuel removal and should this prove to be the 

case then it appears that the main nuclear platform would require increased flood resilience than 

currently proposed. 

The reassessment of the two points above, namely a conservative appraisal of Greater Sizewell Bay 

shoreline recession to the end of station life and the need to provide post-2140 flood resilience, will 

help define if the extent of the sea defences around the main nuclear platform as presented in the 

DCO hearing are adequate. 

Following: 

Appendix 1 – The Sizewell Dunwich banks showing important details. Extract from REP2-393 

Appendix 2 – Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is this a plausible 

timeframe? Extract from Post-D10 document “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in 

the next century.” 

https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php
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Appendix 3 - The control and influence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 

coastal processes. Extract from REP2-393 

======= 

APPENDIX 1 

The chart below illustrates the Sizewell Dunwich banks. 

 
 
The Sizewell-Dunwich Banks. The purple arrows mark 26700N— to the north of which the crest 
height of Dunwich bank is lowering. Chart base from BEEMS Technical Report TR500 ‘Sizewell-
Dunwich Bank Morphology and Variability’. Page 14. Markup my addition. 
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o The orange and red lines show the ‘inner and outer’ nearshore, longshore bars. The 
DCO provided detailed bathymetry of the inner and outer Longshore bars and not 
the Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 
 

o The pink square shows the proposed location of Sizewell C. 
 

o “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in 
both its morphology and position with erosion north of 267000N, [shown by the 
purple arrows] resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 

Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 

 
o The five blue arrows show the direction of the most significant storm waves from 

the North/North East— the largest and longest waves arrive from the N-NE sector. 
[1:100 wave heights 7.3m-7.8m].  The driver of sudden and significant erosion on 
this stretch of coast is from the NNE NE and Easterly directions. The loss of just the 
northern section of the bank could allow unbroken storm waves to break on the 
foreshore and increase water volumes in the South Minsmere levels in flood 
conditions. See map in section 4.3. DCO: Geomorphology Appendix 20A. op.cit., 

Paragraph 2.3.2.2.2 
 

Haskoning’s modelling assumes ‘shore-normal’ angles (all waves will strike 
the shore at 90 degrees). In the complex bathymetry offshore from Sizewell 
plus significant wave directions stated above do not appear to support this 
assumption. Shallow nearshore (even before the nearshore bar locations) 
wave refraction locally will redirect waves and cause them to line up parallel 
to local bathymetric contours. section 7. 

 
o There has been net erosion of the foreshore in the area of the proposed Sizewell C 

since 1993 according to BEEMS Table 2. This may be an indication of compromise to 
the Dunwich bank. See BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 119 and Table 12 on page 115. 
 

o The two yellow stars show the locations of breaches - 267400 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 
and 266900 14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of 
coastline between Dunwich and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of 
a major breach occurring during a future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal 

evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 28/160 
 

APPENDIX 2 

Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is 

this a plausible timeframe? 

 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
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• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 
2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 
assessed in relation to 2140.” 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 
operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 
Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  

• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 
Fuel Store.” 
Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 

 
This timeframe of 2140 is important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ according 
to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to the stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently exposed to untenable flood risk. 
 

1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—EDF’s assessment of still water and wave 

overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 

If we refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 

“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 

 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  

The figure of interest is the RCP8.5 1:10,000 in 2140. The table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the 
main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a 
consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel 
removal) by this date for the safety of local populations, environment, and staff. 
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2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
 
 

2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 

• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 
disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 
13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 

 

2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 

requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 

considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 

● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 
in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  

 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 

 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 

“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 
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• 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 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.” ONR reference 
HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 
Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 

 
The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 
For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 

committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  

1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 

 

2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 
 

3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 
 

4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 
specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  
 

5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 
the Sizewell C spent fuel. 

 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 

nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 
 

7. That the timeframe for the deposition of other committed nuclear waste to be consigned 
prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from 
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power stations and the highly enriched submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated 
timescale without over-run. EN-6 confirms that the initial disposal of legacy wastes (i.e. 
those already in existence from AGRs and SZB) will take until 2130 to be consigned to the 
proposed GDF. See EN-6 Vol II page 16. 
 

Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported by 
an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
 

APPENDIX 3 
 

The control and influence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 

Coastal processes at Sizewell—three major historical ‘episodes’. 

 

This is taken from my main paper REP2-393, reproduced here for convenience. 

 

EDF’s BEEMS report TR058, quoting Pye and Blott, states: 
 

“The 1836 [1736-1836] shoreline at Sizewell is the most eroded shoreline in the records 
assembled by Pye and Blott (2005), being some 60 – 100 m landward of its current position 
and just 20 m seaward of the present location of the Sizewell B cooling-water pump house. 
By 1883, the shoreline had advanced by up to 130 m, presumably as a result of the increased 
sediment supply from the cliffs to the north.” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. TR058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and 
impact to adjacent shorelines. Page 40.  
 

“Major changes have occurred along the coastline in the last 1000 years, with coastal 
projections north of Southwold, at Southwold itself, at Dunwich and at Thorpeness all having 
been eroded by significant distances (up to over 1 km)”. BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A 

Consideration of "Extreme Events" at Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal 
Morphological Change and Extreme Water Levels. Page 4 of 301. 
 

For details of erosion/accretion described in the following, see: Coastal Processes and Morphological 
Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk, UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott (May, 
2006), pp. 453-473. See also Pye Blott, 2005, Coastal Processes and Morphological Evolution of the 
Minsmere Reserve and Surrounding Area, Suffolk. 
 

Three ‘approximately 100-year’ episodes are recorded for Sizewell:  
 

1. Erosion:  As stated above, the Sizewell shoreline between 1736 and 1836 is “the most 
eroded shoreline in the records” according to BEEMS TR058 quoting Pye and Blott 
(2005). It appears that the 1836 shoreline had eroded approximately 300m in one 
century and was just 20m seaward of the present-day Sizewell B. Orange arrow in the air 

photo below. 
 

2. Accretion:  The Sizewell-Dunwich bank grew after 1824 and protected the shoreline; 
between 1836 and 1903/1920 the Sizewell shoreline accreted by 83m with sediment 
from cliffs to the north, particularly Dunwich, to roughly its present location. The 
present Sizewell shoreline is hence ‘soft and erodible’. Blue arrow on the air photo below. 
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o BEEMS states, however, “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were 
not, however, matched by ongoing accretion in the south”. BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 

119, Table 12 on p. 115. 
 
3. Stability:  1920- present day, relative stability. Green arrow on the photo below. 

 
The following ‘air photograph’ taken in 2000 showing imposed historical coastline positions and 
Sizewell B power station shows the three episodes: 
 
Three major 100-year episodes of erosion, accretion and relative stability of the Sizewell shoreline 
discussed earlier on a large-scale air photograph: 
 

 

                                                              Approximate 1736 shoreline-300m seaward.  
 
‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, UK Author(s): Kenneth 
Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 

 
1. Orange arrow shows erosion period 1736-1836.  
2. Light blue arrow shows accretion period post the development of the Sizewell-Dunwich 

banks, 1836-1920. 
3. Light green double arrow shows the relative stability period 1920- present. 

 
The following two historical maps illustrate the coastline in 1736 and 1836. The 1736 shoreline 

according to Pye and Blott appears to be approximately 300m-350m to seaward of Sizewell B and as 

stated earlier is “…the most eroded shoreline in the records assembled by Pye and Blott (2005)”.  
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“Historical maps showing coastal changes at Minsmere since 1736, based on maps by Kirby (1737), 

Hodskinson (1783), and the Ordnance Survey (1837, 1883–84, 1928, and 1976–82). The position of 

mean high water in 1976 is displayed as a solid line on each map for reference. Topography is shaded 

at 5m intervals.” See: ‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, 

UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 

Page 462 

 
 

 
Squares are 1km scale.  

My own measurements, which are not included in this document, using modern Ordnance Survey 
and maps drawn of the Suffolk Coast in 1737 by John Kirby et al., and allowing for major errors, 
suggest erosion at Sizewell far greater than 350m in this period 1736-1836. This is consistent with 
other observations on this coast such as Benacre cliffs: “the mean rate of retreat of the Benacre Cliffs 
was 7.02 meters per year” BEEMS TR311, 2.3.3. 
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This extreme erosion that has particularly occurred at Sizewell may be explained by the following 
statement that wave energy coefficients are not constant along this length of coast: 
 

“Indeed [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, notably 
between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-Dunwich banks 

field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 
 

It appears clear that sediment released in northern cliff erosion has not remained within the system 
which disputes these claims within the DCO: 
 

1. “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 

accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223 Table 12, shows net erosion of the Sizewell C 

foreshore since 1993. 

2. The Dunwich bank northern third has dropped between 1 and 2m – a huge amount of 
sediment seemingly lost to the system, not retained. 

 

Based on the above, in my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption 
for the maintenance and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-
year episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate 
change sea-level rise and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion 
around Sizewell C. See my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In summary of Appendix 3 it can be stated that the Sizewell Dunwich banks are the decisive arbiter 

of micro-stability of the nuclear coastline at Sizewell. They protect the inner and outer longshore 

bars and after the growth of the Dunwich bank from 1836 has protected the shoreline from being 

the ‘most eroded in records’ through accretion to stability. The banks will always be of critical 

importance to Sizewell C and conservative modelling cannot, under any circumstances in my view, 

rely on their overall retention and maintenance to end of station life. See my document REP2-393 

sections 2, 6, 7.  



------------------- Original Message -------------------
From: Stephen Beaumont >;
Received: Tue Apr 19 2022 11:38:52 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>;
Subject: Sizewell C

I am a retired Chartered Surveyor.  I have always maintained to both friends, colleagues and others that the Planning Process in the UK is one of the last
bastions of democracy.  This because all comments made about a planning application must be read or listened to and taken into account before a
decision is made.
 
I am writing to complain about the statement made by the Secretary of State, Mr Kwasi Kwarteng, where he and therefore the government  have
publicly backed the development of Sizewell C ignoring both the planning process and the law.
 
Having both contributed to the 6 month Planning Inquiry, as well as attending some of the public sessions, I am appalled that the MInister can
override this in such a public manner before the Inquiry decision, thus making the due process meaningless
 
Stephen Beaumont

mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk
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------------------- Original Message -------------------
From: mark thomas ;
Received: Tue Apr 19 2022 13:36:31 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS
<enquiries@beis.gov.uk>;
Subject: clapped out energy plan by clapped out government

To K Kartweng Secretary of State for DBEIS
 
Your recent announcement in the media concerning Britain's need for energy security due to the Ukrainian War and to rid
Britain of relying on fossil fuels and investing in nuclear or even shale gas is ill advised and will not provide Britain with
energy security now or in the future.
 
The intentions of investing in nuclear power will not provide Britain with either green sustainable energy use nor cheaper
energy bills which your pronouncement to the media left out nor did the Prime Minister or Treasury Secretary mention in
the new ten point energy strategy for Britain. 
 
Nuclear power is costly and doesn't provide energy usage to the UK regardless of what your civil servants inform you that it
does, it does not and cannot provide Britain with nuclear energy. for one Nuclear power costs for to much to build
nuclear rectors as in the case of previous nuclear reactors like Sizewell and Hinkley and Donrear nor can than provide
nuclear energy to the UK because nulcear reactors are designed to provide weapons grade matieral for the nulcear bomb
and that is a fact and is proven by the numerous independent papers written on the connections between Nuclear power
and nulcear bomb. 
 
With the cost of building nuclear reactors and the huge amounts of materials required in building them, plus the mining of
uranium which is just as worst as mining coal, i.e. most uranium mines are open cast mines create huge amounts of c02
emissions, waste from the mining, tailings from millions of tons of uranium waste which will cause long term pollution and
the pollution of river systems near the mines, and the destruction of the environment than offset of nuclear mining and
building nuclear reactors is far dearer than building wind turbines. 
 
This government, like the civil servants in government, will not account for how to get rid of nuclear waste which is a far

mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk
mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk


bigger problem than actually building the nuclear reactors. Hinkley C being the biggest nuclear reactor in Britain and the
biggest building site in Europe will not start for another ten years and this is far too late if Britain needs to meet its C02
emission reduction targets signed by this government under the Paris Climate agreement of 2016. 
 
Sizewell C which is still going through planning stages and which is opposed by majority of local residents, but considering
fossil fuel supporting and nuclear bomb supportign DBEIS as offered a bribe of over £120 million of British tax payers
money to private sector, which DBEIS love to waste tax payers money as well as their civil servantrs will not be enough to
get private sector to support nuclear power or building of nulcear reactors. And the simple reasons are they,
nuclear reactors do not provide nuclear energy, nor is it profitable because nuclear power is the dearest form of energy
source known to man, and if it was not for the hidden tax reduction offset in every UK citizens energy bill then they would
never be built due to the cost of nuclear energy which is far to dear. Wind turbines, offshore wind turbines provide far more
profit than nuclear options, so why not invest in them?
 
Hinkley C nuclear power station is only being built to provide nuclear weapons grade material for Trident nuclear weapons
programme, and which will cost the taxpayer over £200 billion and with the pointless Hinkley C power station costing the
British taxpayer over £30 billion totals a appalling cost of over £230 billion to the taxpayers of this country. and the crunch
behind the announcement of building another 8 nuclear reactors as nothing to do with providing Britain with energy
security because if you decided on this option during current crisis then you would build more offshore wind turbines and
wave turbines, but by building more nulcear reactors is simply to provide weapons grade matieral for the nulcear bomb.
this government now intends to increase Britain's nuclear arsenal by 40% of which means Hinkley C power station cannot
provide enough weapons grade material for Trident, therefore this Tory government which only received 39% of the
electoral vote and did not hold a parliamentary debate on expanding Trident nor building more nuclear reactors in this
country.  
 
 
No suprise there, because the DBEIS and the useless incompetent civil servants in government love to sqaunder  British tax
payers money on useless pointless projects like the Hinkley C power station, Trident nuclear bomb, or the recent waste of
money the Defence insdutry on tanks which are unable to move or the HS2 project or even worse Drax power station
which recieves over £2 milllion a day from tax payers whilst its trashes the forests of United States and claims biomass is
sustainble. You don't even mention the millions of families in the UK cannot afford to feed their children or with the now
cost of living crisis which this Tory government refuses to accept or acknowledge cannot and will not provide sustainable
energy for the UK, but spend taxpayers money on nuclear power which will provide dearer energy bills rather than cheaper
energy bills and will not address cost of living crises which is affecting millions of families in this country now, not in twenty
to thirty years time when this pointless, useless reactors will be built. 
 
the DBEIS under K Kartweng reign need to have a good look at what is the purpose of DBEIS because at present like the
Foreign Office and the Ministry of Defence you are a complete waste of taxpayers money, and cannot address either the
climate change break down this country and the world faces nor the current cost of living crisis which nuclear power is root
cause of due to the nuclear industry being given hidden discounts, but which are paid by energy customers through their
energy bills without their consent or knowledge. 
 
Britain needs to ditch nulcear power and Trident and concentrate on offshore wind turbines with wave turbines and other
new green technologies coming on stream, rather than spending trillions of British tax payers money on clapped out
nuclear reactors of which will never work and have never been desinged to provide nulcear energy for this country, but
rather have been desinged to provide weapons grade material for nulcear bomb. Britain needs a proper and fully
integrated energy plan for this country and one which neither DBEIS or this useless government provide it with, apart from
wasting trillions of pounds on clapped out projects concocted by useless inept civil servants. Britain deserves better than
this and one which this government should be ashamed of in expecting the British public to accept such tripe. 
 
yours 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 



THE ALDEBURGH SOCIETY
Registered Cha rity N um be r 262239   

The Rt Hon Kwasi Kwarteng

Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy

1 Victoria Street

LONDON SWIH OET

20 Apnl2022

SIZEWELL C _ APPLICATION FOR A DEVELOPMENT CONSENT ORDER

With the deadline approaching for yorn decision on the DCO application by EDF I wish to
underline to you the strong opposition of the Aldeburgh Society to the construction of this
additional power station on an eroding coast. As the local civic society, we are deeply
concemed by the threat which these proposals pose to our inhabitants, our environment, our
economy, indeed to our way of life.

Your Department's illiterate, largely irrelevant and unsigned reply dated 30 March to my letter
of 21 March summarising our objections to the proposed onshore infrastructure for the East
Anglia One North and East Anglia Two ofFshore windfarms gives me cause for concern about
the quality of administration in your Department. Now that you have given consent for this
development, in the face of very strong and well-founded arguments for an altemative
approach, it is all the more essential that you and your fellow Ministers address the Sizewell
C application in a holistic marner.

We played an active part in the Planning Inspectorate Examination of the Sizewell C
application, and I do not intend to repeat here atl the arguments we and others have put forward
to EDF's proposals. We are confident that the Inspectorate will have reflected the very strong
and well-founded local opposition in its report to you.

The core of our objection is fourfold:
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1. That this is a nationally protected Area of Outstanding Natural Beaufy rntose

character would be irreparably damaged by the proposed large industrial structures

involved in Sizewell C, on top of the windfarms' onshore in-frastructure and several

further offshore projects being prepared by National Grid companies for landfall in

the same area;

2. That this large nuclear fission project represents an outdated concept, with inherent

dangers stretching even beyond these shores and involving the creation of
radioactive waste which cannot currently be disposed of safely;

3. That the construction and operation of these installations would cause serious traffic

congestion on unsuitable roads across a large part of East Suffolk; air, light and noise

pollution; and damage to the year- round visitor economy of our town and the

surrounding area;

4. That it is irresponsible for all these separate energy projects affecting the same area

of East Suffolk to be handled piecemealby a Government which claims to have a

coherent energy strategy, with no provision for proper public explanation of their

scope or carefirl examination of their wider implications.

We know that your Department is engaged with stakeholders in forward-looking studies of
future ene(gy infrastructure, and we would hope that the Sizewell C application is being

appraised in an appropriately broad context. We cannot believe that the Govemment, with

its strong commitrnent to a green agenda, would wish to be seen as responsible for seismic

damage to a fragile, nationally protected and highly valued stretch of coastline when tretter,

safer and more efficient technologies for energy generation are coming onstream.

I urge you, on behalf of our community in Aldeburgh and East Suffolk, to heed the shong

concerns which we and many others have voiced over the deficiencies of this very large,

outdated project, and to make a futureproof decision on the DCO application.

Yours sincerely

Katherine Mackie

Chair
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From:

Subject: MCB - Sizewell C Planning
Date: 26 April 2022 10:57:39

 
 

From: PEAREY, Fenella  
Sent: 25 April 2022 17:14
To: BEIS Correspondence <BEIScorrespondence@beis.gov.uk>
Subject: Giles Watling MP - Constituent Concerns GW20365
 
Dear colleagues
 
I am writing on behalf of Giles’ constituent Ian Rose 

 who has concerns regarding Sizewell C (please see his email below).
 
Giles would be grateful if you could look into this matter and offer him any advice or information
he can pass onto his constituent.

Thank you.

Best regards

Fenella
 
Dear Mr. Watling
I have this afternoon sent this letter to the BEIS to express my utter disbelief that that the
Secretary of State should have made a statement on the BBC this morning that totally
negates, ignores and pre-judges the result of the planning process for Sizewell C.

“As I was registered as an interested party to the planning inquiry on Sizewell C.
I was astounded that the Secretary of State made comments on Radio 4 this morning that
showed that as far as, he, and presumably, the government, are concerned the whole
process of a planning inquiry has been completely ignored.
Apart from the cost of this process it appears that he is totally disinterested in the views of
everyone who has made representation and has also ignored the huge issues that have
arisen.
The inquiry has yet to report to the public.
I believe that this statement shows the complete lack of thought that this government
have for the rule of law and their complete inability to plan properly for any kind of event.
 
Ian Rose

Interested Party No. 20025779”



I would be interested in your view of this matter.
Ian Rose
Address as above
 
Fenella Pearey

Office of Giles Watling MP

 
UK Parliament Disclaimer: this e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient. If you have
received it in error, please notify the sender and delete it from your system. Any unauthorised
use, disclosure, or copying is not permitted. This e-mail has been checked for viruses, but no
liability is accepted for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. This e-mail
address is not secure, is not encrypted and should not be used for sensitive data.



From: Neil Poole ;
Received: Mon Apr 25 2022 17:58:08 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time)
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS
<enquiries@beis.gov.uk>;
Subject: The Sizewell C Project: Planning Inspectorate Reference EN010012

Dear Mr Kwarteng
 
The Sizewell C Project: Planning Inspectorate Reference EN010012
 
I wrote to you on 18 January 2021 shortly after your appointment as Secretary of State. I received an
instant automatic acknowledgement which included this:
 
Response times
We aim to respond to all correspondence within 15 working days, in line with Cabinet Office
guidance.  However, please be aware that a small number of enquiries may take longer to answer
due to their complexity.

mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk
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I never received anything more. Not in 15 working days. Not in 15 months ... and counting. I'm afraid
my faith in the legitimacy of the process has been shaken. I can't believe that you have been
impressed by the performance of EDF but I have to say that I am deeply disappointed in your own
highly partial handling of the Sizewell C project.
 
Allow me to remind you what you said when you first became involved:
 
 "The onus is on the company developing the project to bring as many people as possible with
them. ... if you can get a big majority and can show that you are benefitting the local community, that
you're sensitive to their environmental concerns. I think that's a challenge they can deliver on." 
 
You thought it was a challenge they could deliver on. You were certainly correct that the onus was on
the company. But it has been plain for all but the most blinkered onlooker to see that EDF has failed
utterly to deliver on the challenge that you set them. The local community, far from having
been brought onboard, is fiercely opposed to the project. It would only take a morning's trip
around the area to witness the depth of opposition from the local community. EDF has created
a big majority all right - a huge majority opposed to the project.
 
Quite simply, whatever one's views are on nuclear energy, Sizewell, perched as it is on the edge
of the UK's most fragile and rapidly eroding coast, surrounded by an area of unique protected
wildlife habitats, too small for the size of development proposed, with inadequate access and
without a basic source of potable water, is quite clearly the wrong place for a huge new twin
reactor plant. It's just plain wrong Mr Kwarteng. And it's time you accepted that.
 
But here's one more thing for you to consider: the world is a very different place from the one
we all thought we lived in two months ago. We all now know that the madman in the Kremlin
will stop at nothing to wreak devastation on his enemies. Amongst his many enemies, we rank
at the very top. What would a madman do with his final throw of the dice? Yes - he could
certainly press the nuclear button. But perhaps he wouldn't need to do that. Sizewell - soft
target on the East coast. One or two ICBMs and life in large parts of the UK would suddenly
become unliveable.
 
Think again Mr Kwarteng. Think about the consequences of your decision. Look at what Putin is
doing in not-so-far-off Ukraine. Sizewell is already a big enough target for the madman in the
Kremlin. Don't give him a bigger, more potentially dangerous X on the map.
 
Pull the plug now before it's too late for us all.
 
Yours sincerely
Neil Poole RIBA

 
 



From:

Subject: Re: Sizewell C. Message for Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy
Date: 18 January 2021 12:44:32

Dear Mr Kwarteng
The Sizewell C Project: Planning Inspectorate Reference EN010012
Welcome to the Sizewell C debate. From what I can see from your personal cv, you are an
intelligent person. I hope we will discover as you take up your new post, that you will approach
your key role with an open mind and that you will be prepared to look closely at all the issues
around this mega-scale proposal. Of course, any nuclear project is of national significance but
because of its timing and history to date, this one has taken on a higher level of importance. I
can see from what you have said in the past that you support the general principle of adding to
the UK's nuclear energy capacity. I urge you though, to consider with due seriousness, the crucial
issue of location. Like many local residents, I am convinced that for numerous reasons Sizewell's
location is fundamentally unsuited for the proposed project.

I have been a Suffolk resident for most of my 65 years. I am a recently retired architect and ran
my own small architect's practice in Suffolk for more than 30 years. I love the Suffolk coast, its
landscape, its wildlife, its unique character. I'm a member of the RSPB and Suffolk Wildlife Trust. I
have been deeply concerned about the threat of climate-change for many years and as an
individual, I am committed to treading lightly in all aspects of my existence on this fragile planet.
I am passionately opposed to the Sizewell C application and have set out my objections in detail
in representations to the Planning Inspectorate.

I have read your widely reported comments about the necessity for EDF to engage with the local
community. It should be immediately clear to you that they have failed at every level, to do that.
Suffolk County Council, from an early position of in-principle support, is still unconvinced, as is
the District Council. More than 100 local businesses and more than 10,000 local residents have
registered their strong objections. EDF have failed to make their case and continue at every step
to misjudge their responses.

You said "The onus is on the company developing the project to bring as many people as possible
with them. ... if you can get a big majority and can show that you are benefitting the local
community, that you're sensitive to their environmental concerns. I think that's a challenge they
can deliver on." Frankly, I'm surprised you think that, because there is no sign that they even
understand the need to do those things. Most of what they've said and done so far has alienated
the local community and hardened local opinion against the project. Their flagrant breach of
wildlife protection legislation last month, when they felled trees in Coronation Wood without the
required European Protected Species Bat Mitigation licence from Natural England Wildlife
Licensing Service is just the latest example of their scant regard for ensuring that they carry local
opinion with them. Far from recognising the importance of the challenge that you set them in
your comments, EDF's approach seems to be based on an assumption that they can do the
absolute minimum and will be able to rely on central government support to override the views
of local people. This is now your challenge Mr Kwarteng.

For a fair and authoritative view from the local business community, I implore you to read the
East Anglian Daily Times article by Dr Andy Wood, CEO of local business Adnams Southwold:



h

And for an eloquent, impassioned response from one of the country's most respected writers
(one who once referred to himself as politically "vaguely conservative") please read Anthony
Horowitz's Spectator article:

Let's be clear, the onus is on EDF to address our concerns. Their many failed attempts to do that
and their performance to date has undermined the confidence of the local community who will
be affected for decades to come if you give the project a green light after the Planning
Inspectorate has reported.

Finally, it is unreasonable to proceed with the Planning Inspectorate's examination process
during current coronavirus restrictions which severely limit the extent to which the democratic
involvement of all interested parties can be fairly represented. The Sizewell C application is
unsuited to examination on a virtual basis and should be placed on hold until it is possible to
conduct proceedings in a manner which will not place the local community at a disadvantage.
I urge you to visit the area. I'm sure you're a very busy man but you owe it to us to be thorough.
Book yourself in for a week or two in Eastbridge or Leiston, meet local people - residents,
business people, farmers, walk along the coast from Sizewell to RSPB Minsmere and Dunwich
Heath, speak to the RSPB's internationally respected staff, walk the Sizewell Belts Nature
Reserve, see for yourself what EDF have done to Coronation Wood and speak to SWT about that,
look at the road network and local villages. Until you have done those things you will not
understand the issues that face us. The case for Sizewell C has not been made.
Yours faithfully
Neil Poole RIBA



From:

Subject: Response to BEIS letter 25 April 2022 Your ref: Sizewell C EN010012
Date: 26 April 2022 08:27:25
Attachments: SizewellC-Coastal considerations and TR553.pdf

For the attention of Gareth Leigh
Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, &
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
 
Dear Gareth Leigh,

I would be grateful if you would accept the enclosed response to your letter of the 25th April
2022.

'Sizewell C—Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022'

Kind regards

Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 

mailto:Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
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Sizewell C—Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022 
 


Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 26/4/2022 


Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 


Ref: Comments on the responses of specified parties the Secretary of State’s letters of 18 March 
2022 and 31 March 2022. Response to your letter 25 April 2022. 
 


Paper 1 addresses replies to your ‘Coastal considerations’ section. 
 


Paper 2 addresses the Environment Agency’s response to BEEMS TR553 which has been considered 
additionally to TR544. BEEMS TR553 has only recently appeared in the public domain.  
 


Paper 1 – responses to ‘Coastal Considerations’ and the 


CPMMP. 
 


The Q&As in much recent documentation relating to ‘coastal considerations’ appear to concentrate 


on technical details of the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) modelling and the Coastal Process 


Monitoring and Mitigation Plan CPMMP. This concentration risks obscuring the importance of an 


overall shoreline recession in the Greater Sizewell Bay caused by submergence of the low-lying 


Minsmere levels and Sizewell marsh that will surround Sizewell C.  


This paper illustrates that the CPMMP and SCDF in their proposed form are not necessarily capable 


of protecting Sizewell C from submergence of the marshlands. 


There are two main ‘scenarios’ relating to shoreline retreat in the bay: climate science and the 


offshore geomorphology. 


1. Climate science: 
 
The IPCC (International Panel for Climate Change) states: 


• "Sea-level rise under emission scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the 


risk of coastal erosion and submergence of coastal land (high confidence)," 


 https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php. Chapter 3. 


The Applicant’s ‘Expert Geomorphological Assessment’ (EGA) presented in the DCO as an exercise in 


studying shoreline retreat does not appear to address the IPCC’s statement of risk. The low-lying 


marshlands that surround the proposed Sizewell C could certainly be affected by a climate change 


scenario that fails to limit global warming to 1.5 degrees. The EGA also assumes a ’mid-range’ 


climate change sea level rise that is non-conservative. See Appendix 1 for a review of the EGA. 


It is not clear to me how this approach aligns with the Applicant’s response in the ‘Questions from 


the Government of Austria’ as published in BEIS letter reference EN010012, 25th April: 
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• Section 5.4.13. “The Sizewell C site has been subject to full characterisation of all hazards… 


In relation to climate change, latest UK government guidance on climate change (UKCP18 – 


linked to latest IPCC guidance) has been taken into account for the full life of the station 


(using maximum credible projections and sensitivities around maximum possible 


projections).” 


 


2. The offshore geomorphology: 
 
The nuclear coastline at Sizewell has been subjected to the most severe erosion in records 


established by Pye and Blott before the development of the Dunwich bank followed by accretion and 


stability of the nuclear coastline after the development of the Dunwich bank. 


The importance of this is to recognise the geomorphic control and importance of the Sizewell-


Dunwich banks to coastal erosion in the Greater Sizewell Bay. See REP2-393, section 2 page 17 on.  


Section 2 heading: ‘Overview of Sizewell coastal erosion, morphology and stability. The importance of the Dunwich bank to 


coastal processes.’ 


The Dunwich bank is non-consolidated geology, it is mud and shingle. It has changed much in its life 


and will continue to change, a change that, if conservatively considered, may result in full depletion. 


The non-coralline parts of the Sizewell bank are also at risk of full depletion. See REP2-393, section 6 


page 39 on ‘The Sizewell-Dunwich banks.’ 


The Applicant, however, has adopted a somewhat ‘changing narrative’ (Cefas’s phrase) to the 


importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks summarised as follows: 


i) The Applicant’s position PRE-DCO – The Sizewell-Dunwich bank is of critical importance 


to nuclear shoreline security. 
 
The Applicant states that the Dunwich bank is critically important to shoreline processes and a 


seemingly indispensable wave relief feature, the loss of which would cause shoreline erosion and 


‘knock-on’ effects on the Sizewell bank. This is supported by academic research. Examples below: 


• “The [Sizewell-Dunwich] bank represents a natural wave break preventing larger waves from 


propagating inshore and thus reducing erosion rates along this shoreline. As a result, the 


Bank forms an integral component of the shore defence and provides stability for the 


Sizewell coastal system”. ‘Sizewell C proposed Nuclear Development, Sizewell C EIA Scoping 


Report, April 2014, Planning Inspectorate Ref: EN010012, Page, 150. See REP5-253 for 


further information. 


• “The size, depth and position of this ‘saddle’ [of the Dunwich bank] is therefore of critical 


importance with regard to the risk of erosion and flooding between the proposed Sizewell ‘C’ 


site and Minsmere Sluice.” BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A Consideration of "Extreme Events" at 


Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal Morphological Change and Extreme 


Water Levels, Page 5. 


• “…it is feasible that changes at Dunwich bank could have knock-on effects at Sizewell.” 
Beems TR058 Page 45. 


• See REP5-253 for further information. 
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ii) The Applicant’s position in the DCO application - The Sizewell-Dunwich banks will be 


an immutable (permanent) feature to end of station life (despite acknowledging the banks 


are changing). 
 
The Applicant assumes and relies on the physical permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks and 


their natural energy dissipating effects in the main Flood Risk Assessment (MDS FRA) modelling and 


the Expert Geomorphological (EGA) assessment. 


• “As such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios 
and epochs as a conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130. See REP5-253 


• The EGA study into shoreline change assumes the permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich 
banks and hence the permanence of its wave energy reduction. See Appendix 1.  


• Mutability is then noted representing direct contradiction to the methodologies: “Records 
over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in both its 
morphology and position with…erosion north of 267000N, resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 
– -1.5 m”. DCO: Coastal Geomorphology Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21.  


• See REP5-253 for further information. 


 


iii) The Applicant’s position during further DCO questions and Answers – the loss of the 


Dunwich bank would now benefit the low-lying land around Sizewell C and increase its flood 


resistance, a position diametrically opposed to all the Applicant’s pre-DCO research. 
 


• “If Dunwich Bank were lost or substantially reduced (in extent or elevation) there is a greater 


potential for erosion of the shoreline around Dunwich and, importantly, the Minsmere – 


Dunwich Cliffs, resulting in a local increase in the supply of sand and pebbles (i.e., beach 


shingle) from the cliffs. This sediment would move south and could reduce erosion rates. 


Reduced erosion rates could tend to increase resistance to flooding over the Minsmere and 


Sizewell frontages.” Responses to the ExA's Third Written Questions (ExQ3) Volume 1 - SZC 


Co. Responses epage 68. 


iv) The Applicant’s position in the final stages of the DCO application: it is ‘perfectly 


plausible’ that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks will deplete leading to ‘loss of sea defence’ but 


this would now not represent ‘a coastal flooding hazard initiator.’ 
 


“One of the plausible scenarios in Reference [22] relates to depletion of the Dunwich-Sizewell 


bank, leading to a loss of natural sea defence. However… it is not considered as a coastal 


flooding initiator (see Section 3.5.1.1).” and it continues by stating that coastal erosion itself 


is ‘not a coastal flooding hazard initiator’. See ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’, Section 


3.5.1.1. The ‘Data Summary Report’ was obtained under FoI from the ONR and is in draft 


form. 


In my view the Applicant’s pre-DCO understanding is rational. The subsequent conflicting responses 


to coastal processes are unsupported by both orthodox understanding and historical precedent 


therefore representing a significant cause for concern. 


The Applicant is, it seems, intending to rely on the CPMMP, the management and mitigation of 


coastal processes by essentially moving and recharging shingle along the beachheads: 
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• “Coastal erosion – this phenomenon is a slow process that will be monitored during the 


lifecycle of the site and will be considered as part of the Coastal Process Monitoring and 


Mitigation Plan (CPMMP).” Page 47 ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’. 


However, the breaches that have already occurred into the Minsmere levels occurred to the north of 


Minsmere sluice: 


• The locations of breaches - 267400 on the 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 and 266900 on the 
14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of coastline between Dunwich 
and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of a major breach occurring during a 
future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 


28/160. See map REP2-393 Section 6 – locations marked with yellow stars. 
 


These breaches are therefore beyond the scope of the CPMMP which does not fully cover the 


Minsmere levels. It is perfectly plausible to consider that the CPMMP resources could be 


overwhelmed by major erosional events, the occurrence of which can be sudden rather than a ‘slow 


process’. The shoreline at Sizewell is certainly dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it 


is shaped by these most of the time, but then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 


through erosion and flooding, often overnight. 


Increasing the extent of the sea defences at some future date ‘if required’ might be thought a 


response to an overwhelmed CPMMP but they would take many years to build after the initial 


construction and cannot be regarded as ‘reactive’.  


Summary 
 
Shoreline retreat of the Greater Sizewell Bay as presented in the Sizewell C DCO often contradicts 


the Applicant’s own rational research pre-DCO. The EGA study of shoreline retreat is non-


conservative, non-precautionary and the Applicant appears to be relying on ‘mitigation measures’ 


defined by its CPMMP. In my view this is a high-risk approach; a conservative (precautionary) 


approach should address the loss of major sections of the marshlands whether from depletion of the 


Sizewell-Dunwich banks or climate change sea level rise of anything above 1.5°C.  


Concentration on the minutiae of SCDF modelling or CPMMP detail is valid and appropriate but risks 
overlooking the limitations of these features and processes when considered within the Greater 
Sizewell Bay. Inundation of the Bay is likely to occur from north of the Minsmere sluice, beyond the 
remit of the CPMMP, an inundation that will not necessarily be addressed by the seaward aspects of 
the Soft Coastal Defence Feature. 
 


Paper 2 - Notes on BEEMS TR553. 
 


The Environment Agency’s response raises the fact that TR553 has been considered additionally to 


TR544. This paper responds to TR553. 


BEEMS TR553 has been published on the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after 


being made available to the Environment Agency.  


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-


SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf
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The Applicant states the following: 


• “Technical report (BEEMS TR553: Modelling of Soft Coastal Defence Feature under Design 
Basis Conditions) was provided on 18th February 2022 for review [to the Environment 
Agency] … The report was not submitted as part of the DCO application or examination.” 
See: BEEMS TR553, Appx 5 page 10. 


TR553 appears to be the basis for a Statement of Common Ground between the Environment 


Agency and the Applicant and therefore an important document. 


BEEMS TR553 is an exercise in modelling the Soft Coastal Defence Feature and appears to directly 


address points raised in my paper REP7-220, “Impacts on Coastal Process - TR545, CPMMP - 


Response to questions Deadline D7”, on the limitations of BEEMS TR545. TR553 now represents 


orthodox conservative modelling in many areas including regarding the offshore geomorphology—


i.e., the absence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and the nearshore bars represents the higher 


inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling. 


This position is undeniably a step forward but starkly illustrates the variance with the Applicant’s 


stance in the DCO, as stated in Paper1, that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and 


nearshore bars represents the highest inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling for all 


epochs and scenarios as follows: 


• “…the assessment concluded that …with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more 


conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal. As 


such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and 


epochs as a conservative approach.” REP7-052 (EN010012-007054- Responses to ExQ2 


epages 104-115. 


Considerations relating to TR553: 


 


1 2140 – the ‘explicit date’ for spent fuel removal. 
 


TR553 now extends modelling to 2140, the ‘explicit’ date committed to by the Applicant for Spent 


Fuel removal from site, as follows: 


• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of operation 
of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports Referenced 
in the Environmental Statement. Page 14 epage 144. 


•  “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent Fuel 
Store.” DCO: 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in the Environmental Statement. page 2 of 
22, epage 228 


 


However, it seems implausible that spent fuel can in fact be removed from site by this date. This is 


explained in my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century.” – The 


relevant section is attached as Appendix 4. 
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2 The Sizewell Dunwich banks, their wave energy dissipation properties and the 


correct format for conservative modelling. 
 


TR553 states: 


“It is worth noting that the combined waves and water levels of Scenario A1 and E1 are 


representative of offshore conditions applied directly to the XBeach-G model boundary, which is 


landward of Sizewell-Dunwich Bank –this means that the natural energy dissipating effects of the 


bank are not included in the A1 and E1 models, but are included in the XBeach-G F1 model.” 


In other words, TR553 is adopting orthodox, conservative modelling that does not rely on the 


‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 


epochs and does not appear to assume their substantial retention. 


• Unfortunately, the basis of the DCO and DCO Addendum shoreline change modelling is the 


converse of this approach that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks represents 


conservative modelling for all scenarios and epochs as explained in Paper 1 above. 


TR553 represents a major step forward by acknowledging the correct importance of the Sizewell 


Dunwich banks and applying conservative modelling to the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) by 


excluding the energy dissipating effects of the banks and nearshore bars. The difficulty is that 


Greater Sizewell Bay is not considered within the same framework of parameters as TR553. What 


is conservative for the SCDF is conservative for the Bay in general and must be considered in unity. 


Summary 
 
TR553, as stated, is a positive development; it shows the SCDF design to be seemingly functional 


within its remit and addresses the concerns raised in REP7-220 regarding TR545 and the need for 


conservative modelling.  


TR553 illustrates, in my view, the need to consider the Greater Sizewell Bay shoreline change 


analysis with the same parameters as TR553 and not those used by the Expert Geomorphological 


Assessment in the DCO which relies fully on the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell 


Dunwich banks and nearshore bars and only runs until 2070/87. 


The SCDF cannot be regarded as distinct from the Greater Sizewell Bay. 


It is not clear that 2140 is a plausible date for spent fuel removal and should this prove to be the 


case then it appears that the main nuclear platform would require increased flood resilience than 


currently proposed. 


The reassessment of the two points above, namely a conservative appraisal of Greater Sizewell Bay 


shoreline recession to the end of station life and the need to provide post-2140 flood resilience, will 


help define if the extent of the sea defences around the main nuclear platform as presented in the 


DCO hearing are adequate. 


Following: 


Appendix 1 – The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) as presented in the DCO. 


Appendix 2 – The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
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Appendix 3 – The Sizewell Dunwich banks showing important details. Extract from REP2-393 


Appendix 4 – Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is this a plausible 


timeframe? Extract from Post-D10 document “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in 


the next century.” 


Appendix 5 - The control and influence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 


coastal processes. Extract from REP2-393. 


===============================*============================= 


APPENDIX 1 


The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) to 


establish shoreline change - a response to DCO studies. 
 
This is taken from Section 5 of my document REP2-393. As far as I am aware the Applicant has not 
updated the EGA from that presented in the original DCO. 
 
EDF informs us in the DCO submission, that it commissioned seven expert geomorphologists to 
examine the shoreline change processes associated with Sizewell C: 
 


“Seven Expert Geomorphologists, internal and external to Cefas, were convened to assess the 
physical and scientific evidence for shoreline change processes and to derive a plausible 
future shoreline baseline using the EGA [Expert Geomorphological Assessment] approach. “ 
 
DCO: 6.3 Revision: 1.0 Applicable Regulation: Regulation 5(2)(a) PINS Reference Number: EN010012 
Volume 2 Main Development Site Chapter 20 Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics 
Appendix 20A Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics: Synthesis for Environmental Impact 
Assessment TR311 Sizewell MSR1 (Ed 4) Paragraph 7.2.1. 
 


The EGA is based on the work of Cefas in Beems document TR311 and TR403 ‘Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment of Sizewell’s Future Shoreline Position’ 21/3/19 rev. 21/4/20’. 
 


In my view there are fundamental limitations to the study which are non-conservative in their 
approach: 


 
1. To adopt a future projection based on “reasonably foreseeable” conditions. 
2. Sea level rise in the year 2070 is based on a ‘mid-range’ scenario. 
3. The offshore wave climate remains unchanged.  
4. The inshore wave climate remains unchanged. 
5. The EGA limits its scope to 3Km of coastline. 
6. The EGA limits its timescale to 2070 (2087). End of plant life, however, is 2190. 
7. Shoreline sinuosity remains the same 


 
See: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 
 


These assumptions and limitations are each discussed below: 
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1) The Expert Geomorphological Assessment limited its study to ‘reasonably foreseeable 


conditions’ a phrase that does not appear to be completely clear in this context. EDF claims that ‘no 


assessment can be made of extreme events’, and the drivers of change are ‘moderate’ events: 


“A projection based on the ‘reasonably foreseeable’ conditions was considered the most 
appropriate method of reaching consensus as ‘extreme events’ that could occur have a low 
(or poorly-determined) chance of occurrence and geomorphic systems tend to be shaped by 
more frequent moderate events (Wolman and Miller, 1960), with the exception of 
cataclysmic change”. Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 


and BEEMS TR403, p.33. 
 


Wolman and Miller’s studies of geomorphic processes were produced in the 1960s; the explicit 
exclusion of extreme events—is an unsupportable premise where conservative consideration should 
be a given. The shoreline at Sizewell is dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it is 
shaped by these most of the time, and then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 
through erosion and flooding. Increases in overall energy supply to the coastline will occur from any 
increase in either storm frequency or intensity. See section 2 and 4 of Rep2-393. 
 


• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements: "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." The low lying Minsmere levels and Sizewell 
marshes that will surround Sizewell C must be subject to this risk to at least some extent. 
 


2) The ‘panel of seven geomorphologists’ stipulated a limited 0.52m sea-level rise at 2070 – a 


mid-category Representative Concentration Pathway.  
 


“…future shoreline change affecting the Sizewell C development was assessed based on SLR 
in 2070 of 0.54m (the 95th percentile under the UKCP18 mid-range scenario).” 
DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Paragraph 2.4.1 Page 48 


 


This is not a conservative approach—advice from UKCP18 which advises that planners use H++ 
values, or at least RCP8.5, 95th percentile. See section 4 of Rep2-393. 
 


3)  The panel limited the offshore wave climate to ‘unchanged’. UKCP18 does not stress major 


increase in offshore wave climate, nevertheless, EDF notes in the Main Development Site Flood Risk 


Assessment: 


“4.2.16 The Environment Agency guidance (Ref 1.7) suggests assuming a precautionary 
increase in wave height of 5% up to 2055 and then 10% from 2055 to 2115.” 
DCO: Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment, op.cit., Page 54. 


 
Also, UKCP18 suggests ‘inherent uncertainty’ as regards ‘Significant Wave Height’ predictions as they 


represent an area of low predictive accuracy: 


“Given the inherent uncertainty in projections of storm track changes and the limited sample 


size available, the wave projections presented here should be viewed as indicative of the 


potential changes with low confidence.” UKCP18, Ibid., Page 28. 


It continues that wave patterns are defined by local activity, which, for Sizewell C will be from a 


North/North/East fetch across the large expanse of the North Sea. The 1:100 return period (an 


81.9% chance of occurring between now and 2190) wave height being 7.3m-7.8m. 







9 
 


4)  For the ‘inshore wave climate to remain unchanged’ is to explicitly state there is a reliance 


and dependency on the Sizewell-Dunwich offshore banks and longshore, nearshore bars remaining 
in their current form. This bank network, as previously stated, attenuates and dissipates offshore 
wave energy —as stated in BEEMS TR553, it has ‘natural energy dissipating effects’—reducing and 
controlling the inshore wave climate. To assume the banks’ stasis and to rely on their ‘energy 
dissipating effects’ is then a non-conservative approach. (see Tucker, Carr et al.) (BEEMS TR311). 


 


In my opinion, and that of leading authorities such as Mott Macdonald, the respected global 


engineering consultancy which undertook an extensive study of the area in 2014 considers that: 


“…at a local scale the SDBC [Sizewell-Dunwich Bank Complex] has the potential to change 


over time-scales shorter than a few decades.” Mott Mac., op. cit., page 57. 


Cefas also acknowledges uncertainty: 


“…our understanding of bank dynamics is poor” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. 058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and impact 
to adjacent shorelines. Page 47. 


 


• The Marine Management Association states: ‘the northern end of Dunwich bank has 


lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend 


to continue.’ This roughly equates to 4 million tonnes of bank deposits ‘lost to the system’ in 


a decade. See 5.1.7, MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021, 30th Sept 2020. See Appendix 2 for 


details. 


However, despite these considerations, EDF’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment tells us in the 
DCO: 


“The principal receptors (beach, bars, bank and crag) of the future baseline can be expected 


to resemble the present (i.e. no regime shift) over much or all of the station life.” Chapter 20 


DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Paragraph 20.4.78. 


The statement above outlining the approach of its geomorphological experts is in open contradiction 


to the following acknowledgement: 


“It is important to note that changes to the broad coastal regime and coastal processes may 
occur within the station life.” 
The Sizewell C Project 6.14 Environmental Statement Addendum, Volume 3: Environmental 
Statement Addendum Appendices Chapter 2 Main Development Site, Appendix 2.15.A Coastal 
Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Para 6.5 


 


In summary of point 4 it is axiomatic to state that conservative modelling must not rely on the 


‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 


epochs and conservative assessment may not assume their substantial retention over the next 150 


years.  


5) Conservative modelling of coastal processes should extend beyond the 3Km remit of the 


EGA. 
 


6) The EGA limits its remit to 2070 (sea level rise) instead of end of station life which is 2190. In 


a recent ‘East Anglian Daily Times’ article, a senior coastal scientist at Cefas, and one of the seven 
expert geomorphologists responsible for the study is reported as saying: 
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 “… that while Cefas does look far ahead into the future, it is generally only possible to 


predict detailed changes to the coastline over the next 10 years.” He continues, “We can try 


and predict as much as we like, but almost every prediction in the very long-term has no 


certainty around it.” ‘Flooding and ‘extreme’ storms won’t put Sizewell C in danger, experts say’ by 


Andrew Papworth, East Anglian Daily Times, 06 August 2020’, https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/cefas-


sizewell-c-coastal-erosion-2684774 


This is a different perspective from that of EDF which suggests in its public information newsletter, 
‘Doing the power of good to Britain’, and quoted in the introduction in REP2-393, that the Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment forecasts the ‘very best assessment of long-term coastal change’ and 
therefore shows Sizewell C to be ‘future-proofed’. The EGA in the form presented in the DCO hearing 
does not support this statement. 
 


7) “The consensus view was that the ‘natural’ future shoreline was likely to be no more sinuous 
than it is” Page 135 Appendix 20A 
 
 


Summary of Appendix 4 
 
In my view, the opportunity and capacity within which the review has taken place, combined with 
one of the geomorphologist’s views that their forecasts cannot extend reliably beyond 10 years, fully 
compromises any value in the Expert Geomorphological Assessment’s analysis of future shoreline 
recession. In summary, the EGA cannot be regarded as conservative in its assumptions and 
methodology as follows: 
 


• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements of "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." 


• The EGA does not apply RCP8.5 95 percentile climate change sea level rise, 


• The EGA assumes no climate change induced change in storm frequency or intensity, 


• The EGA relies on an unchanging offshore geomorphology (reliance on its unchanging form 
and energy dissipation characteristics). The EGA does not consider the possibility of extreme 
erosion that can occur on this particular section of Sizewell shoreline, erosion that has 
historical precedent. 


• The EGA’s timescale is to 2070/87 and end of plant life is 2190. 
 


APPENDIX 2  


The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
 


The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) states: 
 


“5.1.7 In relation to p.20.4.77 on the future shoreline baseline geomorphic elements, 
it is assumed that the future baseline will resemble the present day. As mentioned 
above, the lack of assessment of changes to the offshore wave climate to a NE 
domination is a gap in the analysis. For the nearshore climate, it assumes the bank 
system is stable. However, the northern end of Dunwich bank has lowered 2 metres 
in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend to continue. 
This will affect the nearshore wave climate and should be included.” 
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MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021 Planning Inspectorate Reference: 
EN010012 MMO Registration Identification Number: 20025459 Page 25 Deadline 2 
submission. 


 
The Applicant itself in the DCO states: 
 


o    “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater 
variability in both its morphology and position with erosion north of 
267000N,  resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 
Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 


 
Consider the material involved in this depletion: 
 
The Northern 1/3rd of the bank would be about 1.5km long and 1 km wide approximately. 
 
So, if we say overall 1.5m depletion, then approximate volume lost = 1500m x 1000m x 1.5m = 2.25 
million cubic metres of material lost to the system. The specific gravity of the material is not known 
accurately but we might assume this equates to approximately 4 million tonnes of bank sand and 
mud deposits seemingly ‘lost to the system’ in a decade. 
 
The point is that the amount is both significant and that it appears to be ‘lost’ to the offshore banks.  
This is consistent with findings in BEEMS where sediment from northern cliff erosion is not 
remaining ‘in the system’: 
  


• “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 
accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223, page 119 and Table 12, shows net erosion of the 
Sizewell C foreshore since 1993. 


• No full survey of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks since 2016/7 appears to have been undertaken 


by the Applicant – an exercise trivial in its cost and complexity by comparison with other 


aspects of the development. The Applicant states: “Due to its large size (633 ha above the -8 


m AOD; [Ref. 18] the bank is not regularly surveyed”, a statement that is puzzling. See 


Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report, SZC-NNBGEN-XX-000-REP-100022 100812635 Version 


4.0a page 18. 


 
In summary of Appendix 2, in my view, it is clearly untenable to assume the retention of the 
Dunwich bank over the lifetime of the plant into the twenty-second century. Therefore, alongside 
the additional driver of climate change sea level rise, any conservative appraisal should accept and 
address significant shoreline retreat in the Greater Sizewell Bay during the lifetime of the plant. 
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APPENDIX 3 


The chart below illustrates the Sizewell Dunwich banks. 


 
 
The Sizewell-Dunwich Banks. The purple arrows mark 26700N— to the north of which the crest 
height of Dunwich bank is lowering. Chart base from BEEMS Technical Report TR500 ‘Sizewell-
Dunwich Bank Morphology and Variability’. Page 14. Markup my addition. 
 


o The orange and red lines show the ‘inner and outer’ nearshore, longshore bars. The 
DCO provided detailed bathymetry of the inner and outer Longshore bars and not 
the Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 
 


o The pink square shows the proposed location of Sizewell C. 
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o “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in 


both its morphology and position with erosion north of 267000N, [shown by the 
purple arrows] resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 


Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 


 
o The five blue arrows show the direction of the most significant storm waves from 


the North/North East— the largest and longest waves arrive from the N-NE sector. 
[1:100 wave heights 7.3m-7.8m].  The driver of sudden and significant erosion on 
this stretch of coast is from the NNE NE and Easterly directions. The loss of just the 
northern section of the bank could allow unbroken storm waves to break on the 
foreshore and increase water volumes in the South Minsmere levels in flood 
conditions. See map in section 4.3. DCO: Geomorphology Appendix 20A. op.cit., 


Paragraph 2.3.2.2.2 
 


Haskoning’s modelling assumes ‘shore-normal’ angles (all waves will strike 
the shore at 90 degrees). In the complex bathymetry offshore from Sizewell 
plus significant wave directions stated above do not appear to support this 
assumption. Shallow nearshore (even before the nearshore bar locations) 
wave refraction locally will redirect waves and cause them to line up parallel 
to local bathymetric contours. section 7. 


 
o There has been net erosion of the foreshore in the area of the proposed Sizewell C 


since 1993 according to BEEMS Table 2. This may be an indication of compromise to 
the Dunwich bank. See BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 119 and Table 12 on page 115. 
 


o The two yellow stars show the locations of breaches - 267400 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 
and 266900 14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of 
coastline between Dunwich and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of 
a major breach occurring during a future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal 


evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 28/160 
 


APPENDIX 4 


Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is 


this a plausible timeframe? 


 


Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 


• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 
2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 
assessed in relation to 2140.” 


• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 
operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 
Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  
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• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 
Fuel Store.” 
Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 


 
This timeframe of 2140 is important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ according 
to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to the stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently exposed to untenable flood risk. 
 


1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—EDF’s assessment of still water and wave 


overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 


If we refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 


“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 


Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 


 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  


The figure of interest is the RCP8.5 1:10,000 in 2140. The table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the 
main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a 
consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel 
removal) by this date for the safety of local populations, environment, and staff. 
 


2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
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2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 


• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 
disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 
13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 


 


2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 


requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 


considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 


● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 
in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  


 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 


 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 


“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 
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• 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 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.” ONR reference 
HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 
Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 


 
The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 
For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 


committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  


1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 


 


2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 
 


3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 
 


4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 
specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  
 


5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 
the Sizewell C spent fuel. 


 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 


nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 
 


7. That the timeframe for the deposition of other committed nuclear waste to be consigned 
prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from 
power stations and the highly enriched submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated 
timescale without over-run. EN-6 confirms that the initial disposal of legacy wastes (i.e. 
those already in existence from AGRs and SZB) will take until 2130 to be consigned to the 
proposed GDF. See EN-6 Vol II page 16. 
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Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported by 
an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
 


APPENDIX 5 
 


The control and influence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 


Coastal processes at Sizewell—three major historical ‘episodes’. 


 


This is taken from my main paper REP2-393, reproduced here for convenience. 


 


EDF’s BEEMS report TR058, quoting Pye and Blott, states: 
 


“The 1836 [1736-1836] shoreline at Sizewell is the most eroded shoreline in the records 
assembled by Pye and Blott (2005), being some 60 – 100 m landward of its current position 
and just 20 m seaward of the present location of the Sizewell B cooling-water pump house. 
By 1883, the shoreline had advanced by up to 130 m, presumably as a result of the increased 
sediment supply from the cliffs to the north.” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. TR058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and 
impact to adjacent shorelines. Page 40.  
 


“Major changes have occurred along the coastline in the last 1000 years, with coastal 
projections north of Southwold, at Southwold itself, at Dunwich and at Thorpeness all having 
been eroded by significant distances (up to over 1 km)”. BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A 


Consideration of "Extreme Events" at Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal 
Morphological Change and Extreme Water Levels. Page 4 of 301. 
 


For details of erosion/accretion described in the following, see: Coastal Processes and Morphological 
Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk, UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott (May, 
2006), pp. 453-473. See also Pye Blott, 2005, Coastal Processes and Morphological Evolution of the 
Minsmere Reserve and Surrounding Area, Suffolk. 
 


Three ‘approximately 100-year’ episodes are recorded for Sizewell:  
 


1. Erosion:  As stated above, the Sizewell shoreline between 1736 and 1836 is “the most 
eroded shoreline in the records” according to BEEMS TR058 quoting Pye and Blott 
(2005). It appears that the 1836 shoreline had eroded approximately 300m in one 
century and was just 20m seaward of the present-day Sizewell B. Orange arrow in the air 


photo below. 
 


2. Accretion:  The Sizewell-Dunwich bank grew after 1824 and protected the shoreline; 
between 1836 and 1903/1920 the Sizewell shoreline accreted by 83m with sediment 
from cliffs to the north, particularly Dunwich, to roughly its present location. The 
present Sizewell shoreline is hence ‘soft and erodible’. Blue arrow on the air photo below. 


 


o BEEMS states, however, “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were 
not, however, matched by ongoing accretion in the south”. BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 


119, Table 12 on p. 115. 
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3. Stability:  1920- present day, relative stability. Green arrow on the photo below. 


 
The following ‘air photograph’ taken in 2000 showing imposed historical coastline positions and 
Sizewell B power station shows the three episodes: 
 
Three major 100-year episodes of erosion, accretion and relative stability of the Sizewell shoreline 
discussed earlier on a large-scale air photograph: 
 


 


                                                              Approximate 1736 shoreline-300m seaward.  
 
‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, UK Author(s): Kenneth 
Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 


 
1. Orange arrow shows erosion period 1736-1836.  
2. Light blue arrow shows accretion period post the development of the Sizewell-Dunwich 


banks, 1836-1920. 
3. Light green double arrow shows the relative stability period 1920- present. 


 
The following two historical maps illustrate the coastline in 1736 and 1836. The 1736 shoreline 


according to Pye and Blott appears to be approximately 300m-350m to seaward of Sizewell B and as 


stated earlier is “…the most eroded shoreline in the records assembled by Pye and Blott (2005)”.  


“Historical maps showing coastal changes at Minsmere since 1736, based on maps by Kirby (1737), 


Hodskinson (1783), and the Ordnance Survey (1837, 1883–84, 1928, and 1976–82). The position of 


mean high water in 1976 is displayed as a solid line on each map for reference. Topography is shaded 


at 5m intervals.” See: ‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, 
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UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 


Page 462 


 
 


 
Squares are 1km scale.  


My own measurements, which are not included in this document, using modern Ordnance Survey 
and maps drawn of the Suffolk Coast in 1737 by John Kirby et al., and allowing for major errors, 
suggest erosion at Sizewell far greater than 350m in this period 1736-1836. This is consistent with 
other observations on this coast such as Benacre cliffs: “the mean rate of retreat of the Benacre Cliffs 
was 7.02 meters per year” BEEMS TR311, 2.3.3. 
 
This extreme erosion that has particularly occurred at Sizewell may be explained by the following 
statement that wave energy coefficients are not constant along this length of coast: 
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“Indeed [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, 
notably between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-


Dunwich banks field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 
 


It appears clear that sediment released in northern cliff erosion cannot be relied up on to remain 
within the system: 
 


1. “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 


accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223 Table 12, shows net erosion of the Sizewell C 


foreshore since 1993. 


2. The Dunwich bank northern third has dropped between 1 and 2m – a huge amount of 
sediment seemingly lost to the system, not retained. 


 
Based on the above, in my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption 
for the maintenance and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-
year episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate 
change sea-level rise and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion 
around Sizewell C. See my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In summary of Appendix 5 it can be stated that the Sizewell Dunwich banks are the decisive arbiter 


of micro-stability of the nuclear coastline at Sizewell. They protect the inner and outer longshore 


bars and after the growth of the Dunwich bank from 1836 has protected the shoreline from being 


the ‘most eroded in records’ through accretion to stability. The banks will always be of critical 


importance to Sizewell C and conservative modelling cannot, under any circumstances in my view, 


rely on their overall retention and maintenance to end of station life. See my document REP2-393 


sections 2, 6, 7.  
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Sizewell C—Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022 
 

Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 26/4/2022 

Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 

Ref: Comments on the responses of specified parties the Secretary of State’s letters of 18 March 
2022 and 31 March 2022. Response to your letter 25 April 2022. 
 

Paper 1 addresses replies to your ‘Coastal considerations’ section. 
 

Paper 2 addresses the Environment Agency’s response to BEEMS TR553 which has been considered 
additionally to TR544. BEEMS TR553 has only recently appeared in the public domain.  
 

Paper 1 – responses to ‘Coastal Considerations’ and the 

CPMMP. 
 

The Q&As in much recent documentation relating to ‘coastal considerations’ appear to concentrate 

on technical details of the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) modelling and the Coastal Process 

Monitoring and Mitigation Plan CPMMP. This concentration risks obscuring the importance of an 

overall shoreline recession in the Greater Sizewell Bay caused by submergence of the low-lying 

Minsmere levels and Sizewell marsh that will surround Sizewell C.  

This paper illustrates that the CPMMP and SCDF in their proposed form are not necessarily capable 

of protecting Sizewell C from submergence of the marshlands. 

There are two main ‘scenarios’ relating to shoreline retreat in the bay: climate science and the 

offshore geomorphology. 

1. Climate science: 
 
The IPCC (International Panel for Climate Change) states: 

• "Sea-level rise under emission scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the 

risk of coastal erosion and submergence of coastal land (high confidence)," 

 https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php. Chapter 3. 

The Applicant’s ‘Expert Geomorphological Assessment’ (EGA) presented in the DCO as an exercise in 

studying shoreline retreat does not appear to address the IPCC’s statement of risk. The low-lying 

marshlands that surround the proposed Sizewell C could certainly be affected by a climate change 

scenario that fails to limit global warming to 1.5 degrees. The EGA also assumes a ’mid-range’ 

climate change sea level rise that is non-conservative. See Appendix 1 for a review of the EGA. 

It is not clear to me how this approach aligns with the Applicant’s response in the ‘Questions from 

the Government of Austria’ as published in BEIS letter reference EN010012, 25th April: 

mailto:Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php.%20Chapter%203
https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php.%20Chapter%203
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• Section 5.4.13. “The Sizewell C site has been subject to full characterisation of all hazards… 

In relation to climate change, latest UK government guidance on climate change (UKCP18 – 

linked to latest IPCC guidance) has been taken into account for the full life of the station 

(using maximum credible projections and sensitivities around maximum possible 

projections).” 

 

2. The offshore geomorphology: 
 
The nuclear coastline at Sizewell has been subjected to the most severe erosion in records 

established by Pye and Blott before the development of the Dunwich bank followed by accretion and 

stability of the nuclear coastline after the development of the Dunwich bank. 

The importance of this is to recognise the geomorphic control and importance of the Sizewell-

Dunwich banks to coastal erosion in the Greater Sizewell Bay. See REP2-393, section 2 page 17 on.  

Section 2 heading: ‘Overview of Sizewell coastal erosion, morphology and stability. The importance of the Dunwich bank to 

coastal processes.’ 

The Dunwich bank is non-consolidated geology, it is mud and shingle. It has changed much in its life 

and will continue to change, a change that, if conservatively considered, may result in full depletion. 

The non-coralline parts of the Sizewell bank are also at risk of full depletion. See REP2-393, section 6 

page 39 on ‘The Sizewell-Dunwich banks.’ 

The Applicant, however, has adopted a somewhat ‘changing narrative’ (Cefas’s phrase) to the 

importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks summarised as follows: 

i) The Applicant’s position PRE-DCO – The Sizewell-Dunwich bank is of critical importance 

to nuclear shoreline security. 
 
The Applicant states that the Dunwich bank is critically important to shoreline processes and a 

seemingly indispensable wave relief feature, the loss of which would cause shoreline erosion and 

‘knock-on’ effects on the Sizewell bank. This is supported by academic research. Examples below: 

• “The [Sizewell-Dunwich] bank represents a natural wave break preventing larger waves from 

propagating inshore and thus reducing erosion rates along this shoreline. As a result, the 

Bank forms an integral component of the shore defence and provides stability for the 

Sizewell coastal system”. ‘Sizewell C proposed Nuclear Development, Sizewell C EIA Scoping 

Report, April 2014, Planning Inspectorate Ref: EN010012, Page, 150. See REP5-253 for 

further information. 

• “The size, depth and position of this ‘saddle’ [of the Dunwich bank] is therefore of critical 

importance with regard to the risk of erosion and flooding between the proposed Sizewell ‘C’ 

site and Minsmere Sluice.” BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A Consideration of "Extreme Events" at 

Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal Morphological Change and Extreme 

Water Levels, Page 5. 

• “…it is feasible that changes at Dunwich bank could have knock-on effects at Sizewell.” 
Beems TR058 Page 45. 

• See REP5-253 for further information. 
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ii) The Applicant’s position in the DCO application - The Sizewell-Dunwich banks will be 

an immutable (permanent) feature to end of station life (despite acknowledging the banks 

are changing). 
 
The Applicant assumes and relies on the physical permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks and 

their natural energy dissipating effects in the main Flood Risk Assessment (MDS FRA) modelling and 

the Expert Geomorphological (EGA) assessment. 

• “As such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios 
and epochs as a conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130. See REP5-253 

• The EGA study into shoreline change assumes the permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich 
banks and hence the permanence of its wave energy reduction. See Appendix 1.  

• Mutability is then noted representing direct contradiction to the methodologies: “Records 
over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in both its 
morphology and position with…erosion north of 267000N, resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 
– -1.5 m”. DCO: Coastal Geomorphology Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21.  

• See REP5-253 for further information. 

 

iii) The Applicant’s position during further DCO questions and Answers – the loss of the 

Dunwich bank would now benefit the low-lying land around Sizewell C and increase its flood 

resistance, a position diametrically opposed to all the Applicant’s pre-DCO research. 
 

• “If Dunwich Bank were lost or substantially reduced (in extent or elevation) there is a greater 

potential for erosion of the shoreline around Dunwich and, importantly, the Minsmere – 

Dunwich Cliffs, resulting in a local increase in the supply of sand and pebbles (i.e., beach 

shingle) from the cliffs. This sediment would move south and could reduce erosion rates. 

Reduced erosion rates could tend to increase resistance to flooding over the Minsmere and 

Sizewell frontages.” Responses to the ExA's Third Written Questions (ExQ3) Volume 1 - SZC 

Co. Responses epage 68. 

iv) The Applicant’s position in the final stages of the DCO application: it is ‘perfectly 

plausible’ that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks will deplete leading to ‘loss of sea defence’ but 

this would now not represent ‘a coastal flooding hazard initiator.’ 
 

“One of the plausible scenarios in Reference [22] relates to depletion of the Dunwich-Sizewell 

bank, leading to a loss of natural sea defence. However… it is not considered as a coastal 

flooding initiator (see Section 3.5.1.1).” and it continues by stating that coastal erosion itself 

is ‘not a coastal flooding hazard initiator’. See ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’, Section 

3.5.1.1. The ‘Data Summary Report’ was obtained under FoI from the ONR and is in draft 

form. 

In my view the Applicant’s pre-DCO understanding is rational. The subsequent conflicting responses 

to coastal processes are unsupported by both orthodox understanding and historical precedent 

therefore representing a significant cause for concern. 

The Applicant is, it seems, intending to rely on the CPMMP, the management and mitigation of 

coastal processes by essentially moving and recharging shingle along the beachheads: 
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• “Coastal erosion – this phenomenon is a slow process that will be monitored during the 

lifecycle of the site and will be considered as part of the Coastal Process Monitoring and 

Mitigation Plan (CPMMP).” Page 47 ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’. 

However, the breaches that have already occurred into the Minsmere levels occurred to the north of 

Minsmere sluice: 

• The locations of breaches - 267400 on the 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 and 266900 on the 
14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of coastline between Dunwich 
and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of a major breach occurring during a 
future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 

28/160. See map REP2-393 Section 6 – locations marked with yellow stars. 
 

These breaches are therefore beyond the scope of the CPMMP which does not fully cover the 

Minsmere levels. It is perfectly plausible to consider that the CPMMP resources could be 

overwhelmed by major erosional events, the occurrence of which can be sudden rather than a ‘slow 

process’. The shoreline at Sizewell is certainly dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it 

is shaped by these most of the time, but then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 

through erosion and flooding, often overnight. 

Increasing the extent of the sea defences at some future date ‘if required’ might be thought a 

response to an overwhelmed CPMMP but they would take many years to build after the initial 

construction and cannot be regarded as ‘reactive’.  

Summary 
 
Shoreline retreat of the Greater Sizewell Bay as presented in the Sizewell C DCO often contradicts 

the Applicant’s own rational research pre-DCO. The EGA study of shoreline retreat is non-

conservative, non-precautionary and the Applicant appears to be relying on ‘mitigation measures’ 

defined by its CPMMP. In my view this is a high-risk approach; a conservative (precautionary) 

approach should address the loss of major sections of the marshlands whether from depletion of the 

Sizewell-Dunwich banks or climate change sea level rise of anything above 1.5°C.  

Concentration on the minutiae of SCDF modelling or CPMMP detail is valid and appropriate but risks 
overlooking the limitations of these features and processes when considered within the Greater 
Sizewell Bay. Inundation of the Bay is likely to occur from north of the Minsmere sluice, beyond the 
remit of the CPMMP, an inundation that will not necessarily be addressed by the seaward aspects of 
the Soft Coastal Defence Feature. 
 

Paper 2 - Notes on BEEMS TR553. 
 

The Environment Agency’s response raises the fact that TR553 has been considered additionally to 

TR544. This paper responds to TR553. 

BEEMS TR553 has been published on the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after 

being made available to the Environment Agency.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-

SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf
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The Applicant states the following: 

• “Technical report (BEEMS TR553: Modelling of Soft Coastal Defence Feature under Design 
Basis Conditions) was provided on 18th February 2022 for review [to the Environment 
Agency] … The report was not submitted as part of the DCO application or examination.” 
See: BEEMS TR553, Appx 5 page 10. 

TR553 appears to be the basis for a Statement of Common Ground between the Environment 

Agency and the Applicant and therefore an important document. 

BEEMS TR553 is an exercise in modelling the Soft Coastal Defence Feature and appears to directly 

address points raised in my paper REP7-220, “Impacts on Coastal Process - TR545, CPMMP - 

Response to questions Deadline D7”, on the limitations of BEEMS TR545. TR553 now represents 

orthodox conservative modelling in many areas including regarding the offshore geomorphology—

i.e., the absence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and the nearshore bars represents the higher 

inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling. 

This position is undeniably a step forward but starkly illustrates the variance with the Applicant’s 

stance in the DCO, as stated in Paper1, that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and 

nearshore bars represents the highest inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling for all 

epochs and scenarios as follows: 

• “…the assessment concluded that …with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more 

conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal. As 

such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and 

epochs as a conservative approach.” REP7-052 (EN010012-007054- Responses to ExQ2 

epages 104-115. 

Considerations relating to TR553: 

 

1 2140 – the ‘explicit date’ for spent fuel removal. 
 

TR553 now extends modelling to 2140, the ‘explicit’ date committed to by the Applicant for Spent 

Fuel removal from site, as follows: 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of operation 
of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports Referenced 
in the Environmental Statement. Page 14 epage 144. 

•  “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent Fuel 
Store.” DCO: 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in the Environmental Statement. page 2 of 
22, epage 228 

 

However, it seems implausible that spent fuel can in fact be removed from site by this date. This is 

explained in my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century.” – The 

relevant section is attached as Appendix 4. 
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2 The Sizewell Dunwich banks, their wave energy dissipation properties and the 

correct format for conservative modelling. 
 

TR553 states: 

“It is worth noting that the combined waves and water levels of Scenario A1 and E1 are 

representative of offshore conditions applied directly to the XBeach-G model boundary, which is 

landward of Sizewell-Dunwich Bank –this means that the natural energy dissipating effects of the 

bank are not included in the A1 and E1 models, but are included in the XBeach-G F1 model.” 

In other words, TR553 is adopting orthodox, conservative modelling that does not rely on the 

‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 

epochs and does not appear to assume their substantial retention. 

• Unfortunately, the basis of the DCO and DCO Addendum shoreline change modelling is the 

converse of this approach that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks represents 

conservative modelling for all scenarios and epochs as explained in Paper 1 above. 

TR553 represents a major step forward by acknowledging the correct importance of the Sizewell 

Dunwich banks and applying conservative modelling to the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) by 

excluding the energy dissipating effects of the banks and nearshore bars. The difficulty is that 

Greater Sizewell Bay is not considered within the same framework of parameters as TR553. What 

is conservative for the SCDF is conservative for the Bay in general and must be considered in unity. 

Summary 
 
TR553, as stated, is a positive development; it shows the SCDF design to be seemingly functional 

within its remit and addresses the concerns raised in REP7-220 regarding TR545 and the need for 

conservative modelling.  

TR553 illustrates, in my view, the need to consider the Greater Sizewell Bay shoreline change 

analysis with the same parameters as TR553 and not those used by the Expert Geomorphological 

Assessment in the DCO which relies fully on the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell 

Dunwich banks and nearshore bars and only runs until 2070/87. 

The SCDF cannot be regarded as distinct from the Greater Sizewell Bay. 

It is not clear that 2140 is a plausible date for spent fuel removal and should this prove to be the 

case then it appears that the main nuclear platform would require increased flood resilience than 

currently proposed. 

The reassessment of the two points above, namely a conservative appraisal of Greater Sizewell Bay 

shoreline recession to the end of station life and the need to provide post-2140 flood resilience, will 

help define if the extent of the sea defences around the main nuclear platform as presented in the 

DCO hearing are adequate. 

Following: 

Appendix 1 – The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) as presented in the DCO. 

Appendix 2 – The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
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Appendix 3 – The Sizewell Dunwich banks showing important details. Extract from REP2-393 

Appendix 4 – Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is this a plausible 

timeframe? Extract from Post-D10 document “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in 

the next century.” 

Appendix 5 - The control and influence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 

coastal processes. Extract from REP2-393. 

===============================*============================= 

APPENDIX 1 

The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) to 

establish shoreline change - a response to DCO studies. 
 
This is taken from Section 5 of my document REP2-393. As far as I am aware the Applicant has not 
updated the EGA from that presented in the original DCO. 
 
EDF informs us in the DCO submission, that it commissioned seven expert geomorphologists to 
examine the shoreline change processes associated with Sizewell C: 
 

“Seven Expert Geomorphologists, internal and external to Cefas, were convened to assess the 
physical and scientific evidence for shoreline change processes and to derive a plausible 
future shoreline baseline using the EGA [Expert Geomorphological Assessment] approach. “ 
 
DCO: 6.3 Revision: 1.0 Applicable Regulation: Regulation 5(2)(a) PINS Reference Number: EN010012 
Volume 2 Main Development Site Chapter 20 Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics 
Appendix 20A Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics: Synthesis for Environmental Impact 
Assessment TR311 Sizewell MSR1 (Ed 4) Paragraph 7.2.1. 
 

The EGA is based on the work of Cefas in Beems document TR311 and TR403 ‘Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment of Sizewell’s Future Shoreline Position’ 21/3/19 rev. 21/4/20’. 
 

In my view there are fundamental limitations to the study which are non-conservative in their 
approach: 

 
1. To adopt a future projection based on “reasonably foreseeable” conditions. 
2. Sea level rise in the year 2070 is based on a ‘mid-range’ scenario. 
3. The offshore wave climate remains unchanged.  
4. The inshore wave climate remains unchanged. 
5. The EGA limits its scope to 3Km of coastline. 
6. The EGA limits its timescale to 2070 (2087). End of plant life, however, is 2190. 
7. Shoreline sinuosity remains the same 

 
See: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 
 

These assumptions and limitations are each discussed below: 
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1) The Expert Geomorphological Assessment limited its study to ‘reasonably foreseeable 

conditions’ a phrase that does not appear to be completely clear in this context. EDF claims that ‘no 

assessment can be made of extreme events’, and the drivers of change are ‘moderate’ events: 

“A projection based on the ‘reasonably foreseeable’ conditions was considered the most 
appropriate method of reaching consensus as ‘extreme events’ that could occur have a low 
(or poorly-determined) chance of occurrence and geomorphic systems tend to be shaped by 
more frequent moderate events (Wolman and Miller, 1960), with the exception of 
cataclysmic change”. Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 

and BEEMS TR403, p.33. 
 

Wolman and Miller’s studies of geomorphic processes were produced in the 1960s; the explicit 
exclusion of extreme events—is an unsupportable premise where conservative consideration should 
be a given. The shoreline at Sizewell is dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it is 
shaped by these most of the time, and then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 
through erosion and flooding. Increases in overall energy supply to the coastline will occur from any 
increase in either storm frequency or intensity. See section 2 and 4 of Rep2-393. 
 

• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements: "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." The low lying Minsmere levels and Sizewell 
marshes that will surround Sizewell C must be subject to this risk to at least some extent. 
 

2) The ‘panel of seven geomorphologists’ stipulated a limited 0.52m sea-level rise at 2070 – a 

mid-category Representative Concentration Pathway.  
 

“…future shoreline change affecting the Sizewell C development was assessed based on SLR 
in 2070 of 0.54m (the 95th percentile under the UKCP18 mid-range scenario).” 
DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Paragraph 2.4.1 Page 48 

 

This is not a conservative approach—advice from UKCP18 which advises that planners use H++ 
values, or at least RCP8.5, 95th percentile. See section 4 of Rep2-393. 
 

3)  The panel limited the offshore wave climate to ‘unchanged’. UKCP18 does not stress major 

increase in offshore wave climate, nevertheless, EDF notes in the Main Development Site Flood Risk 

Assessment: 

“4.2.16 The Environment Agency guidance (Ref 1.7) suggests assuming a precautionary 
increase in wave height of 5% up to 2055 and then 10% from 2055 to 2115.” 
DCO: Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment, op.cit., Page 54. 

 
Also, UKCP18 suggests ‘inherent uncertainty’ as regards ‘Significant Wave Height’ predictions as they 

represent an area of low predictive accuracy: 

“Given the inherent uncertainty in projections of storm track changes and the limited sample 

size available, the wave projections presented here should be viewed as indicative of the 

potential changes with low confidence.” UKCP18, Ibid., Page 28. 

It continues that wave patterns are defined by local activity, which, for Sizewell C will be from a 

North/North/East fetch across the large expanse of the North Sea. The 1:100 return period (an 

81.9% chance of occurring between now and 2190) wave height being 7.3m-7.8m. 
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4)  For the ‘inshore wave climate to remain unchanged’ is to explicitly state there is a reliance 

and dependency on the Sizewell-Dunwich offshore banks and longshore, nearshore bars remaining 
in their current form. This bank network, as previously stated, attenuates and dissipates offshore 
wave energy —as stated in BEEMS TR553, it has ‘natural energy dissipating effects’—reducing and 
controlling the inshore wave climate. To assume the banks’ stasis and to rely on their ‘energy 
dissipating effects’ is then a non-conservative approach. (see Tucker, Carr et al.) (BEEMS TR311). 

 

In my opinion, and that of leading authorities such as Mott Macdonald, the respected global 

engineering consultancy which undertook an extensive study of the area in 2014 considers that: 

“…at a local scale the SDBC [Sizewell-Dunwich Bank Complex] has the potential to change 

over time-scales shorter than a few decades.” Mott Mac., op. cit., page 57. 

Cefas also acknowledges uncertainty: 

“…our understanding of bank dynamics is poor” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. 058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and impact 
to adjacent shorelines. Page 47. 

 

• The Marine Management Association states: ‘the northern end of Dunwich bank has 

lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend 

to continue.’ This roughly equates to 4 million tonnes of bank deposits ‘lost to the system’ in 

a decade. See 5.1.7, MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021, 30th Sept 2020. See Appendix 2 for 

details. 

However, despite these considerations, EDF’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment tells us in the 
DCO: 

“The principal receptors (beach, bars, bank and crag) of the future baseline can be expected 

to resemble the present (i.e. no regime shift) over much or all of the station life.” Chapter 20 

DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Paragraph 20.4.78. 

The statement above outlining the approach of its geomorphological experts is in open contradiction 

to the following acknowledgement: 

“It is important to note that changes to the broad coastal regime and coastal processes may 
occur within the station life.” 
The Sizewell C Project 6.14 Environmental Statement Addendum, Volume 3: Environmental 
Statement Addendum Appendices Chapter 2 Main Development Site, Appendix 2.15.A Coastal 
Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Para 6.5 

 

In summary of point 4 it is axiomatic to state that conservative modelling must not rely on the 

‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 

epochs and conservative assessment may not assume their substantial retention over the next 150 

years.  

5) Conservative modelling of coastal processes should extend beyond the 3Km remit of the 

EGA. 
 

6) The EGA limits its remit to 2070 (sea level rise) instead of end of station life which is 2190. In 

a recent ‘East Anglian Daily Times’ article, a senior coastal scientist at Cefas, and one of the seven 
expert geomorphologists responsible for the study is reported as saying: 
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 “… that while Cefas does look far ahead into the future, it is generally only possible to 

predict detailed changes to the coastline over the next 10 years.” He continues, “We can try 

and predict as much as we like, but almost every prediction in the very long-term has no 

certainty around it.” ‘Flooding and ‘extreme’ storms won’t put Sizewell C in danger, experts say’ by 

Andrew Papworth, East Anglian Daily Times, 06 August 2020’, https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/cefas-

sizewell-c-coastal-erosion-2684774 

This is a different perspective from that of EDF which suggests in its public information newsletter, 
‘Doing the power of good to Britain’, and quoted in the introduction in REP2-393, that the Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment forecasts the ‘very best assessment of long-term coastal change’ and 
therefore shows Sizewell C to be ‘future-proofed’. The EGA in the form presented in the DCO hearing 
does not support this statement. 
 

7) “The consensus view was that the ‘natural’ future shoreline was likely to be no more sinuous 
than it is” Page 135 Appendix 20A 
 
 

Summary of Appendix 4 
 
In my view, the opportunity and capacity within which the review has taken place, combined with 
one of the geomorphologist’s views that their forecasts cannot extend reliably beyond 10 years, fully 
compromises any value in the Expert Geomorphological Assessment’s analysis of future shoreline 
recession. In summary, the EGA cannot be regarded as conservative in its assumptions and 
methodology as follows: 
 

• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements of "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." 

• The EGA does not apply RCP8.5 95 percentile climate change sea level rise, 

• The EGA assumes no climate change induced change in storm frequency or intensity, 

• The EGA relies on an unchanging offshore geomorphology (reliance on its unchanging form 
and energy dissipation characteristics). The EGA does not consider the possibility of extreme 
erosion that can occur on this particular section of Sizewell shoreline, erosion that has 
historical precedent. 

• The EGA’s timescale is to 2070/87 and end of plant life is 2190. 
 

APPENDIX 2  

The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
 

The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) states: 
 

“5.1.7 In relation to p.20.4.77 on the future shoreline baseline geomorphic elements, 
it is assumed that the future baseline will resemble the present day. As mentioned 
above, the lack of assessment of changes to the offshore wave climate to a NE 
domination is a gap in the analysis. For the nearshore climate, it assumes the bank 
system is stable. However, the northern end of Dunwich bank has lowered 2 metres 
in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend to continue. 
This will affect the nearshore wave climate and should be included.” 
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MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021 Planning Inspectorate Reference: 
EN010012 MMO Registration Identification Number: 20025459 Page 25 Deadline 2 
submission. 

 
The Applicant itself in the DCO states: 
 

o    “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater 
variability in both its morphology and position with erosion north of 
267000N,  resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 
Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 

 
Consider the material involved in this depletion: 
 
The Northern 1/3rd of the bank would be about 1.5km long and 1 km wide approximately. 
 
So, if we say overall 1.5m depletion, then approximate volume lost = 1500m x 1000m x 1.5m = 2.25 
million cubic metres of material lost to the system. The specific gravity of the material is not known 
accurately but we might assume this equates to approximately 4 million tonnes of bank sand and 
mud deposits seemingly ‘lost to the system’ in a decade. 
 
The point is that the amount is both significant and that it appears to be ‘lost’ to the offshore banks.  
This is consistent with findings in BEEMS where sediment from northern cliff erosion is not 
remaining ‘in the system’: 
  

• “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 
accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223, page 119 and Table 12, shows net erosion of the 
Sizewell C foreshore since 1993. 

• No full survey of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks since 2016/7 appears to have been undertaken 

by the Applicant – an exercise trivial in its cost and complexity by comparison with other 

aspects of the development. The Applicant states: “Due to its large size (633 ha above the -8 

m AOD; [Ref. 18] the bank is not regularly surveyed”, a statement that is puzzling. See 

Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report, SZC-NNBGEN-XX-000-REP-100022 100812635 Version 

4.0a page 18. 

 
In summary of Appendix 2, in my view, it is clearly untenable to assume the retention of the 
Dunwich bank over the lifetime of the plant into the twenty-second century. Therefore, alongside 
the additional driver of climate change sea level rise, any conservative appraisal should accept and 
address significant shoreline retreat in the Greater Sizewell Bay during the lifetime of the plant. 
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APPENDIX 3 

The chart below illustrates the Sizewell Dunwich banks. 

 
 
The Sizewell-Dunwich Banks. The purple arrows mark 26700N— to the north of which the crest 
height of Dunwich bank is lowering. Chart base from BEEMS Technical Report TR500 ‘Sizewell-
Dunwich Bank Morphology and Variability’. Page 14. Markup my addition. 
 

o The orange and red lines show the ‘inner and outer’ nearshore, longshore bars. The 
DCO provided detailed bathymetry of the inner and outer Longshore bars and not 
the Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 
 

o The pink square shows the proposed location of Sizewell C. 
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o “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in 

both its morphology and position with erosion north of 267000N, [shown by the 
purple arrows] resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 

Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 

 
o The five blue arrows show the direction of the most significant storm waves from 

the North/North East— the largest and longest waves arrive from the N-NE sector. 
[1:100 wave heights 7.3m-7.8m].  The driver of sudden and significant erosion on 
this stretch of coast is from the NNE NE and Easterly directions. The loss of just the 
northern section of the bank could allow unbroken storm waves to break on the 
foreshore and increase water volumes in the South Minsmere levels in flood 
conditions. See map in section 4.3. DCO: Geomorphology Appendix 20A. op.cit., 

Paragraph 2.3.2.2.2 
 

Haskoning’s modelling assumes ‘shore-normal’ angles (all waves will strike 
the shore at 90 degrees). In the complex bathymetry offshore from Sizewell 
plus significant wave directions stated above do not appear to support this 
assumption. Shallow nearshore (even before the nearshore bar locations) 
wave refraction locally will redirect waves and cause them to line up parallel 
to local bathymetric contours. section 7. 

 
o There has been net erosion of the foreshore in the area of the proposed Sizewell C 

since 1993 according to BEEMS Table 2. This may be an indication of compromise to 
the Dunwich bank. See BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 119 and Table 12 on page 115. 
 

o The two yellow stars show the locations of breaches - 267400 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 
and 266900 14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of 
coastline between Dunwich and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of 
a major breach occurring during a future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal 

evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 28/160 
 

APPENDIX 4 

Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is 

this a plausible timeframe? 

 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 

• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 
2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 
assessed in relation to 2140.” 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 
operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 
Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  
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• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 
Fuel Store.” 
Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 

 
This timeframe of 2140 is important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ according 
to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to the stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently exposed to untenable flood risk. 
 

1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—EDF’s assessment of still water and wave 

overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 

If we refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 

“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 

 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  

The figure of interest is the RCP8.5 1:10,000 in 2140. The table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the 
main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a 
consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel 
removal) by this date for the safety of local populations, environment, and staff. 
 

2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
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2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 

• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 
disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 
13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 

 

2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 

requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 

considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 

● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 
in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  

 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 

 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 

“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 
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• 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 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.” ONR reference 
HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 
Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 

 
The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 
For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 

committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  

1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 

 

2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 
 

3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 
 

4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 
specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  
 

5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 
the Sizewell C spent fuel. 

 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 

nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 
 

7. That the timeframe for the deposition of other committed nuclear waste to be consigned 
prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from 
power stations and the highly enriched submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated 
timescale without over-run. EN-6 confirms that the initial disposal of legacy wastes (i.e. 
those already in existence from AGRs and SZB) will take until 2130 to be consigned to the 
proposed GDF. See EN-6 Vol II page 16. 
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Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported by 
an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
 

APPENDIX 5 
 

The control and influence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 

Coastal processes at Sizewell—three major historical ‘episodes’. 

 

This is taken from my main paper REP2-393, reproduced here for convenience. 

 

EDF’s BEEMS report TR058, quoting Pye and Blott, states: 
 

“The 1836 [1736-1836] shoreline at Sizewell is the most eroded shoreline in the records 
assembled by Pye and Blott (2005), being some 60 – 100 m landward of its current position 
and just 20 m seaward of the present location of the Sizewell B cooling-water pump house. 
By 1883, the shoreline had advanced by up to 130 m, presumably as a result of the increased 
sediment supply from the cliffs to the north.” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. TR058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and 
impact to adjacent shorelines. Page 40.  
 

“Major changes have occurred along the coastline in the last 1000 years, with coastal 
projections north of Southwold, at Southwold itself, at Dunwich and at Thorpeness all having 
been eroded by significant distances (up to over 1 km)”. BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A 

Consideration of "Extreme Events" at Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal 
Morphological Change and Extreme Water Levels. Page 4 of 301. 
 

For details of erosion/accretion described in the following, see: Coastal Processes and Morphological 
Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk, UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott (May, 
2006), pp. 453-473. See also Pye Blott, 2005, Coastal Processes and Morphological Evolution of the 
Minsmere Reserve and Surrounding Area, Suffolk. 
 

Three ‘approximately 100-year’ episodes are recorded for Sizewell:  
 

1. Erosion:  As stated above, the Sizewell shoreline between 1736 and 1836 is “the most 
eroded shoreline in the records” according to BEEMS TR058 quoting Pye and Blott 
(2005). It appears that the 1836 shoreline had eroded approximately 300m in one 
century and was just 20m seaward of the present-day Sizewell B. Orange arrow in the air 

photo below. 
 

2. Accretion:  The Sizewell-Dunwich bank grew after 1824 and protected the shoreline; 
between 1836 and 1903/1920 the Sizewell shoreline accreted by 83m with sediment 
from cliffs to the north, particularly Dunwich, to roughly its present location. The 
present Sizewell shoreline is hence ‘soft and erodible’. Blue arrow on the air photo below. 

 

o BEEMS states, however, “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were 
not, however, matched by ongoing accretion in the south”. BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 

119, Table 12 on p. 115. 
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3. Stability:  1920- present day, relative stability. Green arrow on the photo below. 

 
The following ‘air photograph’ taken in 2000 showing imposed historical coastline positions and 
Sizewell B power station shows the three episodes: 
 
Three major 100-year episodes of erosion, accretion and relative stability of the Sizewell shoreline 
discussed earlier on a large-scale air photograph: 
 

 

                                                              Approximate 1736 shoreline-300m seaward.  
 
‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, UK Author(s): Kenneth 
Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 

 
1. Orange arrow shows erosion period 1736-1836.  
2. Light blue arrow shows accretion period post the development of the Sizewell-Dunwich 

banks, 1836-1920. 
3. Light green double arrow shows the relative stability period 1920- present. 

 
The following two historical maps illustrate the coastline in 1736 and 1836. The 1736 shoreline 

according to Pye and Blott appears to be approximately 300m-350m to seaward of Sizewell B and as 

stated earlier is “…the most eroded shoreline in the records assembled by Pye and Blott (2005)”.  

“Historical maps showing coastal changes at Minsmere since 1736, based on maps by Kirby (1737), 

Hodskinson (1783), and the Ordnance Survey (1837, 1883–84, 1928, and 1976–82). The position of 

mean high water in 1976 is displayed as a solid line on each map for reference. Topography is shaded 

at 5m intervals.” See: ‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, 
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UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 

Page 462 

 
 

 
Squares are 1km scale.  

My own measurements, which are not included in this document, using modern Ordnance Survey 
and maps drawn of the Suffolk Coast in 1737 by John Kirby et al., and allowing for major errors, 
suggest erosion at Sizewell far greater than 350m in this period 1736-1836. This is consistent with 
other observations on this coast such as Benacre cliffs: “the mean rate of retreat of the Benacre Cliffs 
was 7.02 meters per year” BEEMS TR311, 2.3.3. 
 
This extreme erosion that has particularly occurred at Sizewell may be explained by the following 
statement that wave energy coefficients are not constant along this length of coast: 
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“Indeed [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, 
notably between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-

Dunwich banks field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 
 

It appears clear that sediment released in northern cliff erosion cannot be relied up on to remain 
within the system: 
 

1. “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 

accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223 Table 12, shows net erosion of the Sizewell C 

foreshore since 1993. 

2. The Dunwich bank northern third has dropped between 1 and 2m – a huge amount of 
sediment seemingly lost to the system, not retained. 

 
Based on the above, in my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption 
for the maintenance and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-
year episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate 
change sea-level rise and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion 
around Sizewell C. See my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In summary of Appendix 5 it can be stated that the Sizewell Dunwich banks are the decisive arbiter 

of micro-stability of the nuclear coastline at Sizewell. They protect the inner and outer longshore 

bars and after the growth of the Dunwich bank from 1836 has protected the shoreline from being 

the ‘most eroded in records’ through accretion to stability. The banks will always be of critical 

importance to Sizewell C and conservative modelling cannot, under any circumstances in my view, 

rely on their overall retention and maintenance to end of station life. See my document REP2-393 

sections 2, 6, 7.  

 



From: Nick Scarr  
Sent: 28 April 2022 13:55
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning <beiseip@beis.gov.uk>; SizewellC
<sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>
Subject: Copper canister corrosion question
 
Dear Gareth Leigh,

Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, &
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
 
Ref: Question raised by the Austrian Government in your letter 25 April 2022. Your Ref:
EN010012 - Sizewell C
 
I notice in the section of questions from the Austrian Government in the BEIS letter reference
above that the subject of copper canister corrosion of spent fuel is raised:
 
"5.2.10 ...
d) Question 4 - Is it planned to use copper for the spent fuel canisters, and if yes, how will the
copper corrosion problem be solved?"
 
It does not appear that this question was answered.
 
I enclose the Friends of the Earth Sweden document that appears to illustrate severe copper
corrosion of bentonite embedded canisters in low/zero oxygen moisture.
 
I would be grateful if you would ask the Applicant if it is intending to use copper canisters and if
so, how is the corrosion problem to be solved?
 
Kind regards, Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524.





What will I talk about?
• Short background on the Swedish KBS concept for a repository for 

spent nuclear fuel and the licensing process.
• The decisions of the Swedish Environmental Court and the Swedish 

regulator SSM on January 23, 2018 with recommendations to the 
government. The court recommended the government to say no 
unless certain issues with the long-term integrity of the copper 
canister were resolved.
• The ongoing government review of copper corrosion issues
• A new unexpected development: Two experimental packages from 

the LOT project retrieved in 2019 with 20 years of copper corrosion
• Recent developments in governments decision-making process.
• (And some comments on the situation in Finland.)

1 Johan Swahn, MKG





Originally
developed
between
1975-1983.

KBS-1, 2, 3

The KBS(-3) method





Further
development of
KBS method
1983-2011
(and 
onwards…).

MKG has 
followed the 
work since 2005.



License application and review (1)
• The nuclear waste company SKB submitted a license application for a 

spent fuel repository system using the KBS method at the Forsmark NPP 
on March 16, 2011.
• The application was reviewed by the regulator, the Swedish Radiation 

Safety Authority (SSM) according to the Nuclear Activities Act and the 
Environmental Court according to the Environmental Code. 
• The final decision on a license is to finally be taken by the government. 
• Initial review for completeness of the application was completed in 2015. 

During 2016 and 2017 the application was reviewed on issues. Many 
issues were covered.
• During the review the issue of problems with the copper canister were 

raised by some actors including researchers at the Royal Institute of 
Technology (KTH) in Stockholm and MKG. The copper corrosion 
controversy goes back to 1980s and became very lively from 2007 with 
the publication of new studies.
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Licence
application 2011



+ another
5-6 briefs
by MKG and 
the Swedish 
Society for 
Nature 
Conservation

Review by the 
court and SSM 
from 2012-
2017.



License application and review (2)
• In the autumn of 2017, the main meeting of the Environmental Court was 

held during four weeks. The regulator SSM told the court that some 
issues, i.e., the copper corrosion issue, could be dealt with after a 
government decision. The court had many critical questions to SSM.
• According to both the Environmental Act and the Nuclear Activities Act 

the repository had to be shown safe before a government decision. The 
court was evidently worried about the position of SSM. 
• At the court were also eminent scientists from the Royal Institute of 

Technology (KTH) in Stockholm that strongly questioned the SKB 
position on copper corrosion. An extra day was devoted to copper 
corrosion issues.
• During the court proceedings leaks of SSM documents to media showed 

that the regulator had big internal conflicts regarding the decision to say 
yes. 
• The SSM copper corrosion expert was in 2016 against a yes decision 

and SSM’s own copper corrosion scenarios showed regulatory limits 
would be exceeded . 

9 Johan Swahn, MKG







License application and review (3)
• On January 23, 2018 the Environmental Court made its recommendation 

to the government. The court recommended that the government say no 
to the application, primarily because the uncertainties regarding the 
long-term safety of the planned repository due to possible copper 
canister problems. These issues need to be resolved before a 
Government decision.
• On the same date the regulator SSM told the government that it could 

say yes as some issues, i.e., possible problems with the long-term 
integrity of the copper canister be dealt with later, after a government 
decision. The regulator also believes that the repository can be safe 
enough even if the copper canister does not work exactly as postulated 
as there are other barriers (clay/rock).
• The court decision took many Swedes by surprise and can be seen as 

an important victory for science and for those who had raised the  
copper canister integrity issues.
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The problems with copper ?
• The scientific hypothesis that anoxic 

(oxygen-free) water does not corrode 
copper in a repository, where there is no 
oxygen after closure, is very likely false.

• There is a ongoing scientific paradigm 
shift to the fact that water can directly 
corrode copper even when there is no 
oxygen.

• Copper in a KBS-repository may corrode 
at much faster rates than acceptable 
(<1 000 years until release of 
radioactivity).

• 18-year results from the Swiss FEBEX 
experiment published in 2017 shows 
heavy copper corrosion with pitting.

• A combination of different corrosion and 
embrittlement mechanisms are likely at 
work.

13 Johan Swahn, MKG

Source: FEBEX-DP Metal Corrosion and Iron-Bentonite 
Interaction Studies, P. Wersin & F. Kober (eds.), 
Arbeitsbericht NAB 16-16, Nagra, October 2017. Can be 
found on MKG’s web site: http://www.mkg.se/omfattande-
syrgasfri-korrosion-i-det-schweiziska-febex-forsoket



The ongoing government review of copper 
corrosion issues

• Government review is ongoing and the nuclear waste company SKB 
made a submission of complementary information on copper corrosion in 
April 2019.
• Comments of other parties were provided to the government in the 

autumn of 2019.
• SSM:s conviction that the repository will be safe was said to have been 

“strengthened” by the new SKB information.
• The Swedish Council for Nuclear Waste, the government’s scientific 

advisory board, is concerned that there may be problems with the copper, 
and with the cast iron insert.
• MKG, the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation (and now the 

Swedish Friends of the Earth that have joined MKG) are stating that with 
present knowledge copper should not be used as a canister material.
• The researchers at KTH have persevered in and intensified their criticism,  

now joined by the SSM corrosion expert that was opposed to SSM saying 
yes.
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A new unexpected development: New experimental 
packages from the LOT project retrieved with 20 

years of copper corrosion (1)

• The LOT project has been ongoing at 450 m depth at the Äspö Hard 
Rock Laboratory since about the year 2000.
• In total there are seven experimental packages with copper and clay in a 

very good simulation of real repository conditions.
• Three 1-year packages were retrieved early, but when SKB retrieved one 

5-year package in 2006 an unexpected amount of copper corrosion had 
occurred.
• MKG has for long demanded that the next package (also a 5-year 

package) should be retrieved and analysed.
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A new unexpected development: New experimental 
packages from the LOT project retrieved with 20 

years of copper corrosion (2)
• In the autumn of 2019 SKB secretly retrieved two now 20-year-old 

experimental packages. This was disclosed by SKB, likely as a mistake, at 
a meeting organized by the regulator SSM in the beginning of October.
• MKG worked to get SKB to disclose all relevant corrosion results as soon 

as possible, and that SSM checks the results. This has happened. SKB 
has published copper corrosion results in October 2020 (SKB TR-20-14) 
• SSM has carried out a quality assurance project with support of the U.K. 

consultancy company Galson Sciences.
• But, importantly, SKB did not publish detailed corrosion studies from the 

most corroded hottest part of the central copper tubes or the bottom plates.
• MKG has stated that the results that SKB has published are not according 

to standard scientifically methodology and want the government to have 
access to all results before taking a decision.
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A new unexpected development: New experimental 
packages from the LOT project retrieved with 20 

years of copper corrosion (3)
• MKG is of the understanding that if SKB publishes detailed copper 

corrosion studies from the hottest part of the central copper tubes and of 
the bottom plate, it will likely be clear that copper will not work as a 
canister material.
• The regulator SSM made a statement on the LOT results to the 

government in March 2021. Unfortunately, SSM also accepts the SKB 
LOT reporting of results without any inquisitiveness of its own. We are 
concerned that SSM is not acting according to its formal responsibilities 
as  government agency.
• The government is in a difficult situation as the opinion of the regulator 

SSM is very important. 
• Another important actor is the Swedish Council for Nuclear Waste, the 

government’s scientific advisory board, that is also concerned about how 
SSM is acting.
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Recent developments
• During the spring of 2021 the nuclear industry got pro-nuclear political 

parties (liberal/right-wing) in the parliament to put pressure on the 
government to say yes to the spent fuel repository. Östhammar and 
Oskarshamn community joined.
• An application to to increase the capacity of the central interim storage 

facility Clab at the Oskarshamn NPP from 8 000 to 11 000 tonnes spent 
fuel (by compacting) was added to the repository application in 2015.
• Industry said that unless the whole application was approved Clab would 

be full by 2023 and the reactors would have to be closed.
• After much pressure also in media the government went against the 

industry and on August 26 decided to approve only the Clab capacity 
increase, as this would be the fastest way to get a license.
• This also allows the government to continue to evaluate the copper 

canister issues. But the government is still under pressure to say yes and 
the unconditional support of the regulator SSM for SKB is a big problem.
• We are trying to get the government to include the LOT results in the 

continuing review, but it is not certain we can.
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And how about Finland?
• Since in the early 1990s Finland can no longer send spent fuel to Russia 

for reprocessing and and has since been copying the Swedish KBS 
method.
• The Finnish decision-making on environmental issues differ a lot 

culturally from the Swedish. The repository project for spent nuclear fuel 
is seen as a technical project more than an environmental.
• The Finnish government and parliament “decided” early (2000-2001) that 

a repository should be operational in the early 2020s.
• Since then, decisions have been taken with this timeframe in mind.
• There is a construction license for a repository called “Onkalo” near the 

Olkiluoto NPP. The construction has reached the repository depth (≈ 
500 m) and the work on deposition tunnels has just started. The 
construction of the encapsulation plant is to be complete by mid-2022.
• The company Posiva hopes to get an operational permit that allows the 

deposition of the first copper canisters around 2025.
• The Finnish project could be affected by the decision of the Swedish 

government if it is a no.
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From: Jane Blanchflower
Sent: Sunday, May 1, 2022 12:27:44 PM
To: Secretary Of State (Kwasi Kwarteng) 
Subject: National Grid, Scottish Power Renewables & EDF Sizewell C, Friston & Snape
 
Dear Mr Kwarteng,
 
As a resident of Thorpeness on the Suffolk Heritage Coast, I am extremely concerned at the way
in which local democracy, and statutory environmental designations are being ignored by a
Government which is supposed to take notice of and operate under them.
 
The proposed interconnector will ride roughshod through an environmentally sensitive
landscape with a permanent building which will be a blight on the landscape and would certainly
not be permitted under NPPF guidelines and other planning legislation which is designed to
protect the natural environment.
 
The Sizewell C proposal cuts straight through an SSSI and will affect the adjacent RSPB Minsmere
reserve which is of international importance and the proposed 'relief road' will cause additional
unnecessary damage to a relatively undisturbed natural landscape.
 
As a Heritage Consultant, I feel that the large scale proposed Friston windfarm substation will
irreparably harm the tranquil setting of Friston Church and the village settlement and the
'landfall site' for bringing the cable ashore north of Thorpeness where the fragile cliffs are
eroding rapidly, shows a total disregard for our precious rural environment which is an
irreplaceable asset, besides raising serious safety concerns.
 
I think it is high time that MPS, NGOs and other consultants tackled the problem at source which
is to prevent the extreme wastage of electricity by discouraging the manufacture of yet more
electronic equipment which could be manually operated, preventing the building of houses with
vast numbers of bathrooms, swimming pools and air conditioning, security lights and second
home owners who keep their heating running/lights on whilst not in residence.   These are just a
few examples of how electricity demand could be massively reduced - how about convening a
group of people who understand the environment to advise the government on long term
strategies to reduce demand for electricity (and gas) and choose brownfield / less
environmentally sensitive sites for 'energy hubs'?
 
I look forward to hearing from you.
 
Yours sincerely
Jane Blanchflower
 



From:
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning
Subject: East Anglia One North, EA Two offshore wind farms and Sizewell C nuclear power station
Date: 02 May 2022 08:44:47

Dear Secretary of State

We were interested to note that the Government is currently out to consultation on the Nature recovery green
paper: protected sites and species.

The paper recognises that ‘the UK is sadly one of the most nature depleted countries in the world’ but that the
Government is ‘putting a renewed emphasis on nature’s recovery'.

If the government is serious about this aim, then I find it difficult to understand your recent decision to allow
the Scottish Power Renewable’s application in respect of the wind farms East Anglia One North and East
Anglia Two which, due to the onshore infrastructure proposals, are going to devastate large areas of wildlife
habitat and have a significant negative impact on the wildlife which live there.

Your decision in this regard is rightly open to challenge as the onshore infrastructure is an unnecessary solution
to getting the power onshore. An offshore ring main would be an obvious and viable alternative with none of
the disadvantages to local residents and wildlife.  Indeed, to use your determination criteria, the benefits of
installing the ring main would significantly outweigh the disadvantages and thus preserve the area's
biodiversity.

Furthermore, a decision to allow Sizewell C nuclear power station would wreak further damage and suffering
on residents and wildlife and put RSPB Minsmere and the Sizewell Marshes (SSSIs) at great risk of permanent
harm. This would be an act of environmental ecocide and we urge you to reject the planning application in this
regard.

The green paper also refers to ‘making space for nature in new areas’ and ‘not only to halting the decline in
nature but restoring it'.  Not destroying what we already have may be a quicker and preferable solution, might I
suggest.

Yours sincerely

Alan and Christine Collett



From:

Subject: "Sizewell C—Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553’
Date: 02 May 2022 07:58:24
Attachments: SizewellC-Coastal considerations and TR553.pdf

Dear Simon Barlowe, Environment Agency,
 
cc Simon Hawkins, Sir James Bevan,

cc Gareth Leigh, Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, &
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk

I prepared a brief paper 'Sizewell C—Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553’ submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate and BEIS on 26 April 2022.
 
The document does not appear to have been placed on the Planning Inspectorate website and
hence a copy is attached for your attention.
 
I have had a limited opportunity to study TR553 but note that TR553 studies the Soft Coastal
Defence Feature SCDF from a reasonably conservative, precautionary stance, a stance that you
seem to have generally supported and approved in a Statement of Common Ground.
 
Shoreline retreat at Sizewell, however, as defined by the Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological
Assessment (EGA), has not been considered in the terms of conservative, precautionary
modelling in the manner of TR553 and as explained in the enclosed paper.
 
I am not aware that the Environment Agency has raised objections to the non-conservative
limitations established to govern the remit of the EGA and would be grateful for your comments
on this and other matters such as the CPMMP raised in the enclosed paper.
 
Kind regards
Nick Scarr Interested Party number 20025524.
2/5/2022

mailto:Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
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Sizewell C—Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022 
 


Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 26/4/2022 


Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 


Ref: Comments on the responses of specified parties the Secretary of State’s letters of 18 March 
2022 and 31 March 2022. Response to your letter 25 April 2022. 
 


Paper 1 addresses replies to your ‘Coastal considerations’ section. 
 


Paper 2 addresses the Environment Agency’s response to BEEMS TR553 which has been considered 
additionally to TR544. BEEMS TR553 has only recently appeared in the public domain.  
 


Paper 1 – responses to ‘Coastal Considerations’ and the 


CPMMP. 
 


The Q&As in much recent documentation relating to ‘coastal considerations’ appear to concentrate 


on technical details of the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) modelling and the Coastal Process 


Monitoring and Mitigation Plan CPMMP. This concentration risks obscuring the importance of an 


overall shoreline recession in the Greater Sizewell Bay caused by submergence of the low-lying 


Minsmere levels and Sizewell marsh that will surround Sizewell C.  


This paper illustrates that the CPMMP and SCDF in their proposed form are not necessarily capable 


of protecting Sizewell C from submergence of the marshlands. 


There are two main ‘scenarios’ relating to shoreline retreat in the bay: climate science and the 


offshore geomorphology. 


1. Climate science: 
 
The IPCC (International Panel for Climate Change) states: 


• "Sea-level rise under emission scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the 


risk of coastal erosion and submergence of coastal land (high confidence)," 


 https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php. Chapter 3. 


The Applicant’s ‘Expert Geomorphological Assessment’ (EGA) presented in the DCO as an exercise in 


studying shoreline retreat does not appear to address the IPCC’s statement of risk. The low-lying 


marshlands that surround the proposed Sizewell C could certainly be affected by a climate change 


scenario that fails to limit global warming to 1.5 degrees. The EGA also assumes a ’mid-range’ 


climate change sea level rise that is non-conservative. See Appendix 1 for a review of the EGA. 


It is not clear to me how this approach aligns with the Applicant’s response in the ‘Questions from 


the Government of Austria’ as published in BEIS letter reference EN010012, 25th April: 
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https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php.%20Chapter%203

https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php.%20Chapter%203





2 
 


• Section 5.4.13. “The Sizewell C site has been subject to full characterisation of all hazards… 


In relation to climate change, latest UK government guidance on climate change (UKCP18 – 


linked to latest IPCC guidance) has been taken into account for the full life of the station 


(using maximum credible projections and sensitivities around maximum possible 


projections).” 


 


2. The offshore geomorphology: 
 
The nuclear coastline at Sizewell has been subjected to the most severe erosion in records 


established by Pye and Blott before the development of the Dunwich bank followed by accretion and 


stability of the nuclear coastline after the development of the Dunwich bank. 


The importance of this is to recognise the geomorphic control and importance of the Sizewell-


Dunwich banks to coastal erosion in the Greater Sizewell Bay. See REP2-393, section 2 page 17 on.  


Section 2 heading: ‘Overview of Sizewell coastal erosion, morphology and stability. The importance of the Dunwich bank to 


coastal processes.’ 


The Dunwich bank is non-consolidated geology, it is mud and shingle. It has changed much in its life 


and will continue to change, a change that, if conservatively considered, may result in full depletion. 


The non-coralline parts of the Sizewell bank are also at risk of full depletion. See REP2-393, section 6 


page 39 on ‘The Sizewell-Dunwich banks.’ 


The Applicant, however, has adopted a somewhat ‘changing narrative’ (Cefas’s phrase) to the 


importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks summarised as follows: 


i) The Applicant’s position PRE-DCO – The Sizewell-Dunwich bank is of critical importance 


to nuclear shoreline security. 
 
The Applicant states that the Dunwich bank is critically important to shoreline processes and a 


seemingly indispensable wave relief feature, the loss of which would cause shoreline erosion and 


‘knock-on’ effects on the Sizewell bank. This is supported by academic research. Examples below: 


• “The [Sizewell-Dunwich] bank represents a natural wave break preventing larger waves from 


propagating inshore and thus reducing erosion rates along this shoreline. As a result, the 


Bank forms an integral component of the shore defence and provides stability for the 


Sizewell coastal system”. ‘Sizewell C proposed Nuclear Development, Sizewell C EIA Scoping 


Report, April 2014, Planning Inspectorate Ref: EN010012, Page, 150. See REP5-253 for 


further information. 


• “The size, depth and position of this ‘saddle’ [of the Dunwich bank] is therefore of critical 


importance with regard to the risk of erosion and flooding between the proposed Sizewell ‘C’ 


site and Minsmere Sluice.” BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A Consideration of "Extreme Events" at 


Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal Morphological Change and Extreme 


Water Levels, Page 5. 


• “…it is feasible that changes at Dunwich bank could have knock-on effects at Sizewell.” 
Beems TR058 Page 45. 


• See REP5-253 for further information. 
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ii) The Applicant’s position in the DCO application - The Sizewell-Dunwich banks will be 


an immutable (permanent) feature to end of station life (despite acknowledging the banks 


are changing). 
 
The Applicant assumes and relies on the physical permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks and 


their natural energy dissipating effects in the main Flood Risk Assessment (MDS FRA) modelling and 


the Expert Geomorphological (EGA) assessment. 


• “As such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios 
and epochs as a conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130. See REP5-253 


• The EGA study into shoreline change assumes the permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich 
banks and hence the permanence of its wave energy reduction. See Appendix 1.  


• Mutability is then noted representing direct contradiction to the methodologies: “Records 
over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in both its 
morphology and position with…erosion north of 267000N, resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 
– -1.5 m”. DCO: Coastal Geomorphology Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21.  


• See REP5-253 for further information. 


 


iii) The Applicant’s position during further DCO questions and Answers – the loss of the 


Dunwich bank would now benefit the low-lying land around Sizewell C and increase its flood 


resistance, a position diametrically opposed to all the Applicant’s pre-DCO research. 
 


• “If Dunwich Bank were lost or substantially reduced (in extent or elevation) there is a greater 


potential for erosion of the shoreline around Dunwich and, importantly, the Minsmere – 


Dunwich Cliffs, resulting in a local increase in the supply of sand and pebbles (i.e., beach 


shingle) from the cliffs. This sediment would move south and could reduce erosion rates. 


Reduced erosion rates could tend to increase resistance to flooding over the Minsmere and 


Sizewell frontages.” Responses to the ExA's Third Written Questions (ExQ3) Volume 1 - SZC 


Co. Responses epage 68. 


iv) The Applicant’s position in the final stages of the DCO application: it is ‘perfectly 


plausible’ that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks will deplete leading to ‘loss of sea defence’ but 


this would now not represent ‘a coastal flooding hazard initiator.’ 
 


“One of the plausible scenarios in Reference [22] relates to depletion of the Dunwich-Sizewell 


bank, leading to a loss of natural sea defence. However… it is not considered as a coastal 


flooding initiator (see Section 3.5.1.1).” and it continues by stating that coastal erosion itself 


is ‘not a coastal flooding hazard initiator’. See ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’, Section 


3.5.1.1. The ‘Data Summary Report’ was obtained under FoI from the ONR and is in draft 


form. 


In my view the Applicant’s pre-DCO understanding is rational. The subsequent conflicting responses 


to coastal processes are unsupported by both orthodox understanding and historical precedent 


therefore representing a significant cause for concern. 


The Applicant is, it seems, intending to rely on the CPMMP, the management and mitigation of 


coastal processes by essentially moving and recharging shingle along the beachheads: 
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• “Coastal erosion – this phenomenon is a slow process that will be monitored during the 


lifecycle of the site and will be considered as part of the Coastal Process Monitoring and 


Mitigation Plan (CPMMP).” Page 47 ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’. 


However, the breaches that have already occurred into the Minsmere levels occurred to the north of 


Minsmere sluice: 


• The locations of breaches - 267400 on the 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 and 266900 on the 
14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of coastline between Dunwich 
and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of a major breach occurring during a 
future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 


28/160. See map REP2-393 Section 6 – locations marked with yellow stars. 
 


These breaches are therefore beyond the scope of the CPMMP which does not fully cover the 


Minsmere levels. It is perfectly plausible to consider that the CPMMP resources could be 


overwhelmed by major erosional events, the occurrence of which can be sudden rather than a ‘slow 


process’. The shoreline at Sizewell is certainly dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it 


is shaped by these most of the time, but then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 


through erosion and flooding, often overnight. 


Increasing the extent of the sea defences at some future date ‘if required’ might be thought a 


response to an overwhelmed CPMMP but they would take many years to build after the initial 


construction and cannot be regarded as ‘reactive’.  


Summary 
 
Shoreline retreat of the Greater Sizewell Bay as presented in the Sizewell C DCO often contradicts 


the Applicant’s own rational research pre-DCO. The EGA study of shoreline retreat is non-


conservative, non-precautionary and the Applicant appears to be relying on ‘mitigation measures’ 


defined by its CPMMP. In my view this is a high-risk approach; a conservative (precautionary) 


approach should address the loss of major sections of the marshlands whether from depletion of the 


Sizewell-Dunwich banks or climate change sea level rise of anything above 1.5°C.  


Concentration on the minutiae of SCDF modelling or CPMMP detail is valid and appropriate but risks 
overlooking the limitations of these features and processes when considered within the Greater 
Sizewell Bay. Inundation of the Bay is likely to occur from north of the Minsmere sluice, beyond the 
remit of the CPMMP, an inundation that will not necessarily be addressed by the seaward aspects of 
the Soft Coastal Defence Feature. 
 


Paper 2 - Notes on BEEMS TR553. 
 


The Environment Agency’s response raises the fact that TR553 has been considered additionally to 


TR544. This paper responds to TR553. 


BEEMS TR553 has been published on the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after 


being made available to the Environment Agency.  


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-


SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf
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The Applicant states the following: 


• “Technical report (BEEMS TR553: Modelling of Soft Coastal Defence Feature under Design 
Basis Conditions) was provided on 18th February 2022 for review [to the Environment 
Agency] … The report was not submitted as part of the DCO application or examination.” 
See: BEEMS TR553, Appx 5 page 10. 


TR553 appears to be the basis for a Statement of Common Ground between the Environment 


Agency and the Applicant and therefore an important document. 


BEEMS TR553 is an exercise in modelling the Soft Coastal Defence Feature and appears to directly 


address points raised in my paper REP7-220, “Impacts on Coastal Process - TR545, CPMMP - 


Response to questions Deadline D7”, on the limitations of BEEMS TR545. TR553 now represents 


orthodox conservative modelling in many areas including regarding the offshore geomorphology—


i.e., the absence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and the nearshore bars represents the higher 


inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling. 


This position is undeniably a step forward but starkly illustrates the variance with the Applicant’s 


stance in the DCO, as stated in Paper1, that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and 


nearshore bars represents the highest inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling for all 


epochs and scenarios as follows: 


• “…the assessment concluded that …with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more 


conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal. As 


such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and 


epochs as a conservative approach.” REP7-052 (EN010012-007054- Responses to ExQ2 


epages 104-115. 


Considerations relating to TR553: 


 


1 2140 – the ‘explicit date’ for spent fuel removal. 
 


TR553 now extends modelling to 2140, the ‘explicit’ date committed to by the Applicant for Spent 


Fuel removal from site, as follows: 


• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of operation 
of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports Referenced 
in the Environmental Statement. Page 14 epage 144. 


•  “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent Fuel 
Store.” DCO: 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in the Environmental Statement. page 2 of 
22, epage 228 


 


However, it seems implausible that spent fuel can in fact be removed from site by this date. This is 


explained in my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century.” – The 


relevant section is attached as Appendix 4. 
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2 The Sizewell Dunwich banks, their wave energy dissipation properties and the 


correct format for conservative modelling. 
 


TR553 states: 


“It is worth noting that the combined waves and water levels of Scenario A1 and E1 are 


representative of offshore conditions applied directly to the XBeach-G model boundary, which is 


landward of Sizewell-Dunwich Bank –this means that the natural energy dissipating effects of the 


bank are not included in the A1 and E1 models, but are included in the XBeach-G F1 model.” 


In other words, TR553 is adopting orthodox, conservative modelling that does not rely on the 


‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 


epochs and does not appear to assume their substantial retention. 


• Unfortunately, the basis of the DCO and DCO Addendum shoreline change modelling is the 


converse of this approach that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks represents 


conservative modelling for all scenarios and epochs as explained in Paper 1 above. 


TR553 represents a major step forward by acknowledging the correct importance of the Sizewell 


Dunwich banks and applying conservative modelling to the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) by 


excluding the energy dissipating effects of the banks and nearshore bars. The difficulty is that 


Greater Sizewell Bay is not considered within the same framework of parameters as TR553. What 


is conservative for the SCDF is conservative for the Bay in general and must be considered in unity. 


Summary 
 
TR553, as stated, is a positive development; it shows the SCDF design to be seemingly functional 


within its remit and addresses the concerns raised in REP7-220 regarding TR545 and the need for 


conservative modelling.  


TR553 illustrates, in my view, the need to consider the Greater Sizewell Bay shoreline change 


analysis with the same parameters as TR553 and not those used by the Expert Geomorphological 


Assessment in the DCO which relies fully on the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell 


Dunwich banks and nearshore bars and only runs until 2070/87. 


The SCDF cannot be regarded as distinct from the Greater Sizewell Bay. 


It is not clear that 2140 is a plausible date for spent fuel removal and should this prove to be the 


case then it appears that the main nuclear platform would require increased flood resilience than 


currently proposed. 


The reassessment of the two points above, namely a conservative appraisal of Greater Sizewell Bay 


shoreline recession to the end of station life and the need to provide post-2140 flood resilience, will 


help define if the extent of the sea defences around the main nuclear platform as presented in the 


DCO hearing are adequate. 


Following: 


Appendix 1 – The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) as presented in the DCO. 


Appendix 2 – The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
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Appendix 3 – The Sizewell Dunwich banks showing important details. Extract from REP2-393 


Appendix 4 – Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is this a plausible 


timeframe? Extract from Post-D10 document “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in 


the next century.” 


Appendix 5 - The control and influence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 


coastal processes. Extract from REP2-393. 


===============================*============================= 


APPENDIX 1 


The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) to 


establish shoreline change - a response to DCO studies. 
 
This is taken from Section 5 of my document REP2-393. As far as I am aware the Applicant has not 
updated the EGA from that presented in the original DCO. 
 
EDF informs us in the DCO submission, that it commissioned seven expert geomorphologists to 
examine the shoreline change processes associated with Sizewell C: 
 


“Seven Expert Geomorphologists, internal and external to Cefas, were convened to assess the 
physical and scientific evidence for shoreline change processes and to derive a plausible 
future shoreline baseline using the EGA [Expert Geomorphological Assessment] approach. “ 
 
DCO: 6.3 Revision: 1.0 Applicable Regulation: Regulation 5(2)(a) PINS Reference Number: EN010012 
Volume 2 Main Development Site Chapter 20 Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics 
Appendix 20A Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics: Synthesis for Environmental Impact 
Assessment TR311 Sizewell MSR1 (Ed 4) Paragraph 7.2.1. 
 


The EGA is based on the work of Cefas in Beems document TR311 and TR403 ‘Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment of Sizewell’s Future Shoreline Position’ 21/3/19 rev. 21/4/20’. 
 


In my view there are fundamental limitations to the study which are non-conservative in their 
approach: 


 
1. To adopt a future projection based on “reasonably foreseeable” conditions. 
2. Sea level rise in the year 2070 is based on a ‘mid-range’ scenario. 
3. The offshore wave climate remains unchanged.  
4. The inshore wave climate remains unchanged. 
5. The EGA limits its scope to 3Km of coastline. 
6. The EGA limits its timescale to 2070 (2087). End of plant life, however, is 2190. 
7. Shoreline sinuosity remains the same 


 
See: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 
 


These assumptions and limitations are each discussed below: 
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1) The Expert Geomorphological Assessment limited its study to ‘reasonably foreseeable 


conditions’ a phrase that does not appear to be completely clear in this context. EDF claims that ‘no 


assessment can be made of extreme events’, and the drivers of change are ‘moderate’ events: 


“A projection based on the ‘reasonably foreseeable’ conditions was considered the most 
appropriate method of reaching consensus as ‘extreme events’ that could occur have a low 
(or poorly-determined) chance of occurrence and geomorphic systems tend to be shaped by 
more frequent moderate events (Wolman and Miller, 1960), with the exception of 
cataclysmic change”. Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 


and BEEMS TR403, p.33. 
 


Wolman and Miller’s studies of geomorphic processes were produced in the 1960s; the explicit 
exclusion of extreme events—is an unsupportable premise where conservative consideration should 
be a given. The shoreline at Sizewell is dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it is 
shaped by these most of the time, and then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 
through erosion and flooding. Increases in overall energy supply to the coastline will occur from any 
increase in either storm frequency or intensity. See section 2 and 4 of Rep2-393. 
 


• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements: "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." The low lying Minsmere levels and Sizewell 
marshes that will surround Sizewell C must be subject to this risk to at least some extent. 
 


2) The ‘panel of seven geomorphologists’ stipulated a limited 0.52m sea-level rise at 2070 – a 


mid-category Representative Concentration Pathway.  
 


“…future shoreline change affecting the Sizewell C development was assessed based on SLR 
in 2070 of 0.54m (the 95th percentile under the UKCP18 mid-range scenario).” 
DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Paragraph 2.4.1 Page 48 


 


This is not a conservative approach—advice from UKCP18 which advises that planners use H++ 
values, or at least RCP8.5, 95th percentile. See section 4 of Rep2-393. 
 


3)  The panel limited the offshore wave climate to ‘unchanged’. UKCP18 does not stress major 


increase in offshore wave climate, nevertheless, EDF notes in the Main Development Site Flood Risk 


Assessment: 


“4.2.16 The Environment Agency guidance (Ref 1.7) suggests assuming a precautionary 
increase in wave height of 5% up to 2055 and then 10% from 2055 to 2115.” 
DCO: Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment, op.cit., Page 54. 


 
Also, UKCP18 suggests ‘inherent uncertainty’ as regards ‘Significant Wave Height’ predictions as they 


represent an area of low predictive accuracy: 


“Given the inherent uncertainty in projections of storm track changes and the limited sample 


size available, the wave projections presented here should be viewed as indicative of the 


potential changes with low confidence.” UKCP18, Ibid., Page 28. 


It continues that wave patterns are defined by local activity, which, for Sizewell C will be from a 


North/North/East fetch across the large expanse of the North Sea. The 1:100 return period (an 


81.9% chance of occurring between now and 2190) wave height being 7.3m-7.8m. 
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4)  For the ‘inshore wave climate to remain unchanged’ is to explicitly state there is a reliance 


and dependency on the Sizewell-Dunwich offshore banks and longshore, nearshore bars remaining 
in their current form. This bank network, as previously stated, attenuates and dissipates offshore 
wave energy —as stated in BEEMS TR553, it has ‘natural energy dissipating effects’—reducing and 
controlling the inshore wave climate. To assume the banks’ stasis and to rely on their ‘energy 
dissipating effects’ is then a non-conservative approach. (see Tucker, Carr et al.) (BEEMS TR311). 


 


In my opinion, and that of leading authorities such as Mott Macdonald, the respected global 


engineering consultancy which undertook an extensive study of the area in 2014 considers that: 


“…at a local scale the SDBC [Sizewell-Dunwich Bank Complex] has the potential to change 


over time-scales shorter than a few decades.” Mott Mac., op. cit., page 57. 


Cefas also acknowledges uncertainty: 


“…our understanding of bank dynamics is poor” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. 058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and impact 
to adjacent shorelines. Page 47. 


 


• The Marine Management Association states: ‘the northern end of Dunwich bank has 


lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend 


to continue.’ This roughly equates to 4 million tonnes of bank deposits ‘lost to the system’ in 


a decade. See 5.1.7, MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021, 30th Sept 2020. See Appendix 2 for 


details. 


However, despite these considerations, EDF’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment tells us in the 
DCO: 


“The principal receptors (beach, bars, bank and crag) of the future baseline can be expected 


to resemble the present (i.e. no regime shift) over much or all of the station life.” Chapter 20 


DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Paragraph 20.4.78. 


The statement above outlining the approach of its geomorphological experts is in open contradiction 


to the following acknowledgement: 


“It is important to note that changes to the broad coastal regime and coastal processes may 
occur within the station life.” 
The Sizewell C Project 6.14 Environmental Statement Addendum, Volume 3: Environmental 
Statement Addendum Appendices Chapter 2 Main Development Site, Appendix 2.15.A Coastal 
Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Para 6.5 


 


In summary of point 4 it is axiomatic to state that conservative modelling must not rely on the 


‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 


epochs and conservative assessment may not assume their substantial retention over the next 150 


years.  


5) Conservative modelling of coastal processes should extend beyond the 3Km remit of the 


EGA. 
 


6) The EGA limits its remit to 2070 (sea level rise) instead of end of station life which is 2190. In 


a recent ‘East Anglian Daily Times’ article, a senior coastal scientist at Cefas, and one of the seven 
expert geomorphologists responsible for the study is reported as saying: 
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 “… that while Cefas does look far ahead into the future, it is generally only possible to 


predict detailed changes to the coastline over the next 10 years.” He continues, “We can try 


and predict as much as we like, but almost every prediction in the very long-term has no 


certainty around it.” ‘Flooding and ‘extreme’ storms won’t put Sizewell C in danger, experts say’ by 


Andrew Papworth, East Anglian Daily Times, 06 August 2020’, https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/cefas-


sizewell-c-coastal-erosion-2684774 


This is a different perspective from that of EDF which suggests in its public information newsletter, 
‘Doing the power of good to Britain’, and quoted in the introduction in REP2-393, that the Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment forecasts the ‘very best assessment of long-term coastal change’ and 
therefore shows Sizewell C to be ‘future-proofed’. The EGA in the form presented in the DCO hearing 
does not support this statement. 
 


7) “The consensus view was that the ‘natural’ future shoreline was likely to be no more sinuous 
than it is” Page 135 Appendix 20A 
 
 


Summary of Appendix 4 
 
In my view, the opportunity and capacity within which the review has taken place, combined with 
one of the geomorphologist’s views that their forecasts cannot extend reliably beyond 10 years, fully 
compromises any value in the Expert Geomorphological Assessment’s analysis of future shoreline 
recession. In summary, the EGA cannot be regarded as conservative in its assumptions and 
methodology as follows: 
 


• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements of "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." 


• The EGA does not apply RCP8.5 95 percentile climate change sea level rise, 


• The EGA assumes no climate change induced change in storm frequency or intensity, 


• The EGA relies on an unchanging offshore geomorphology (reliance on its unchanging form 
and energy dissipation characteristics). The EGA does not consider the possibility of extreme 
erosion that can occur on this particular section of Sizewell shoreline, erosion that has 
historical precedent. 


• The EGA’s timescale is to 2070/87 and end of plant life is 2190. 
 


APPENDIX 2  


The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
 


The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) states: 
 


“5.1.7 In relation to p.20.4.77 on the future shoreline baseline geomorphic elements, 
it is assumed that the future baseline will resemble the present day. As mentioned 
above, the lack of assessment of changes to the offshore wave climate to a NE 
domination is a gap in the analysis. For the nearshore climate, it assumes the bank 
system is stable. However, the northern end of Dunwich bank has lowered 2 metres 
in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend to continue. 
This will affect the nearshore wave climate and should be included.” 
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MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021 Planning Inspectorate Reference: 
EN010012 MMO Registration Identification Number: 20025459 Page 25 Deadline 2 
submission. 


 
The Applicant itself in the DCO states: 
 


o    “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater 
variability in both its morphology and position with erosion north of 
267000N,  resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 
Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 


 
Consider the material involved in this depletion: 
 
The Northern 1/3rd of the bank would be about 1.5km long and 1 km wide approximately. 
 
So, if we say overall 1.5m depletion, then approximate volume lost = 1500m x 1000m x 1.5m = 2.25 
million cubic metres of material lost to the system. The specific gravity of the material is not known 
accurately but we might assume this equates to approximately 4 million tonnes of bank sand and 
mud deposits seemingly ‘lost to the system’ in a decade. 
 
The point is that the amount is both significant and that it appears to be ‘lost’ to the offshore banks.  
This is consistent with findings in BEEMS where sediment from northern cliff erosion is not 
remaining ‘in the system’: 
  


• “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 
accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223, page 119 and Table 12, shows net erosion of the 
Sizewell C foreshore since 1993. 


• No full survey of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks since 2016/7 appears to have been undertaken 


by the Applicant – an exercise trivial in its cost and complexity by comparison with other 


aspects of the development. The Applicant states: “Due to its large size (633 ha above the -8 


m AOD; [Ref. 18] the bank is not regularly surveyed”, a statement that is puzzling. See 


Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report, SZC-NNBGEN-XX-000-REP-100022 100812635 Version 


4.0a page 18. 


 
In summary of Appendix 2, in my view, it is clearly untenable to assume the retention of the 
Dunwich bank over the lifetime of the plant into the twenty-second century. Therefore, alongside 
the additional driver of climate change sea level rise, any conservative appraisal should accept and 
address significant shoreline retreat in the Greater Sizewell Bay during the lifetime of the plant. 
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APPENDIX 3 


The chart below illustrates the Sizewell Dunwich banks. 


 
 
The Sizewell-Dunwich Banks. The purple arrows mark 26700N— to the north of which the crest 
height of Dunwich bank is lowering. Chart base from BEEMS Technical Report TR500 ‘Sizewell-
Dunwich Bank Morphology and Variability’. Page 14. Markup my addition. 
 


o The orange and red lines show the ‘inner and outer’ nearshore, longshore bars. The 
DCO provided detailed bathymetry of the inner and outer Longshore bars and not 
the Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 
 


o The pink square shows the proposed location of Sizewell C. 
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o “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in 


both its morphology and position with erosion north of 267000N, [shown by the 
purple arrows] resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 


Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 


 
o The five blue arrows show the direction of the most significant storm waves from 


the North/North East— the largest and longest waves arrive from the N-NE sector. 
[1:100 wave heights 7.3m-7.8m].  The driver of sudden and significant erosion on 
this stretch of coast is from the NNE NE and Easterly directions. The loss of just the 
northern section of the bank could allow unbroken storm waves to break on the 
foreshore and increase water volumes in the South Minsmere levels in flood 
conditions. See map in section 4.3. DCO: Geomorphology Appendix 20A. op.cit., 


Paragraph 2.3.2.2.2 
 


Haskoning’s modelling assumes ‘shore-normal’ angles (all waves will strike 
the shore at 90 degrees). In the complex bathymetry offshore from Sizewell 
plus significant wave directions stated above do not appear to support this 
assumption. Shallow nearshore (even before the nearshore bar locations) 
wave refraction locally will redirect waves and cause them to line up parallel 
to local bathymetric contours. section 7. 


 
o There has been net erosion of the foreshore in the area of the proposed Sizewell C 


since 1993 according to BEEMS Table 2. This may be an indication of compromise to 
the Dunwich bank. See BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 119 and Table 12 on page 115. 
 


o The two yellow stars show the locations of breaches - 267400 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 
and 266900 14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of 
coastline between Dunwich and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of 
a major breach occurring during a future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal 


evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 28/160 
 


APPENDIX 4 


Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is 


this a plausible timeframe? 


 


Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 


• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 
2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 
assessed in relation to 2140.” 


• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 
operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 
Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  
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• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 
Fuel Store.” 
Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 


 
This timeframe of 2140 is important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ according 
to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to the stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently exposed to untenable flood risk. 
 


1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—EDF’s assessment of still water and wave 


overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 


If we refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 


“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 


Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 


 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  


The figure of interest is the RCP8.5 1:10,000 in 2140. The table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the 
main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a 
consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel 
removal) by this date for the safety of local populations, environment, and staff. 
 


2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
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2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 


• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 
disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 
13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 


 


2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 


requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 


considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 


● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 
in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  


 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 


 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 


“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 
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• 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 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.” ONR reference 
HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 
Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 


 
The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 
For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 


committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  


1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 


 


2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 
 


3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 
 


4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 
specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  
 


5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 
the Sizewell C spent fuel. 


 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 


nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 
 


7. That the timeframe for the deposition of other committed nuclear waste to be consigned 
prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from 
power stations and the highly enriched submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated 
timescale without over-run. EN-6 confirms that the initial disposal of legacy wastes (i.e. 
those already in existence from AGRs and SZB) will take until 2130 to be consigned to the 
proposed GDF. See EN-6 Vol II page 16. 
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Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported by 
an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
 


APPENDIX 5 
 


The control and influence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 


Coastal processes at Sizewell—three major historical ‘episodes’. 


 


This is taken from my main paper REP2-393, reproduced here for convenience. 


 


EDF’s BEEMS report TR058, quoting Pye and Blott, states: 
 


“The 1836 [1736-1836] shoreline at Sizewell is the most eroded shoreline in the records 
assembled by Pye and Blott (2005), being some 60 – 100 m landward of its current position 
and just 20 m seaward of the present location of the Sizewell B cooling-water pump house. 
By 1883, the shoreline had advanced by up to 130 m, presumably as a result of the increased 
sediment supply from the cliffs to the north.” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. TR058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and 
impact to adjacent shorelines. Page 40.  
 


“Major changes have occurred along the coastline in the last 1000 years, with coastal 
projections north of Southwold, at Southwold itself, at Dunwich and at Thorpeness all having 
been eroded by significant distances (up to over 1 km)”. BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A 


Consideration of "Extreme Events" at Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal 
Morphological Change and Extreme Water Levels. Page 4 of 301. 
 


For details of erosion/accretion described in the following, see: Coastal Processes and Morphological 
Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk, UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott (May, 
2006), pp. 453-473. See also Pye Blott, 2005, Coastal Processes and Morphological Evolution of the 
Minsmere Reserve and Surrounding Area, Suffolk. 
 


Three ‘approximately 100-year’ episodes are recorded for Sizewell:  
 


1. Erosion:  As stated above, the Sizewell shoreline between 1736 and 1836 is “the most 
eroded shoreline in the records” according to BEEMS TR058 quoting Pye and Blott 
(2005). It appears that the 1836 shoreline had eroded approximately 300m in one 
century and was just 20m seaward of the present-day Sizewell B. Orange arrow in the air 


photo below. 
 


2. Accretion:  The Sizewell-Dunwich bank grew after 1824 and protected the shoreline; 
between 1836 and 1903/1920 the Sizewell shoreline accreted by 83m with sediment 
from cliffs to the north, particularly Dunwich, to roughly its present location. The 
present Sizewell shoreline is hence ‘soft and erodible’. Blue arrow on the air photo below. 


 


o BEEMS states, however, “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were 
not, however, matched by ongoing accretion in the south”. BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 


119, Table 12 on p. 115. 
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3. Stability:  1920- present day, relative stability. Green arrow on the photo below. 


 
The following ‘air photograph’ taken in 2000 showing imposed historical coastline positions and 
Sizewell B power station shows the three episodes: 
 
Three major 100-year episodes of erosion, accretion and relative stability of the Sizewell shoreline 
discussed earlier on a large-scale air photograph: 
 


 


                                                              Approximate 1736 shoreline-300m seaward.  
 
‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, UK Author(s): Kenneth 
Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 


 
1. Orange arrow shows erosion period 1736-1836.  
2. Light blue arrow shows accretion period post the development of the Sizewell-Dunwich 


banks, 1836-1920. 
3. Light green double arrow shows the relative stability period 1920- present. 


 
The following two historical maps illustrate the coastline in 1736 and 1836. The 1736 shoreline 


according to Pye and Blott appears to be approximately 300m-350m to seaward of Sizewell B and as 


stated earlier is “…the most eroded shoreline in the records assembled by Pye and Blott (2005)”.  


“Historical maps showing coastal changes at Minsmere since 1736, based on maps by Kirby (1737), 


Hodskinson (1783), and the Ordnance Survey (1837, 1883–84, 1928, and 1976–82). The position of 


mean high water in 1976 is displayed as a solid line on each map for reference. Topography is shaded 


at 5m intervals.” See: ‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, 
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UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 


Page 462 


 
 


 
Squares are 1km scale.  


My own measurements, which are not included in this document, using modern Ordnance Survey 
and maps drawn of the Suffolk Coast in 1737 by John Kirby et al., and allowing for major errors, 
suggest erosion at Sizewell far greater than 350m in this period 1736-1836. This is consistent with 
other observations on this coast such as Benacre cliffs: “the mean rate of retreat of the Benacre Cliffs 
was 7.02 meters per year” BEEMS TR311, 2.3.3. 
 
This extreme erosion that has particularly occurred at Sizewell may be explained by the following 
statement that wave energy coefficients are not constant along this length of coast: 
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“Indeed [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, 
notably between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-


Dunwich banks field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 
 


It appears clear that sediment released in northern cliff erosion cannot be relied up on to remain 
within the system: 
 


1. “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 


accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223 Table 12, shows net erosion of the Sizewell C 


foreshore since 1993. 


2. The Dunwich bank northern third has dropped between 1 and 2m – a huge amount of 
sediment seemingly lost to the system, not retained. 


 
Based on the above, in my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption 
for the maintenance and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-
year episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate 
change sea-level rise and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion 
around Sizewell C. See my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In summary of Appendix 5 it can be stated that the Sizewell Dunwich banks are the decisive arbiter 


of micro-stability of the nuclear coastline at Sizewell. They protect the inner and outer longshore 


bars and after the growth of the Dunwich bank from 1836 has protected the shoreline from being 


the ‘most eroded in records’ through accretion to stability. The banks will always be of critical 


importance to Sizewell C and conservative modelling cannot, under any circumstances in my view, 


rely on their overall retention and maintenance to end of station life. See my document REP2-393 


sections 2, 6, 7.  
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Sizewell C—Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022 
 

Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 26/4/2022 

Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 

Ref: Comments on the responses of specified parties the Secretary of State’s letters of 18 March 
2022 and 31 March 2022. Response to your letter 25 April 2022. 
 

Paper 1 addresses replies to your ‘Coastal considerations’ section. 
 

Paper 2 addresses the Environment Agency’s response to BEEMS TR553 which has been considered 
additionally to TR544. BEEMS TR553 has only recently appeared in the public domain.  
 

Paper 1 – responses to ‘Coastal Considerations’ and the 

CPMMP. 
 

The Q&As in much recent documentation relating to ‘coastal considerations’ appear to concentrate 

on technical details of the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) modelling and the Coastal Process 

Monitoring and Mitigation Plan CPMMP. This concentration risks obscuring the importance of an 

overall shoreline recession in the Greater Sizewell Bay caused by submergence of the low-lying 

Minsmere levels and Sizewell marsh that will surround Sizewell C.  

This paper illustrates that the CPMMP and SCDF in their proposed form are not necessarily capable 

of protecting Sizewell C from submergence of the marshlands. 

There are two main ‘scenarios’ relating to shoreline retreat in the bay: climate science and the 

offshore geomorphology. 

1. Climate science: 
 
The IPCC (International Panel for Climate Change) states: 

• "Sea-level rise under emission scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the 

risk of coastal erosion and submergence of coastal land (high confidence)," 

 https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php. Chapter 3. 

The Applicant’s ‘Expert Geomorphological Assessment’ (EGA) presented in the DCO as an exercise in 

studying shoreline retreat does not appear to address the IPCC’s statement of risk. The low-lying 

marshlands that surround the proposed Sizewell C could certainly be affected by a climate change 

scenario that fails to limit global warming to 1.5 degrees. The EGA also assumes a ’mid-range’ 

climate change sea level rise that is non-conservative. See Appendix 1 for a review of the EGA. 

It is not clear to me how this approach aligns with the Applicant’s response in the ‘Questions from 

the Government of Austria’ as published in BEIS letter reference EN010012, 25th April: 

mailto:Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php.%20Chapter%203
https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php.%20Chapter%203
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• Section 5.4.13. “The Sizewell C site has been subject to full characterisation of all hazards… 

In relation to climate change, latest UK government guidance on climate change (UKCP18 – 

linked to latest IPCC guidance) has been taken into account for the full life of the station 

(using maximum credible projections and sensitivities around maximum possible 

projections).” 

 

2. The offshore geomorphology: 
 
The nuclear coastline at Sizewell has been subjected to the most severe erosion in records 

established by Pye and Blott before the development of the Dunwich bank followed by accretion and 

stability of the nuclear coastline after the development of the Dunwich bank. 

The importance of this is to recognise the geomorphic control and importance of the Sizewell-

Dunwich banks to coastal erosion in the Greater Sizewell Bay. See REP2-393, section 2 page 17 on.  

Section 2 heading: ‘Overview of Sizewell coastal erosion, morphology and stability. The importance of the Dunwich bank to 

coastal processes.’ 

The Dunwich bank is non-consolidated geology, it is mud and shingle. It has changed much in its life 

and will continue to change, a change that, if conservatively considered, may result in full depletion. 

The non-coralline parts of the Sizewell bank are also at risk of full depletion. See REP2-393, section 6 

page 39 on ‘The Sizewell-Dunwich banks.’ 

The Applicant, however, has adopted a somewhat ‘changing narrative’ (Cefas’s phrase) to the 

importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks summarised as follows: 

i) The Applicant’s position PRE-DCO – The Sizewell-Dunwich bank is of critical importance 

to nuclear shoreline security. 
 
The Applicant states that the Dunwich bank is critically important to shoreline processes and a 

seemingly indispensable wave relief feature, the loss of which would cause shoreline erosion and 

‘knock-on’ effects on the Sizewell bank. This is supported by academic research. Examples below: 

• “The [Sizewell-Dunwich] bank represents a natural wave break preventing larger waves from 

propagating inshore and thus reducing erosion rates along this shoreline. As a result, the 

Bank forms an integral component of the shore defence and provides stability for the 

Sizewell coastal system”. ‘Sizewell C proposed Nuclear Development, Sizewell C EIA Scoping 

Report, April 2014, Planning Inspectorate Ref: EN010012, Page, 150. See REP5-253 for 

further information. 

• “The size, depth and position of this ‘saddle’ [of the Dunwich bank] is therefore of critical 

importance with regard to the risk of erosion and flooding between the proposed Sizewell ‘C’ 

site and Minsmere Sluice.” BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A Consideration of "Extreme Events" at 

Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal Morphological Change and Extreme 

Water Levels, Page 5. 

• “…it is feasible that changes at Dunwich bank could have knock-on effects at Sizewell.” 
Beems TR058 Page 45. 

• See REP5-253 for further information. 
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ii) The Applicant’s position in the DCO application - The Sizewell-Dunwich banks will be 

an immutable (permanent) feature to end of station life (despite acknowledging the banks 

are changing). 
 
The Applicant assumes and relies on the physical permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks and 

their natural energy dissipating effects in the main Flood Risk Assessment (MDS FRA) modelling and 

the Expert Geomorphological (EGA) assessment. 

• “As such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios 
and epochs as a conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130. See REP5-253 

• The EGA study into shoreline change assumes the permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich 
banks and hence the permanence of its wave energy reduction. See Appendix 1.  

• Mutability is then noted representing direct contradiction to the methodologies: “Records 
over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in both its 
morphology and position with…erosion north of 267000N, resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 
– -1.5 m”. DCO: Coastal Geomorphology Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21.  

• See REP5-253 for further information. 

 

iii) The Applicant’s position during further DCO questions and Answers – the loss of the 

Dunwich bank would now benefit the low-lying land around Sizewell C and increase its flood 

resistance, a position diametrically opposed to all the Applicant’s pre-DCO research. 
 

• “If Dunwich Bank were lost or substantially reduced (in extent or elevation) there is a greater 

potential for erosion of the shoreline around Dunwich and, importantly, the Minsmere – 

Dunwich Cliffs, resulting in a local increase in the supply of sand and pebbles (i.e., beach 

shingle) from the cliffs. This sediment would move south and could reduce erosion rates. 

Reduced erosion rates could tend to increase resistance to flooding over the Minsmere and 

Sizewell frontages.” Responses to the ExA's Third Written Questions (ExQ3) Volume 1 - SZC 

Co. Responses epage 68. 

iv) The Applicant’s position in the final stages of the DCO application: it is ‘perfectly 

plausible’ that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks will deplete leading to ‘loss of sea defence’ but 

this would now not represent ‘a coastal flooding hazard initiator.’ 
 

“One of the plausible scenarios in Reference [22] relates to depletion of the Dunwich-Sizewell 

bank, leading to a loss of natural sea defence. However… it is not considered as a coastal 

flooding initiator (see Section 3.5.1.1).” and it continues by stating that coastal erosion itself 

is ‘not a coastal flooding hazard initiator’. See ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’, Section 

3.5.1.1. The ‘Data Summary Report’ was obtained under FoI from the ONR and is in draft 

form. 

In my view the Applicant’s pre-DCO understanding is rational. The subsequent conflicting responses 

to coastal processes are unsupported by both orthodox understanding and historical precedent 

therefore representing a significant cause for concern. 

The Applicant is, it seems, intending to rely on the CPMMP, the management and mitigation of 

coastal processes by essentially moving and recharging shingle along the beachheads: 
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• “Coastal erosion – this phenomenon is a slow process that will be monitored during the 

lifecycle of the site and will be considered as part of the Coastal Process Monitoring and 

Mitigation Plan (CPMMP).” Page 47 ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’. 

However, the breaches that have already occurred into the Minsmere levels occurred to the north of 

Minsmere sluice: 

• The locations of breaches - 267400 on the 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 and 266900 on the 
14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of coastline between Dunwich 
and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of a major breach occurring during a 
future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 

28/160. See map REP2-393 Section 6 – locations marked with yellow stars. 
 

These breaches are therefore beyond the scope of the CPMMP which does not fully cover the 

Minsmere levels. It is perfectly plausible to consider that the CPMMP resources could be 

overwhelmed by major erosional events, the occurrence of which can be sudden rather than a ‘slow 

process’. The shoreline at Sizewell is certainly dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it 

is shaped by these most of the time, but then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 

through erosion and flooding, often overnight. 

Increasing the extent of the sea defences at some future date ‘if required’ might be thought a 

response to an overwhelmed CPMMP but they would take many years to build after the initial 

construction and cannot be regarded as ‘reactive’.  

Summary 
 
Shoreline retreat of the Greater Sizewell Bay as presented in the Sizewell C DCO often contradicts 

the Applicant’s own rational research pre-DCO. The EGA study of shoreline retreat is non-

conservative, non-precautionary and the Applicant appears to be relying on ‘mitigation measures’ 

defined by its CPMMP. In my view this is a high-risk approach; a conservative (precautionary) 

approach should address the loss of major sections of the marshlands whether from depletion of the 

Sizewell-Dunwich banks or climate change sea level rise of anything above 1.5°C.  

Concentration on the minutiae of SCDF modelling or CPMMP detail is valid and appropriate but risks 
overlooking the limitations of these features and processes when considered within the Greater 
Sizewell Bay. Inundation of the Bay is likely to occur from north of the Minsmere sluice, beyond the 
remit of the CPMMP, an inundation that will not necessarily be addressed by the seaward aspects of 
the Soft Coastal Defence Feature. 
 

Paper 2 - Notes on BEEMS TR553. 
 

The Environment Agency’s response raises the fact that TR553 has been considered additionally to 

TR544. This paper responds to TR553. 

BEEMS TR553 has been published on the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after 

being made available to the Environment Agency.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-

SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf


5 
 

The Applicant states the following: 

• “Technical report (BEEMS TR553: Modelling of Soft Coastal Defence Feature under Design 
Basis Conditions) was provided on 18th February 2022 for review [to the Environment 
Agency] … The report was not submitted as part of the DCO application or examination.” 
See: BEEMS TR553, Appx 5 page 10. 

TR553 appears to be the basis for a Statement of Common Ground between the Environment 

Agency and the Applicant and therefore an important document. 

BEEMS TR553 is an exercise in modelling the Soft Coastal Defence Feature and appears to directly 

address points raised in my paper REP7-220, “Impacts on Coastal Process - TR545, CPMMP - 

Response to questions Deadline D7”, on the limitations of BEEMS TR545. TR553 now represents 

orthodox conservative modelling in many areas including regarding the offshore geomorphology—

i.e., the absence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and the nearshore bars represents the higher 

inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling. 

This position is undeniably a step forward but starkly illustrates the variance with the Applicant’s 

stance in the DCO, as stated in Paper1, that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and 

nearshore bars represents the highest inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling for all 

epochs and scenarios as follows: 

• “…the assessment concluded that …with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more 

conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal. As 

such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and 

epochs as a conservative approach.” REP7-052 (EN010012-007054- Responses to ExQ2 

epages 104-115. 

Considerations relating to TR553: 

 

1 2140 – the ‘explicit date’ for spent fuel removal. 
 

TR553 now extends modelling to 2140, the ‘explicit’ date committed to by the Applicant for Spent 

Fuel removal from site, as follows: 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of operation 
of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports Referenced 
in the Environmental Statement. Page 14 epage 144. 

•  “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent Fuel 
Store.” DCO: 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in the Environmental Statement. page 2 of 
22, epage 228 

 

However, it seems implausible that spent fuel can in fact be removed from site by this date. This is 

explained in my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century.” – The 

relevant section is attached as Appendix 4. 
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2 The Sizewell Dunwich banks, their wave energy dissipation properties and the 

correct format for conservative modelling. 
 

TR553 states: 

“It is worth noting that the combined waves and water levels of Scenario A1 and E1 are 

representative of offshore conditions applied directly to the XBeach-G model boundary, which is 

landward of Sizewell-Dunwich Bank –this means that the natural energy dissipating effects of the 

bank are not included in the A1 and E1 models, but are included in the XBeach-G F1 model.” 

In other words, TR553 is adopting orthodox, conservative modelling that does not rely on the 

‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 

epochs and does not appear to assume their substantial retention. 

• Unfortunately, the basis of the DCO and DCO Addendum shoreline change modelling is the 

converse of this approach that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks represents 

conservative modelling for all scenarios and epochs as explained in Paper 1 above. 

TR553 represents a major step forward by acknowledging the correct importance of the Sizewell 

Dunwich banks and applying conservative modelling to the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) by 

excluding the energy dissipating effects of the banks and nearshore bars. The difficulty is that 

Greater Sizewell Bay is not considered within the same framework of parameters as TR553. What 

is conservative for the SCDF is conservative for the Bay in general and must be considered in unity. 

Summary 
 
TR553, as stated, is a positive development; it shows the SCDF design to be seemingly functional 

within its remit and addresses the concerns raised in REP7-220 regarding TR545 and the need for 

conservative modelling.  

TR553 illustrates, in my view, the need to consider the Greater Sizewell Bay shoreline change 

analysis with the same parameters as TR553 and not those used by the Expert Geomorphological 

Assessment in the DCO which relies fully on the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell 

Dunwich banks and nearshore bars and only runs until 2070/87. 

The SCDF cannot be regarded as distinct from the Greater Sizewell Bay. 

It is not clear that 2140 is a plausible date for spent fuel removal and should this prove to be the 

case then it appears that the main nuclear platform would require increased flood resilience than 

currently proposed. 

The reassessment of the two points above, namely a conservative appraisal of Greater Sizewell Bay 

shoreline recession to the end of station life and the need to provide post-2140 flood resilience, will 

help define if the extent of the sea defences around the main nuclear platform as presented in the 

DCO hearing are adequate. 

Following: 

Appendix 1 – The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) as presented in the DCO. 

Appendix 2 – The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 



7 
 

Appendix 3 – The Sizewell Dunwich banks showing important details. Extract from REP2-393 

Appendix 4 – Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is this a plausible 

timeframe? Extract from Post-D10 document “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in 

the next century.” 

Appendix 5 - The control and influence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 

coastal processes. Extract from REP2-393. 

===============================*============================= 

APPENDIX 1 

The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) to 

establish shoreline change - a response to DCO studies. 
 
This is taken from Section 5 of my document REP2-393. As far as I am aware the Applicant has not 
updated the EGA from that presented in the original DCO. 
 
EDF informs us in the DCO submission, that it commissioned seven expert geomorphologists to 
examine the shoreline change processes associated with Sizewell C: 
 

“Seven Expert Geomorphologists, internal and external to Cefas, were convened to assess the 
physical and scientific evidence for shoreline change processes and to derive a plausible 
future shoreline baseline using the EGA [Expert Geomorphological Assessment] approach. “ 
 
DCO: 6.3 Revision: 1.0 Applicable Regulation: Regulation 5(2)(a) PINS Reference Number: EN010012 
Volume 2 Main Development Site Chapter 20 Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics 
Appendix 20A Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics: Synthesis for Environmental Impact 
Assessment TR311 Sizewell MSR1 (Ed 4) Paragraph 7.2.1. 
 

The EGA is based on the work of Cefas in Beems document TR311 and TR403 ‘Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment of Sizewell’s Future Shoreline Position’ 21/3/19 rev. 21/4/20’. 
 

In my view there are fundamental limitations to the study which are non-conservative in their 
approach: 

 
1. To adopt a future projection based on “reasonably foreseeable” conditions. 
2. Sea level rise in the year 2070 is based on a ‘mid-range’ scenario. 
3. The offshore wave climate remains unchanged.  
4. The inshore wave climate remains unchanged. 
5. The EGA limits its scope to 3Km of coastline. 
6. The EGA limits its timescale to 2070 (2087). End of plant life, however, is 2190. 
7. Shoreline sinuosity remains the same 

 
See: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 
 

These assumptions and limitations are each discussed below: 
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1) The Expert Geomorphological Assessment limited its study to ‘reasonably foreseeable 

conditions’ a phrase that does not appear to be completely clear in this context. EDF claims that ‘no 

assessment can be made of extreme events’, and the drivers of change are ‘moderate’ events: 

“A projection based on the ‘reasonably foreseeable’ conditions was considered the most 
appropriate method of reaching consensus as ‘extreme events’ that could occur have a low 
(or poorly-determined) chance of occurrence and geomorphic systems tend to be shaped by 
more frequent moderate events (Wolman and Miller, 1960), with the exception of 
cataclysmic change”. Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 

and BEEMS TR403, p.33. 
 

Wolman and Miller’s studies of geomorphic processes were produced in the 1960s; the explicit 
exclusion of extreme events—is an unsupportable premise where conservative consideration should 
be a given. The shoreline at Sizewell is dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it is 
shaped by these most of the time, and then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 
through erosion and flooding. Increases in overall energy supply to the coastline will occur from any 
increase in either storm frequency or intensity. See section 2 and 4 of Rep2-393. 
 

• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements: "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." The low lying Minsmere levels and Sizewell 
marshes that will surround Sizewell C must be subject to this risk to at least some extent. 
 

2) The ‘panel of seven geomorphologists’ stipulated a limited 0.52m sea-level rise at 2070 – a 

mid-category Representative Concentration Pathway.  
 

“…future shoreline change affecting the Sizewell C development was assessed based on SLR 
in 2070 of 0.54m (the 95th percentile under the UKCP18 mid-range scenario).” 
DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Paragraph 2.4.1 Page 48 

 

This is not a conservative approach—advice from UKCP18 which advises that planners use H++ 
values, or at least RCP8.5, 95th percentile. See section 4 of Rep2-393. 
 

3)  The panel limited the offshore wave climate to ‘unchanged’. UKCP18 does not stress major 

increase in offshore wave climate, nevertheless, EDF notes in the Main Development Site Flood Risk 

Assessment: 

“4.2.16 The Environment Agency guidance (Ref 1.7) suggests assuming a precautionary 
increase in wave height of 5% up to 2055 and then 10% from 2055 to 2115.” 
DCO: Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment, op.cit., Page 54. 

 
Also, UKCP18 suggests ‘inherent uncertainty’ as regards ‘Significant Wave Height’ predictions as they 

represent an area of low predictive accuracy: 

“Given the inherent uncertainty in projections of storm track changes and the limited sample 

size available, the wave projections presented here should be viewed as indicative of the 

potential changes with low confidence.” UKCP18, Ibid., Page 28. 

It continues that wave patterns are defined by local activity, which, for Sizewell C will be from a 

North/North/East fetch across the large expanse of the North Sea. The 1:100 return period (an 

81.9% chance of occurring between now and 2190) wave height being 7.3m-7.8m. 
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4)  For the ‘inshore wave climate to remain unchanged’ is to explicitly state there is a reliance 

and dependency on the Sizewell-Dunwich offshore banks and longshore, nearshore bars remaining 
in their current form. This bank network, as previously stated, attenuates and dissipates offshore 
wave energy —as stated in BEEMS TR553, it has ‘natural energy dissipating effects’—reducing and 
controlling the inshore wave climate. To assume the banks’ stasis and to rely on their ‘energy 
dissipating effects’ is then a non-conservative approach. (see Tucker, Carr et al.) (BEEMS TR311). 

 

In my opinion, and that of leading authorities such as Mott Macdonald, the respected global 

engineering consultancy which undertook an extensive study of the area in 2014 considers that: 

“…at a local scale the SDBC [Sizewell-Dunwich Bank Complex] has the potential to change 

over time-scales shorter than a few decades.” Mott Mac., op. cit., page 57. 

Cefas also acknowledges uncertainty: 

“…our understanding of bank dynamics is poor” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. 058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and impact 
to adjacent shorelines. Page 47. 

 

• The Marine Management Association states: ‘the northern end of Dunwich bank has 

lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend 

to continue.’ This roughly equates to 4 million tonnes of bank deposits ‘lost to the system’ in 

a decade. See 5.1.7, MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021, 30th Sept 2020. See Appendix 2 for 

details. 

However, despite these considerations, EDF’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment tells us in the 
DCO: 

“The principal receptors (beach, bars, bank and crag) of the future baseline can be expected 

to resemble the present (i.e. no regime shift) over much or all of the station life.” Chapter 20 

DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Paragraph 20.4.78. 

The statement above outlining the approach of its geomorphological experts is in open contradiction 

to the following acknowledgement: 

“It is important to note that changes to the broad coastal regime and coastal processes may 
occur within the station life.” 
The Sizewell C Project 6.14 Environmental Statement Addendum, Volume 3: Environmental 
Statement Addendum Appendices Chapter 2 Main Development Site, Appendix 2.15.A Coastal 
Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Para 6.5 

 

In summary of point 4 it is axiomatic to state that conservative modelling must not rely on the 

‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 

epochs and conservative assessment may not assume their substantial retention over the next 150 

years.  

5) Conservative modelling of coastal processes should extend beyond the 3Km remit of the 

EGA. 
 

6) The EGA limits its remit to 2070 (sea level rise) instead of end of station life which is 2190. In 

a recent ‘East Anglian Daily Times’ article, a senior coastal scientist at Cefas, and one of the seven 
expert geomorphologists responsible for the study is reported as saying: 
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 “… that while Cefas does look far ahead into the future, it is generally only possible to 

predict detailed changes to the coastline over the next 10 years.” He continues, “We can try 

and predict as much as we like, but almost every prediction in the very long-term has no 

certainty around it.” ‘Flooding and ‘extreme’ storms won’t put Sizewell C in danger, experts say’ by 

Andrew Papworth, East Anglian Daily Times, 06 August 2020’, https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/cefas-

sizewell-c-coastal-erosion-2684774 

This is a different perspective from that of EDF which suggests in its public information newsletter, 
‘Doing the power of good to Britain’, and quoted in the introduction in REP2-393, that the Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment forecasts the ‘very best assessment of long-term coastal change’ and 
therefore shows Sizewell C to be ‘future-proofed’. The EGA in the form presented in the DCO hearing 
does not support this statement. 
 

7) “The consensus view was that the ‘natural’ future shoreline was likely to be no more sinuous 
than it is” Page 135 Appendix 20A 
 
 

Summary of Appendix 4 
 
In my view, the opportunity and capacity within which the review has taken place, combined with 
one of the geomorphologist’s views that their forecasts cannot extend reliably beyond 10 years, fully 
compromises any value in the Expert Geomorphological Assessment’s analysis of future shoreline 
recession. In summary, the EGA cannot be regarded as conservative in its assumptions and 
methodology as follows: 
 

• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements of "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." 

• The EGA does not apply RCP8.5 95 percentile climate change sea level rise, 

• The EGA assumes no climate change induced change in storm frequency or intensity, 

• The EGA relies on an unchanging offshore geomorphology (reliance on its unchanging form 
and energy dissipation characteristics). The EGA does not consider the possibility of extreme 
erosion that can occur on this particular section of Sizewell shoreline, erosion that has 
historical precedent. 

• The EGA’s timescale is to 2070/87 and end of plant life is 2190. 
 

APPENDIX 2  

The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
 

The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) states: 
 

“5.1.7 In relation to p.20.4.77 on the future shoreline baseline geomorphic elements, 
it is assumed that the future baseline will resemble the present day. As mentioned 
above, the lack of assessment of changes to the offshore wave climate to a NE 
domination is a gap in the analysis. For the nearshore climate, it assumes the bank 
system is stable. However, the northern end of Dunwich bank has lowered 2 metres 
in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend to continue. 
This will affect the nearshore wave climate and should be included.” 
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MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021 Planning Inspectorate Reference: 
EN010012 MMO Registration Identification Number: 20025459 Page 25 Deadline 2 
submission. 

 
The Applicant itself in the DCO states: 
 

o    “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater 
variability in both its morphology and position with erosion north of 
267000N,  resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 
Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 

 
Consider the material involved in this depletion: 
 
The Northern 1/3rd of the bank would be about 1.5km long and 1 km wide approximately. 
 
So, if we say overall 1.5m depletion, then approximate volume lost = 1500m x 1000m x 1.5m = 2.25 
million cubic metres of material lost to the system. The specific gravity of the material is not known 
accurately but we might assume this equates to approximately 4 million tonnes of bank sand and 
mud deposits seemingly ‘lost to the system’ in a decade. 
 
The point is that the amount is both significant and that it appears to be ‘lost’ to the offshore banks.  
This is consistent with findings in BEEMS where sediment from northern cliff erosion is not 
remaining ‘in the system’: 
  

• “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 
accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223, page 119 and Table 12, shows net erosion of the 
Sizewell C foreshore since 1993. 

• No full survey of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks since 2016/7 appears to have been undertaken 

by the Applicant – an exercise trivial in its cost and complexity by comparison with other 

aspects of the development. The Applicant states: “Due to its large size (633 ha above the -8 

m AOD; [Ref. 18] the bank is not regularly surveyed”, a statement that is puzzling. See 

Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report, SZC-NNBGEN-XX-000-REP-100022 100812635 Version 

4.0a page 18. 

 
In summary of Appendix 2, in my view, it is clearly untenable to assume the retention of the 
Dunwich bank over the lifetime of the plant into the twenty-second century. Therefore, alongside 
the additional driver of climate change sea level rise, any conservative appraisal should accept and 
address significant shoreline retreat in the Greater Sizewell Bay during the lifetime of the plant. 
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APPENDIX 3 

The chart below illustrates the Sizewell Dunwich banks. 

 
 
The Sizewell-Dunwich Banks. The purple arrows mark 26700N— to the north of which the crest 
height of Dunwich bank is lowering. Chart base from BEEMS Technical Report TR500 ‘Sizewell-
Dunwich Bank Morphology and Variability’. Page 14. Markup my addition. 
 

o The orange and red lines show the ‘inner and outer’ nearshore, longshore bars. The 
DCO provided detailed bathymetry of the inner and outer Longshore bars and not 
the Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 
 

o The pink square shows the proposed location of Sizewell C. 
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o “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in 

both its morphology and position with erosion north of 267000N, [shown by the 
purple arrows] resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 

Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 

 
o The five blue arrows show the direction of the most significant storm waves from 

the North/North East— the largest and longest waves arrive from the N-NE sector. 
[1:100 wave heights 7.3m-7.8m].  The driver of sudden and significant erosion on 
this stretch of coast is from the NNE NE and Easterly directions. The loss of just the 
northern section of the bank could allow unbroken storm waves to break on the 
foreshore and increase water volumes in the South Minsmere levels in flood 
conditions. See map in section 4.3. DCO: Geomorphology Appendix 20A. op.cit., 

Paragraph 2.3.2.2.2 
 

Haskoning’s modelling assumes ‘shore-normal’ angles (all waves will strike 
the shore at 90 degrees). In the complex bathymetry offshore from Sizewell 
plus significant wave directions stated above do not appear to support this 
assumption. Shallow nearshore (even before the nearshore bar locations) 
wave refraction locally will redirect waves and cause them to line up parallel 
to local bathymetric contours. section 7. 

 
o There has been net erosion of the foreshore in the area of the proposed Sizewell C 

since 1993 according to BEEMS Table 2. This may be an indication of compromise to 
the Dunwich bank. See BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 119 and Table 12 on page 115. 
 

o The two yellow stars show the locations of breaches - 267400 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 
and 266900 14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of 
coastline between Dunwich and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of 
a major breach occurring during a future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal 

evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 28/160 
 

APPENDIX 4 

Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is 

this a plausible timeframe? 

 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 

• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 
2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 
assessed in relation to 2140.” 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 
operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 
Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  
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• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 
Fuel Store.” 
Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 

 
This timeframe of 2140 is important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ according 
to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to the stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently exposed to untenable flood risk. 
 

1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—EDF’s assessment of still water and wave 

overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 

If we refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 

“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 

 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  

The figure of interest is the RCP8.5 1:10,000 in 2140. The table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the 
main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a 
consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel 
removal) by this date for the safety of local populations, environment, and staff. 
 

2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
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2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 

• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 
disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 
13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 

 

2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 

requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 

considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 

● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 
in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  

 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 

 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 

“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 
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• 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 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.” ONR reference 
HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 
Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 

 
The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 
For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 

committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  

1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 

 

2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 
 

3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 
 

4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 
specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  
 

5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 
the Sizewell C spent fuel. 

 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 

nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 
 

7. That the timeframe for the deposition of other committed nuclear waste to be consigned 
prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from 
power stations and the highly enriched submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated 
timescale without over-run. EN-6 confirms that the initial disposal of legacy wastes (i.e. 
those already in existence from AGRs and SZB) will take until 2130 to be consigned to the 
proposed GDF. See EN-6 Vol II page 16. 
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Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported by 
an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
 

APPENDIX 5 
 

The control and influence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 

Coastal processes at Sizewell—three major historical ‘episodes’. 

 

This is taken from my main paper REP2-393, reproduced here for convenience. 

 

EDF’s BEEMS report TR058, quoting Pye and Blott, states: 
 

“The 1836 [1736-1836] shoreline at Sizewell is the most eroded shoreline in the records 
assembled by Pye and Blott (2005), being some 60 – 100 m landward of its current position 
and just 20 m seaward of the present location of the Sizewell B cooling-water pump house. 
By 1883, the shoreline had advanced by up to 130 m, presumably as a result of the increased 
sediment supply from the cliffs to the north.” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. TR058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and 
impact to adjacent shorelines. Page 40.  
 

“Major changes have occurred along the coastline in the last 1000 years, with coastal 
projections north of Southwold, at Southwold itself, at Dunwich and at Thorpeness all having 
been eroded by significant distances (up to over 1 km)”. BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A 

Consideration of "Extreme Events" at Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal 
Morphological Change and Extreme Water Levels. Page 4 of 301. 
 

For details of erosion/accretion described in the following, see: Coastal Processes and Morphological 
Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk, UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott (May, 
2006), pp. 453-473. See also Pye Blott, 2005, Coastal Processes and Morphological Evolution of the 
Minsmere Reserve and Surrounding Area, Suffolk. 
 

Three ‘approximately 100-year’ episodes are recorded for Sizewell:  
 

1. Erosion:  As stated above, the Sizewell shoreline between 1736 and 1836 is “the most 
eroded shoreline in the records” according to BEEMS TR058 quoting Pye and Blott 
(2005). It appears that the 1836 shoreline had eroded approximately 300m in one 
century and was just 20m seaward of the present-day Sizewell B. Orange arrow in the air 

photo below. 
 

2. Accretion:  The Sizewell-Dunwich bank grew after 1824 and protected the shoreline; 
between 1836 and 1903/1920 the Sizewell shoreline accreted by 83m with sediment 
from cliffs to the north, particularly Dunwich, to roughly its present location. The 
present Sizewell shoreline is hence ‘soft and erodible’. Blue arrow on the air photo below. 

 

o BEEMS states, however, “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were 
not, however, matched by ongoing accretion in the south”. BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 

119, Table 12 on p. 115. 
 



18 
 

3. Stability:  1920- present day, relative stability. Green arrow on the photo below. 

 
The following ‘air photograph’ taken in 2000 showing imposed historical coastline positions and 
Sizewell B power station shows the three episodes: 
 
Three major 100-year episodes of erosion, accretion and relative stability of the Sizewell shoreline 
discussed earlier on a large-scale air photograph: 
 

 

                                                              Approximate 1736 shoreline-300m seaward.  
 
‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, UK Author(s): Kenneth 
Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 

 
1. Orange arrow shows erosion period 1736-1836.  
2. Light blue arrow shows accretion period post the development of the Sizewell-Dunwich 

banks, 1836-1920. 
3. Light green double arrow shows the relative stability period 1920- present. 

 
The following two historical maps illustrate the coastline in 1736 and 1836. The 1736 shoreline 

according to Pye and Blott appears to be approximately 300m-350m to seaward of Sizewell B and as 

stated earlier is “…the most eroded shoreline in the records assembled by Pye and Blott (2005)”.  

“Historical maps showing coastal changes at Minsmere since 1736, based on maps by Kirby (1737), 

Hodskinson (1783), and the Ordnance Survey (1837, 1883–84, 1928, and 1976–82). The position of 

mean high water in 1976 is displayed as a solid line on each map for reference. Topography is shaded 

at 5m intervals.” See: ‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, 
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UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 

Page 462 

 
 

 
Squares are 1km scale.  

My own measurements, which are not included in this document, using modern Ordnance Survey 
and maps drawn of the Suffolk Coast in 1737 by John Kirby et al., and allowing for major errors, 
suggest erosion at Sizewell far greater than 350m in this period 1736-1836. This is consistent with 
other observations on this coast such as Benacre cliffs: “the mean rate of retreat of the Benacre Cliffs 
was 7.02 meters per year” BEEMS TR311, 2.3.3. 
 
This extreme erosion that has particularly occurred at Sizewell may be explained by the following 
statement that wave energy coefficients are not constant along this length of coast: 
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“Indeed [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, 
notably between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-

Dunwich banks field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 
 

It appears clear that sediment released in northern cliff erosion cannot be relied up on to remain 
within the system: 
 

1. “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 

accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223 Table 12, shows net erosion of the Sizewell C 

foreshore since 1993. 

2. The Dunwich bank northern third has dropped between 1 and 2m – a huge amount of 
sediment seemingly lost to the system, not retained. 

 
Based on the above, in my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption 
for the maintenance and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-
year episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate 
change sea-level rise and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion 
around Sizewell C. See my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In summary of Appendix 5 it can be stated that the Sizewell Dunwich banks are the decisive arbiter 

of micro-stability of the nuclear coastline at Sizewell. They protect the inner and outer longshore 

bars and after the growth of the Dunwich bank from 1836 has protected the shoreline from being 

the ‘most eroded in records’ through accretion to stability. The banks will always be of critical 

importance to Sizewell C and conservative modelling cannot, under any circumstances in my view, 

rely on their overall retention and maintenance to end of station life. See my document REP2-393 

sections 2, 6, 7.  
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Subject: MCB - Sizewell C Planning
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From: PEAREY, Fenella  
Sent: 25 April 2022 17:14
To: BEIS Correspondence <BEIScorrespondence@beis.gov.uk>
Subject: Giles Watling MP - Constituent Concerns GW20365
 
Dear colleagues
 
I am writing on behalf of Giles’ constituent Ian Rose (

 who has concerns regarding Sizewell C (please see his email below).
 
Giles would be grateful if you could look into this matter and offer him any advice or information
he can pass onto his constituent.

Thank you.

Best regards

Fenella
 
Dear Mr. Watling
I have this afternoon sent this letter to the BEIS to express my utter disbelief that that the
Secretary of State should have made a statement on the BBC this morning that totally
negates, ignores and pre-judges the result of the planning process for Sizewell C.

“As I was registered as an interested party to the planning inquiry on Sizewell C.
I was astounded that the Secretary of State made comments on Radio 4 this morning that
showed that as far as, he, and presumably, the government, are concerned the whole
process of a planning inquiry has been completely ignored.
Apart from the cost of this process it appears that he is totally disinterested in the views of
everyone who has made representation and has also ignored the huge issues that have
arisen.
The inquiry has yet to report to the public.
I believe that this statement shows the complete lack of thought that this government
have for the rule of law and their complete inability to plan properly for any kind of event.
 
Ian Rose

Interested Party No. 20025779”



I would be interested in your view of this matter.
Ian Rose
Address as above
 
Fenella Pearey

Office of Giles Watling MP

 
UK Parliament Disclaimer: this e-mail is confidential to the intended recipient. If you have
received it in error, please notify the sender and delete it from your system. Any unauthorised
use, disclosure, or copying is not permitted. This e-mail has been checked for viruses, but no
liability is accepted for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this e-mail. This e-mail
address is not secure, is not encrypted and should not be used for sensitive data.



Paul Scully MP 
 
Department for Business, Energy & 
Industrial Strategy  
1 Victoria Street 
London  
SW1H 0ET 
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enquiries@beis.gov.uk   
www.gov.uk  

 
Our ref: MCB2022/10134 
 
     May 2022 

Giles Watling MP 
on behalf of Ian Rose (constituent) 
House of Commons 
London 
SW1A 0AA 
 

Dear Giles, 
 
Sizewell C Development Consent application 
 
Thank you for your email dated 25 April on behalf of your constituent Ian Rose who has 
concerns regarding comments made by the Secretary of State in relation to the proposed 
Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station. As the Minister responsible for taking the decision on the 
application for development consent for Sizewell C on behalf of the Secretary of State, your 
email has been passed to me for reply. 
 
The Secretary of State’s comments relate to the decision-making process on government 
funding for the proposal, which is an entirely separate process to the application for 
development consent. Please be assured that the consideration of the application for 
development consent is not influenced by the decision to grant funding to the proposal, nor 
does the funding represent an outcome of the ongoing commercial negotiations on the 
project.  The details of the funding provided to the project were set out in a Written Ministerial 
Statement published on 27 January 2022.1  
 
As you may be aware, on 25 February 2022 the Planning Inspectorate submitted its Report 
to the Secretary of State setting out its findings and recommendations on the application for 
development consent. The deadline for taking the decision on the application for development 
consent is 25 May 2022.  
 
In line with published Government propriety guidance, planning casework decisions are made 
by ‘the Secretary of State’ as a legal entity, but in practice such decisions are taken by both 
the holder of that office and by other ministers in the department on their behalf: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-propriety-issues-guidance/guidance-
on-planning-propriety-planning-casework-decisions 
 
The propriety guidance applies to Ministers and Officials and decisions on development 
consent applications will be made in line with this guidance.  
 
Given the quasi-judicial role of Ministers in determining this application for development 
consent, you will appreciate that I cannot comment at this time on specific matters regarding 

 
1 https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2022-01-
27/debates/22012735000008/SizewellCUpdateOnNegotiationsWithEDF?highlight=size
well#contribution-4319E37B-5C57-4A14-BE21-E59E4657B906 

mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk
http://www.gov.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-propriety-issues-guidance/guidance-on-planning-propriety-planning-casework-decisions
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-propriety-issues-guidance/guidance-on-planning-propriety-planning-casework-decisions
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2022-01-27/debates/22012735000008/SizewellCUpdateOnNegotiationsWithEDF?highlight=sizewell#contribution-4319E37B-5C57-4A14-BE21-E59E4657B906
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2022-01-27/debates/22012735000008/SizewellCUpdateOnNegotiationsWithEDF?highlight=sizewell#contribution-4319E37B-5C57-4A14-BE21-E59E4657B906
https://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2022-01-27/debates/22012735000008/SizewellCUpdateOnNegotiationsWithEDF?highlight=sizewell#contribution-4319E37B-5C57-4A14-BE21-E59E4657B906


the proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station application as this could be seen as 
prejudicing the decision-making process. 
 
Please note your email will be treated as a representation made after the close of the 
examination and will be taken into consideration alongside all other matters that are relevant 
to the determining this application for development consent. Representations received by the 
Secretary of State will be handled in compliance with the Department’s Privacy Notice relating 
to correspondence received by BEIS see: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/beis-
correspondence-privacy-notice/privacy-notice-relating-to-correspondence-received-by-the-
department-for-business-energy-and-industrial-strategy-beis 
 
Once the decision on the application for development consent has been made, all 
representations received after the close of the examination will be published in redacted form 
on the Planning Inspectorate’s National Infrastructure Planning project page: 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/eastern/the-sizewell-c-project/ 
 
Thank you for taking the time to write in on this matter.   

 
 

Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PAUL SCULLY MP 
Minister for Small Business, Consumers & Labour Markets 

Minister for London 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/beis-correspondence-privacy-notice/privacy-notice-relating-to-correspondence-received-by-the-department-for-business-energy-and-industrial-strategy-beis
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/beis-correspondence-privacy-notice/privacy-notice-relating-to-correspondence-received-by-the-department-for-business-energy-and-industrial-strategy-beis
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/beis-correspondence-privacy-notice/privacy-notice-relating-to-correspondence-received-by-the-department-for-business-energy-and-industrial-strategy-beis
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/eastern/the-sizewell-c-project/


Sent: 09 March 2022 14:04
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning <beiseip@beis.gov.uk>
Subject: Re: Sizewell C nuclear power station
 
I just wish to thank BEIS for there professional handling of our emails, hopefully resulting in night
trains not being allowed to travel at night to supply the proposed Sizewell C power station. King
Regards M.F.Rowe. On behalf of Whitearch Ltd.

Sent from my iPad

On 9 Mar 2022, at 10:36, Energy Infrastructure Planning <beiseip@beis.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear Mr Rowe, 
 
Thank you for your recent email regarding the proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power 
Station. 
 
On 25 February 2022 the Planning Inspectorate submitted its Report to the 
Secretary of State setting out its findings and recommendations on the application 
for development consent. The Secretary of State has to 25 May 2022 in which to 
issue a decision.  
 
As noted in paragraph 4 of the Department’s propriety guidance, planning 
casework decisions are made by ‘the Secretary of State’ as a legal entity, but in 
practice such decisions are taken by both the holder of that office and by other 
ministers in the department on their behalf: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-propriety-issues-
guidance/guidance-on-planning-propriety-planning-casework-decisions. 
 
Minister Lee Rowley has been appointed by the Secretary of State to take the 
planning decision for this application on his behalf. 
 

mailto:beiseip@beis.gov.uk
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fplanning-propriety-issues-guidance%2Fguidance-on-planning-propriety-planning-casework-decisions&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7Ce18c511957234c216ff408da01dec9cf%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637824353613131636%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=1WibsSukXbTBxb6zpU8V669k89kdPuViQ5RzOkQ%2BsjU%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fplanning-propriety-issues-guidance%2Fguidance-on-planning-propriety-planning-casework-decisions&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7Ce18c511957234c216ff408da01dec9cf%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637824353613131636%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=1WibsSukXbTBxb6zpU8V669k89kdPuViQ5RzOkQ%2BsjU%3D&reserved=0


Your email will be treated as a representation made after the close of the 
examination and will be taken into consideration alongside all other matters that 
are relevant to the determining this application for development consent. 
Representations received by the Secretary of State will be handled in compliance 
with the Department’s Privacy Notice relating to correspondence received by BEIS 
see: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/beis-correspondence-privacy-
notice/privacy-notice-relating-to-correspondence-received-by-the-department-for-
business-energy-and-industrial-strategy-beis. 
 
Once the decision on the application for development consent has been made, all 
representations received after the close of the examination will be published in 
redacted form on the Planning Inspectorate’s National Infrastructure Planning 
project page: 
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/eastern/the-sizewell-c-
project/ 
 
Given the quasi-judicial role of Ministers in determining this application for 
development consent, you will appreciate that the Department cannot comment at 
this time on specific matters regarding the proposed Sizewell C Nuclear Power 
Station application as this could be seen as prejudicing the decision-making 
process. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
BEIS Energy Infrastructure Planning 
 

https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fbeis-correspondence-privacy-notice%2Fprivacy-notice-relating-to-correspondence-received-by-the-department-for-business-energy-and-industrial-strategy-beis&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7Ce18c511957234c216ff408da01dec9cf%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637824353613131636%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=aKYsCvqmYKSn1sxldLDds%2BnASuWs0CQYKmob85mo7oA%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fbeis-correspondence-privacy-notice%2Fprivacy-notice-relating-to-correspondence-received-by-the-department-for-business-energy-and-industrial-strategy-beis&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7Ce18c511957234c216ff408da01dec9cf%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637824353613131636%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=aKYsCvqmYKSn1sxldLDds%2BnASuWs0CQYKmob85mo7oA%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.gov.uk%2Fgovernment%2Fpublications%2Fbeis-correspondence-privacy-notice%2Fprivacy-notice-relating-to-correspondence-received-by-the-department-for-business-energy-and-industrial-strategy-beis&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7Ce18c511957234c216ff408da01dec9cf%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637824353613131636%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=aKYsCvqmYKSn1sxldLDds%2BnASuWs0CQYKmob85mo7oA%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finfrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk%2Fprojects%2Feastern%2Fthe-sizewell-c-project%2F&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7Ce18c511957234c216ff408da01dec9cf%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637824353613131636%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=s%2B6U91R9RhE%2Fp4%2BJcM%2F16Rmuk7aoZeeGdfZFJuUNe2o%3D&reserved=0
https://eur02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Finfrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk%2Fprojects%2Feastern%2Fthe-sizewell-c-project%2F&data=04%7C01%7CVictoria.Griffin%40beis.gov.uk%7Ce18c511957234c216ff408da01dec9cf%7Ccbac700502c143ebb497e6492d1b2dd8%7C0%7C0%7C637824353613131636%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000&sdata=s%2B6U91R9RhE%2Fp4%2BJcM%2F16Rmuk7aoZeeGdfZFJuUNe2o%3D&reserved=0


From: T Clements >; 
Received: Mon May 16 2022 11:20:08 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time) 
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS 
<enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; 
Subject: Sizewell C 

Dear Mr Kwarteng 
As Secretary of State for business and energy I am sure you will not approve what will surely 
be the biggest act of environmental vandalism this country has ever seen. 
Please do not have your name associated with a project for which the next generation will 
never forgive. 
 
In a race to replace Russian oil raping nature is not the answer. 
As a long term Tory supporter I will never vote Tory again if this environmental disaster goes 
ahead. 
This is the general feeling in most parts of Suffolk. 
Regards 
Tom Clements 

  
  

 
 

mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk
mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk


From:
; Energy Infrastructure Planning

Subject: Say No to Sizewell C nuclear power statioon
Date: 22 May 2022 19:22:40
Attachments: 51460eef-93f3-385d-f9ee-571c0660c6b0.jpeg

Dear Secretary of State

There are so many reasons why you should say ‘NO’ to Sizewell C.  One key reason is that
building this out of date power station could be catastrophic for the wildlife that have made
their homes at RSPB Minsmere.

This was demonstrated to you by the RSPB’s unprecedented protest this week.  Are you
prepared to risk the future of MInsmere, an internationally important wildlife reserve, by
allowing Sizewell C to go ahead? To do so would be a crime against our environment for
which your Government would be guilty.

We urge you to reject Sizewell C.

Alan and Christine Collett

mailto:/o=ExchangeLabs/ou=Exchange Administrative Group (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/cn=Recipients/cn=b7c1767a74424e18b38762f6c27d7615-SH_BEIS_Ene
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S.3.1 Equality of arms 
 
S.3.1.1 Lack of requisite resource capacity continues to hamper significantly ability to give proper 

consideration to the full set of documentation obtained by the Secretary of State under post-
Examination procedures. As an unresourced Lay IP, engagement on in-depth issues has 
proven very limited and partial during the one-month time limit allowed under the Secretary of 
State’s Letter of 25.04.2022. There exists an added disadvantage. Namely, lack of access to 
on-call requisite expertise as well. The tally of new additional (some voluminous) 
documentation accumulated by the Secretary of State to date stands at 68. 

 
S.3.1.2 Moreover, it is highly unsatisfactory that the PINS webpage on Sizewell C should lack an 

obvious full-text search tool to enable direct content interrogation of all post-Examination 
documents. Access to such functionality is crucial for facilitating ready location of any 
response on any particular issue in all documents under the webpage. Preclusion is not 
without further consequential disadvantage for unresourced Lay IPs.  

 
 
 
 
S.3.2 Introduction: transboundary consultation issues 
 
S.3.2.1 The following observations are restricted to three transboundary consultation issues arising 

specifically under Annexe B of the Secretary of State’s Consultation Letter dated 25.04.2022. 
 
 
 
 
S.3.3 Annex B of the Secretary of State’s Consultation Letter dated 25.04.2022 
 
 Section 5:  BEIS reply to Questions from the Government of Austria 
 
 
S.3.3.1 Status of a UK Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) 
 
S.3.3.1.1 BEIS response to 8.1 Question 2 - What is the status of the geological repository for 

spent fuel and HLW [high level waste]?  
 
 According to BEIS at paragraph 5.2.7: 
 
 “…three potential sites for the geological disposal facility have 

been identified, with local working groups set up.” 
 
 However, in the interest of clarity, it warrants noting that the local working groups are still at 

early stage conversations. The unvarnished reality behind the BEIS gloss being that no 
initial geological survey has commenced at any site. There is still a long way to go before 
even initial surface, let alone underground, geological data for any potential site becomes 
available1. So, the question remains: what substantive change has there been in the status 
of a GDF in the UK? 

 
 
S.3.3.1.2 No substantive change in GDF status since the 1950’s 
 
S.3.3.1.2.1 Effectively no substantive progress has been made by the UK Government since October 

1950 when the Windscale Pile 1 Reactor commenced operations, followed subsequently by 
substantial annual generation of spent nuclear fuel and high level radioactive waste under 

 
1 see, for example, section 4 in the joint Environment Agency and Office for Nuclear Regulation Corporate Report, 

as updated 10 May 2022: Scrutiny of RWM’s work on geological disposal – annual report 2020 to 2021. Available 
at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/geological-disposal-scrutiny-of-rwms-work-annual-
reports/scrutiny-of-rwms-work-on-geological-disposal-annual-report-2020-to-2021 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/geological-disposal-scrutiny-of-rwms-work-annual-reports/scrutiny-of-rwms-work-on-geological-disposal-annual-report-2020-to-2021
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/geological-disposal-scrutiny-of-rwms-work-annual-reports/scrutiny-of-rwms-work-on-geological-disposal-annual-report-2020-to-2021
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successor Magnox, Advanced Gas Cooled Reactor and the Pressurised Water Reactor 
programmes. 

 
• The collection of geologic test bore samples from locations across the UK (by scientists 

from the Institute of Geological Sciences) were abandoned part way through the survey 
programme in the 1980’s in the wake of significant local public resistance.  

 
• On 17 March 1997, a Planning Inquiry Inspector rejected a proposal from NIREX (one 

of the predecessors of the current Nuclear Waste Services Limited) for a Rock 
Characterisation Facility at Langland Farm (near Sellafield) for a potential GDF. As it 
turned out, Nirex demonstrated poor understanding of site geology and hydrology. 

 
 At present, a firm timetable for a fully functioning Rock Characterisation Facility anywhere in 

the UK simply does not exist. 
 
S.3.3.1.2.2 It further warrants noting that, to all intents and purposes, the UK Government has made 

virtually no substantive progress since the publication of the Sixth Report of the Royal 
Commission on Environmental Pollution (RCEP) in 1976.  According to the RCEP 
Recommendation 272: 

 
 “‘There should be no commitment to a large programme 

of nuclear fission power until it has been demonstrated 
beyond reasonable doubt that a method exists to ensure 
the safe containment of long-lived highly radioactive 
waste for the indefinite future.’” 

 
 The RCEP conditional test in Recommendation 27 (namely, demonstration of safe 

containment beyond reasonable doubt for the indefinite future) was discussed in REP10-
295 (under section D10.2.1). That there exists no defensible justification for new additional 
radioactive waste production under the proposed Sizewell C project would appear 
consistent with the 1976 RCEP Recommendation 27. Successive UK Governments have 
all failed to demonstrate the safe containment of radioactive waste, beyond reasonable 
doubt for the indefinite future, under prevailing geologic conditions in the UK. 

 
S.3.3.1.2.3 In other words, the current proposal for new additional radioactive waste generation by 

Sizewell C evidently unquestionably fails compliance with the 1976 RCEP 
Recommendation 27. 

 
S.3.3.1.2.4 Concern over continuing absence of a GDF in the face of prevailing push for substantial 

revival of nuclear power has also been noted in a Letter published in The Times newspaper 
in September 20203, by a former Chief Inspector of the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate (a 
predecessor of the current Office for Nuclear Regulation). 

 
 
S.3.3.1.3 Significant material change in radioactive waste status since the 1950’s 
 
S.3.3.1.3.1 On the other hand, as if locked in systemic institutional denial of the 1976 RCEP 

Recommendation 27, successive Governments have continued (and, propose to continue) 
to encourage, facilitate and preside over serial annual significant additional accumulations 
of high level radioactive waste, intermediate level radioactive waste and spent nuclear fuel. 
Held in surface storage facilities at multiple sites across the UK, Governments have 
approved all such accumulation without interruption since the 1950’s. 

 
S.3.3.1.3.2 According to the latest energy strategy, the current administration aspires to build 8 new 

nuclear power stations (up to 24GW total capacity) by 2050, at the rate of one reactor a 

 
2 RCEP (1976) Nuclear Power and the Environment. Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution, Chairman Sir 

Brian Flowers. Sixth Report. Cmnd 6618. HMSO. 
3  Duncan, Dr Allan (2020) Letter to the Editor, The Times 19 September 2020. 
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year4. Other than a bland statement on page 20, the Government displays scant 
cognisance of the escalating generation and accumulation of ever larger inventories of 
spent nuclear fuel and other radioactive waste, in the face of complete absence of any 
environmentally safe proven permanent GDF anywhere in the UK. There exists not even a 
candidate site for an initial rock characterisation facility. 

 
 
S.3.3.1.4 A real answer to the Government of Austria’s 8.1 Question 2? 
 
S.3.3.1.4.1 So, might a real answer be that actualising a UK GDF remains perpetually an open ended 

proposition? 
 

• In BEIS parlance, “dry storage of spent nuclear fuel on-site at the Sizewell C site until 
such time as a UK GDF becomes available” could also mean surface storage for ever, 
in light of the Government’s 72-year track record to date. 

 
• Continuation of generation and stockpiling of radioactive waste from the proposed 

Sizewell C nuclear power station, in the face of prevailing unavailability of an RCEP 
compliant GDF, means deliberately shunting off the nuclear waste disposal problems to 
future generations. 

 
• The Government appears to have no qualms on inflating the existing large stockpiled 

nuclear waste inventories, long awaiting permanent disposal in an unknown GDF at an 
unknown location at an uncertain future date. 

 
 
 
S.3.3.2 Geologic degradation of UK spent fuel and high level radioactive waste canisters 
 
 BEIS response to 8.1 Question 4 - Is it planned to use copper for the spent fuel 

canisters, and if yes, how will the copper corrosion problem be solved?  
 
S.3.3.2.1 In the first instance, according to BEIS at paragraph 5.2.11: 
 
 “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.” 

 
 Surprisingly, the BEIS response fails to acknowledge radiological considerations bearing on 

early handling, removal, and treatment (drying) of spent nuclear fuel after only 3 years of 
underwater cooling (at end of generation: in contrast to default 10 years’ underwater 
cooling). Does this mean the highly radioactive and high heat generating spent fuel would be 
transferred straight away into multi-purpose canisters (MPCs), which would then be sealed 
and transhipped to an Interim Spent Fuel Storage (ISFS) facility? 

 
 Plainly, activity levels and heat generation by spent fuel cooled underwater for only 3 years 

differ significantly from the activity levels and heat generation by fuel cooled underwater for a 
default period of 10 years. 

 
 a. Is it proposed to intern the 3-year water cooled spent fuel together with the 10-year 

water cooled spent fuel, in the same on-site ISFS? How would elevated activity levels 
and heat generation be managed safely inside such ISFS? 

 
 b. Might the 3-year water cooled fuel tranche impinge eventually on emplacement 

geometry in the host GDF? 
 

 
4 See page 21 in: British Energy Security Strategy. Secure, clean and affordable British energy for the long term. 

HM Government. April 2022. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1069973/british
-energy-security-strategy-print-ready.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1069973/british-energy-security-strategy-print-ready.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1069973/british-energy-security-strategy-print-ready.pdf
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 Remarkably, these issues are missing from para.5.2.11 in the Main Report5 prepared by the 
Applicant in Response to the SoS’s information request of 18 March 2022. 

 
S.3.3.2.2 Regarding the risk of environmental degradation germane to the integrity of buried UK spent 

fuel and HLW canisters, within the confines of a geologic repository, BEIS state at paragraph 
5.2.15 merely that: 

 
 “The MPC and HI-Storm are constructed of a Neutron 

Absorber, Concrete and Stainless Steel and as such are not 
copper based.” 

 
 This pithy response is rendered unintelligible through failure to address properly salient 

issues concerning the geochemical performance of stainless steel fabricated MPCs. What 
physical and geochemical properties have been determined to favour the use of stainless 
steel over copper? 

 
 
 
S.3.3.3 Accident analysis: WENRA 2019 and the proposed Sizewell C EPRs 
 
S.3.3.3.1 BEIS response to 8.3 Question 1 - When will be evaluated whether the UK EPRTM 

meets the safety goal of practical elimination of accident sequences leading to large 
or early releases of radioactive substances according to the approach of WENRA 
2019? What could be the consequences for the Sizewell C Project if SZC Co. fails to 
meet this important safety objective for European NPPs?  

 
 According to BEIS at paragraph 5.4.6: 
 
 “Both SZC Co. and ONR routinely review new guidance from 

organisations such as WENRA. The next update to the NNB 
GenCo Nuclear Safety Design Assessment Principles will take 
cognisance of any new information in the WENRA 2019 
guidance. However, it is considered that the NNB GenCo 
Nuclear Safety Design Assessment Principles and ONR Safety 
Assessment Principles are already very robust standards. The 
Sizewell C design already meets, and generally exceeds, the 
expectations in these standards and as such it is unlikely the 
review against the latest WENRA 2019 guidance will result in 
an impact to Sizewell C.” 

 
 A suggestion above that, 
 
 “it is unlikely the review against the latest WENRA 2019 

guidance will result in an impact to Sizewell C”, 
 
 may be said to amount to speculation by BEIS as to the degree and extent to which Sizewell 

C has as a question of fact been determined compliant with the 2019 WENRA (Western 
European Nuclear Regulators Association) principles. 

 
 
S.3.3.3.2 The ONR response to 8.3 Question 2 - Is it planned to review whether the UK EPRTM 

design meets the recent European safety standards/requirements by WENRA?  
 
S.3.3.3.3 According to the ONR (see Annex B attachment: ONR Response to the Secretary of State, 

April 2022, CM9 Ref. 2022/20680): 
 

 
5 NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited (PDF, 4 MB) 
 Response to SoS request for information of 18 March 2022 - Main Report 
 Decision > Secretary of State Consultation > Response to SoS request for information of 18 March 2022 
 Published: 11/04/2022 
 https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010782-

SZC%20-%20Main%20Report.pdf  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010782-SZC%20-%20Main%20Report.pdf


 6 

 “We actively participate in related international activities and 
routinely review new guidance from international organisations 
such as WENRA. Whenever we update the SAPs and TAGs, 
we take into consideration any relevant new information and 
expectations from WENRA and from other organisations.” 

 
 For its part, the ONR provides a seemingly insufficient two-fold response. 
 
 a. On the one hand, the ONR indicate that the current Safety Assessment Principles 

(SAP) and the Technical Assessment Guides (TAG) have not yet been updated to 
reflect WENRA 2019. 

 
 b. On the other hand, the ONR “routinely review new guidance from international 

organisations such as WENRA.” 
 
 However, somewhat inexplicably, the ONR appear remiss in failing to refer Interested 

Parties, and the Secretary of State, to the relevant routine review evidence evaluating the 
Applicant’s Nuclear Safety Design Assessment Principles (as well as perhaps the ONR SAP 
and TAG) against the WENRA 2019 guidance. The oversight is all the more puzzling in view 
of the Applicant’s admission (see para.5.4.1 in: Main Report6 Response to SoS request for 
information of 18 March 2022) that the NNB GenCo NSDA Principles as applied to the 
Sizewell C design are based on WENRA guidance issued nine years previously. Notably: 

 
 “…The current version of the principles references WENRA 

guidance from 2010.” 
 
 Under the circumstances, not the least in view of the transboundary context, might the ONR 

be minded to rectify the oversight? 
 
 
 
J Chanay 
23.05.2022 

 
6 NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited (PDF, 4 MB) 
 Response to SoS request for information of 18 March 2022 - Main Report 
 Decision > Secretary of State Consultation > Response to SoS request for information of 18 March 2022 
 Published: 11/04/2022 
 https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010782-

SZC%20-%20Main%20Report.pdf  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010782-SZC%20-%20Main%20Report.pdf


From: Robert Hoggar  
Sent: 23 May 2022 16:14
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning <beiseip@beis.gov.uk>
Subject: Fwd: Objection to the construction of Sizewell C&D.
 
Fore the attention of Gareth Leigh. Beis and Sizewell C

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:Objection to the construction of Sizewell C&D.

Date:Mon, 23 May 2022 12:07:54 +0100
From:Robert Hoggar >

To:beiseip@beis.gov.uk

For the attention of Gareth Leigh: Beis.

I should like to object most strongly to the Planning proposals by  NNB Generating Company
Limited on behalf of EDF for the construction at SIZEWELL Suffolk of two Euopean PW
reactors turbines and all other associated works.

 

 

I am a local resident and have lived in Suffolk for all of my 84 plus years and would strongly
object to these, yes, in my view, crazy proposals. It is quite unbelievable how much concern has
been expessed about the need for increased pylon capacity for off shore wind turbine needs and
one can easily say the same applies for SZC&D. 

My reasons are as follows:

mailto:beiseip@beis.gov.uk


The site chosen was only ever, now wrongly considered as a potential location until it was realised
the potential site was too small for the proposals being only 32 ha's when a minimum of 53ha's
was needed for each Nuclear Power Stn. Also, it was all located in a very, environmentally
sensitive area..

The site was already a site for Special Scientific Interest Known as a (SSSI)  and containing many
species which require our careful protection particularly as the world  and the environment is in
such a critical state for all of our continued existance here on Earth dispite the constant warnings
from the very emminant Naturalist Sir David Attenborough and of late the now famous Swedish
teenager, Greta Thurnberg. The location was also wrongly set in an Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, known as an AONB....The coastal area is also known as the 'Heritage Coast' A coast of
special importance to all of us.

The proposed Planning application will require the site to project some approximatly 50 metres in
front of the existing Sizewell B station and on a receding coastline with the sea coming towards
the location. It is known that a concrete protection wall will need to be constructed some 14
metres high and increased as necessary all around the site to protect the project from the sea which
would otherwise flood the location. Eventually it is understood the site will become an island and
need a bridge to the adjoining roads into Suffolk. Only recently after 10 years of promoting the
proposals, EDF have commenced excavating trial hole extractions now to assertain if the site is
sound enough to withstand the weight of the structures on this receding coast which I consider is
unbelievable. EDF also throughout the 10 plus years, since considering the project  have found it
necessary to make at least 22 additional ammendments to their planning application necessitating
constant extensions to  the propoasls. How can it ever be believed there are not more to come.
Many possibly which EDF suggest will be put into what they call their 'Rochdal enveope' Their
document which  already has  between two and three hundred of unresolved matters they claim
will be sorted out after they are permitted to commence. EDF have already made it known that if
ever the project is commenced, the project would not stop for anything. Be it a technical on site
problem or an unresolved  road problem  on our very inadequate local roads which contains not
one motorway for many miles. It is also known none of the local aggregates would be suitable for
their construction as they are not of the correct type. The millions of tonnes of aggregates would
need to be transported for some 300 miles in each direction from the Mendip Hills in Somerset to
Sizewell in Suffolk through inadequate roads. Alternatively the materials would have to be
transported by sea. This would require a new pier jetty large enough for this substantial task. The
process  would destroy much of the marine environment which would or should be resisted by the
Marine Management Oganisation (MMO). Also the  MMO should object to the necessity for the
essential 5Km long 7 and 8 metre diameter water suction pipes from the sea to cool the two
turbines, killing million of fish and other sea creatures constantly for the duration of the life of the
60 year life of the proposed nuuclear SZC&D, 

The French designed European pressure Reactor  known as the EPR,  is not yet running with
confidence anywhere in the world without there being fear of failure due to many issues now
being discovered, Recently one of the two installed into the Chinese Taisham location was
stopped for major vibration problems. Others are not running at the design rate due to
uncertainties about safety. The Chinese Taisham reactors are installed by Chinese General
Nuclear, makers of all Chinese nuclear bombs and other nuclear power stations. They are also
partners to EDF! and have a 33.5% share in HPC&D and a 20% Approx share for the proposed
construction of SZC&D. Yes CHINA! the country we are most concerned about in connection
with our security. This is a reason alone why SZC&D should not proceed. Britain has committed
also 20% of the cost and the remaining 60% it is 'hoped' will come from Private investment which
has so far failed to materialise. EDF has admitted that if SZC&D fails to commence it will be the
end of their nuclear industry knowing we and others will pay to keep them in nuclear development
as they are dependant on the French Government to fund their current nuclear programme. Only
their renewables will continue. The other problem EDF have to resolve is also their nuclear waste
from their 58 French nuclear power Stations.! This is insurmountable for France! Remember, we
are only 20 miles from France.  Think about that-and adding SZC&D will not help matters.
Another reason not to start SZC&D.  



Added to all of this is the huge lack of water for the project in the driest part of Britain. To assist
this, EDF, I understand, are considering a desalination sea water plant to assist with water
provision for their project. They hint it might be required to run a desalination plant for the 60
years of the SZC&D.? Deslination plants needed to provide the clean fresh water but throwing out
all of the unwanted chemicals into the sea.  Another 'none solution' piping new water mains
around Britain is not an answer either as there is a water shortage everywhere. Desalination
Plants, also discharge huge amounts of strong Brine and other chemicals back into the sea which
destoys the marine life. Another reason MMO should or would object and stop the process.

I feel I could go on even more Mr Gareth Leigh but for now these are my concerns which consider
sound reasons, SZC&D at Sizewell should be a non-Starter forever.   With Regards Bob Hoggar,
(Local resident). 



DR DANIEL POULTER M.P.
Central Suffolk & North Ipswich

HOUSE OF COMMONS
LONDON S\T1A OAA

The Rt Hon Kwasi Kwarteng MP
Secretary of State for Business, Energy, and lndustrial Strategy
Department for Business, Energy, and lndustrial Strategy
l- Victoria Street
London
SW1H OET

Wed nesda y, 25th May 2022

Dear Kwasi,

We are writing to you to express our concern about the huge impact that the building of
Sizewell C will have on our Suffolk constituencies. The anticipated construction period for
the two nuclear reactors is 10-12 years, which will have major consequences for the people
living in our towns and villages.

Our main concern is the need for better mitigation measures which will minimise the
inevitable disruption that will occur along the route of the A12.

The A12 is a Maior Stratesic Route

The A12 is the main north-south road link in the eastern part of Suffolk. lt is a vital supply
route for the 4A per cent of freight that is expected to be clelivei"ed to Sizewell C (SZC) by
road. lt will become an increasingly important corridor, not only for its role in supplying SZC
but also for reaching Lowestoft and Great Yarmouth, two important centres for the servicing
of North Sea offshore wind farms.

Between lpswich in the south and Lowestoft and Great Yarmouth in the north, a major part
of the A12 is unimproved, which is not an acceptable position for a strategic route widely
expected to be servicing an energy industry on and off the Suffolk coast that will account for
up to 30 per cent of the UK's energy being delivered through Suffolk. Norfolk and Suffolk
together are expected to contribute 50 per cent of the UK's target of 50GW offshore wind
capacity bv 2030. East Suffolk Council's Local Plan (adopted September 2O2O) states "Local
roads are not well suited to carrying the number or type of vehicle movements that will be
necessary to enable construction and operation of Major Energy lnfrastructure Projects."

Working for the people of Central Suffolk and North Ipswich
All correspondence should be addressed to the House of Commons

     



Made by EDF

EDF as part of their application for the SZC project are proposing a two-village bypass of

Stratford St Andrew and Farnham (north of Wickham market on the A12). This commitment

is welcome as the two villages have been a historic bottleneck, and the proposed bypass will

provide a means of avoiding the "Farnham bends".

Since the mid-1970s, these two villages, along with Little Glemham and Marlesford to the

immediate south, have been expected to benefit from a four-village bypass. The aspiration

has never been delivered due to various changes in policy and a claimed lack of funding' The

SZC project has provided a realopportunityforthis important stretch of the A12to be

improved, but the opportunity is in danger of being lost for want of proper strategic "joined-

up" thinking between central government, the local authorities and EDF.

EDF has claimed that only the two-village bypass is required for their project and in

designing it, they have completely failed to recognise the need to be able to connect their
proposal for a two-village bypass to a further bypass of Little Glemham and Marlesford. ln

fact, Suffolk County Council confirmed in the SZC Examination that the EDF proposed route

for the two-village bypass would preclude the future delivery of a bypass for the other two
villages even though the four-village bypass is a strategic objective for Suffolk County

Council.

This is an unacceptable position for the strategic future of energy developments on and off
the Suffolk coast. The most efficient way of delivering a four-village bypass requires better

co-ordination between Central and Local Government to leverage the involvement of EDF as

a private sector partner and to commit funding to the full four-village bypass. Not to deliver

this project now would not only condemn Little Glemham and Marlesford to the full brunt

of the Suffolk energy coast projects traffic over an extended period, but it almost certainly

closes off the prospect of ever bypassing Little Glemham and Marlesford because of the

high marginal cost of delivering that stretch of road later, as has been acknowledged by

Suffolk County Council.

Cumulative lmpacts

Having approved on 3l"st March this year the Scottish Power Renewables applications for
East Anglia 1 North and East Anglia 2, the Secretary of State will understand the onshore

infrastructure associated with these two projects in east Suffolk will be the first of
potentially eight windfarm and interconnector projects requiring onshore infrastructure

which, together with SZC, will make the Sizewell/Friston/Snape area one of the largest

energy hubs in Europe. The development of the onshore elements of the windfarm and

interconnector projects will take place during the construction of SZC adding further to the

burden of traffic on the A12.

Roads connecting to the A12 in this part of Suffolk do so largely through a network of small

rural roads with poor junctions with the A12. Constituents have great concerns that the



waiting time at junctions will increase, potentially leading to frustrated drivers making
dangerous manoeuvres, and there is a concern that congestion on the A12 itself will lead to
unsafe shortcuts through often single-track rural roads.

An issue that arose at the very end of the Examination is the inability of Northumbrian
Water to provide certainty around its long-term ability to supply water to the SZC main site.
The EDF solution is to run a de-salination plant for an indefinite period. The plant will have
to be run by a generator needing a consistent supply of diesel which will be required to be
taken into the SZC site by road. Whilst this is likely to be a relatively small number of
deliveries per week, it will further add to the A12 traffic.

Required Mitieation to the A12

The principal mitigation must be a plan to extend the proposed two-village bypass to a full
four-village bypass for the reasons set out above.

ln the period between commencement of the construction of SZC and the delivery of a Four
Village Bypass, residents of Marlesford and Little Glemham welcome the mitigation that has
already been agreed and included in the Deed of Obligation. However, two issues remain
unresolved, and we believe EDF should be put under an obligation to address them:

1) lt is already recognised that there are likely to be noise and vibration issues for
residents living along the 81122 between Yoxford and Sizewell. The same concerns
exist for residents of Little Glemham and Marlesford who live within feet of the A12.
Residents have repeatedly called for proper baseline monitoring to be carried out
prior to SZC construction. Very reasonably, they have not asked for remediation to
any individual properties at this stage, they simply want the comfort of knowing that
if adverse impacts from SZC traffic become worse than EDF predict, that there is a
baseline against which noise and vibration from passing HGVs can be judged.

2l There will also be adverse impacts to pedestrians and cyclists from traffic using the
A12. The current footpath from Marlesford to the entrance to EDF's Southern Park
and Ride is dangerous for users now and will become even more so when SZC traffic
starts using the A12. EDF has declined to include a footpath and cycleway upgrade to
this part of the 4L2. They have suggested that funding may be available from
discretionary funds, but this falls well short of the firm commitment from EDF that
constituents are looking for.

Additionally, matters concerning the detail of design of the two park and ride facilities was
not determined at Examination. Constituents have worked collaboratively with EDF to
ensure that the impact of the Southern Park and Ride on its surrounding landscape is

minimised, and they have secured assurances that EDF they will consult on design
proposals. lt would be helpful if, in your decision letter, you could put an obligation on EDF

to consult in good faith on this and other associated development sites.



Constituents have sought commitments from EDF that buses shuttling between the park

and ride sites and the main SZC development site should be "green" and either powered by

electricity or green hydrogen. This will both lessen the environmental impact and reduce

adverse noise impacts. Again, it would be helpful if, in your decision letter, you could put an

obligation on EDF to run all their park and ride buses on electricity or green hydrogen.

Conclusion

Many residents in East Suffolk feel that they will be bearing a huge burden on behalf of the

rest of the country as the infrastructure is constructed to deliver green energy over a wL2-
year period. Even though there may be support for the concept of nuclear energy local

people feel strongly that their voices are not being heard and elderly constituents (some

living immediately adjacent to the AL2) will reach the end of their lives without seeing a

return to the relative tranquillity that they currently enjoy.

We hope that EDF will be obligated to deliver a generous but reasonable package of
mitigation measures to compensate for the upheaval that residents will experience.

Dr Daniel Poulter MP

Central Suffolk and North lpswich
Tom Hunt MP
lpswich



From:
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning; SizewellC
Subject: Expert Geomorphological Assessment EGA. Sizewell C. Formal request. 25 May 2022
Date: 25 May 2022 14:18:30
Attachments: SizewellC-Coastal considerations and TR553.pdf

For the attention of Gareth Leigh, Head of Infrastructure Planning BEIS, ref: Sizewell C.
From:Nick Scarr Interested Party number 20025524.

RE: Expert Geomorphological Assessment EGA. Sizewell C. Formal request.

It is axiomatic that nuclear build safety-case assessments and modelling should be conservative
and hence precautionary.

However, the Sizewell C shoreline change analysis (The Expert Geomorphological Assessment,
EGA) is non-conservative and hence non-precautionary.

I therefore formally request BEIS and the Examiners to kindly ask of the seven experts, internal
and external to Cefas, who prepared the assessment to explain their position.

Kind regards
Nick Scarr Interested Party number 20025524.
25/5/2022

I enclose my recent document for your convenience, Appendix 1 of which explains
the non-conservative nature of the Applicant's EGA: "Sizewell C—Coastal
Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022"

mailto:sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
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Sizewell C—Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022 
 


Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 26/4/2022 


Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 


Ref: Comments on the responses of specified parties the Secretary of State’s letters of 18 March 
2022 and 31 March 2022. Response to your letter 25 April 2022. 
 


Paper 1 addresses replies to your ‘Coastal considerations’ section. 
 


Paper 2 addresses the Environment Agency’s response to BEEMS TR553 which has been considered 
additionally to TR544. BEEMS TR553 has only recently appeared in the public domain.  
 


Paper 1 – responses to ‘Coastal Considerations’ and the 


CPMMP. 
 


The Q&As in much recent documentation relating to ‘coastal considerations’ appear to concentrate 


on technical details of the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) modelling and the Coastal Process 


Monitoring and Mitigation Plan CPMMP. This concentration risks obscuring the importance of an 


overall shoreline recession in the Greater Sizewell Bay caused by submergence of the low-lying 


Minsmere levels and Sizewell marsh that will surround Sizewell C.  


This paper illustrates that the CPMMP and SCDF in their proposed form are not necessarily capable 


of protecting Sizewell C from submergence of the marshlands. 


There are two main ‘scenarios’ relating to shoreline retreat in the bay: climate science and the 


offshore geomorphology. 


1. Climate science: 
 
The IPCC (International Panel for Climate Change) states: 


• "Sea-level rise under emission scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the 


risk of coastal erosion and submergence of coastal land (high confidence)," 


 https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php. Chapter 3. 


The Applicant’s ‘Expert Geomorphological Assessment’ (EGA) presented in the DCO as an exercise in 


studying shoreline retreat does not appear to address the IPCC’s statement of risk. The low-lying 


marshlands that surround the proposed Sizewell C could certainly be affected by a climate change 


scenario that fails to limit global warming to 1.5 degrees. The EGA also assumes a ’mid-range’ 


climate change sea level rise that is non-conservative. See Appendix 1 for a review of the EGA. 


It is not clear to me how this approach aligns with the Applicant’s response in the ‘Questions from 


the Government of Austria’ as published in BEIS letter reference EN010012, 25th April: 



mailto:Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
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• Section 5.4.13. “The Sizewell C site has been subject to full characterisation of all hazards… 


In relation to climate change, latest UK government guidance on climate change (UKCP18 – 


linked to latest IPCC guidance) has been taken into account for the full life of the station 


(using maximum credible projections and sensitivities around maximum possible 


projections).” 


 


2. The offshore geomorphology: 
 
The nuclear coastline at Sizewell has been subjected to the most severe erosion in records 


established by Pye and Blott before the development of the Dunwich bank followed by accretion and 


stability of the nuclear coastline after the development of the Dunwich bank. 


The importance of this is to recognise the geomorphic control and importance of the Sizewell-


Dunwich banks to coastal erosion in the Greater Sizewell Bay. See REP2-393, section 2 page 17 on.  


Section 2 heading: ‘Overview of Sizewell coastal erosion, morphology and stability. The importance of the Dunwich bank to 


coastal processes.’ 


The Dunwich bank is non-consolidated geology, it is mud and shingle. It has changed much in its life 


and will continue to change, a change that, if conservatively considered, may result in full depletion. 


The non-coralline parts of the Sizewell bank are also at risk of full depletion. See REP2-393, section 6 


page 39 on ‘The Sizewell-Dunwich banks.’ 


The Applicant, however, has adopted a somewhat ‘changing narrative’ (Cefas’s phrase) to the 


importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks summarised as follows: 


i) The Applicant’s position PRE-DCO – The Sizewell-Dunwich bank is of critical importance 


to nuclear shoreline security. 
 
The Applicant states that the Dunwich bank is critically important to shoreline processes and a 


seemingly indispensable wave relief feature, the loss of which would cause shoreline erosion and 


‘knock-on’ effects on the Sizewell bank. This is supported by academic research. Examples below: 


• “The [Sizewell-Dunwich] bank represents a natural wave break preventing larger waves from 


propagating inshore and thus reducing erosion rates along this shoreline. As a result, the 


Bank forms an integral component of the shore defence and provides stability for the 


Sizewell coastal system”. ‘Sizewell C proposed Nuclear Development, Sizewell C EIA Scoping 


Report, April 2014, Planning Inspectorate Ref: EN010012, Page, 150. See REP5-253 for 


further information. 


• “The size, depth and position of this ‘saddle’ [of the Dunwich bank] is therefore of critical 


importance with regard to the risk of erosion and flooding between the proposed Sizewell ‘C’ 


site and Minsmere Sluice.” BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A Consideration of "Extreme Events" at 


Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal Morphological Change and Extreme 


Water Levels, Page 5. 


• “…it is feasible that changes at Dunwich bank could have knock-on effects at Sizewell.” 
Beems TR058 Page 45. 


• See REP5-253 for further information. 
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ii) The Applicant’s position in the DCO application - The Sizewell-Dunwich banks will be 


an immutable (permanent) feature to end of station life (despite acknowledging the banks 


are changing). 
 
The Applicant assumes and relies on the physical permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks and 


their natural energy dissipating effects in the main Flood Risk Assessment (MDS FRA) modelling and 


the Expert Geomorphological (EGA) assessment. 


• “As such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios 
and epochs as a conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130. See REP5-253 


• The EGA study into shoreline change assumes the permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich 
banks and hence the permanence of its wave energy reduction. See Appendix 1.  


• Mutability is then noted representing direct contradiction to the methodologies: “Records 
over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in both its 
morphology and position with…erosion north of 267000N, resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 
– -1.5 m”. DCO: Coastal Geomorphology Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21.  


• See REP5-253 for further information. 


 


iii) The Applicant’s position during further DCO questions and Answers – the loss of the 


Dunwich bank would now benefit the low-lying land around Sizewell C and increase its flood 


resistance, a position diametrically opposed to all the Applicant’s pre-DCO research. 
 


• “If Dunwich Bank were lost or substantially reduced (in extent or elevation) there is a greater 


potential for erosion of the shoreline around Dunwich and, importantly, the Minsmere – 


Dunwich Cliffs, resulting in a local increase in the supply of sand and pebbles (i.e., beach 


shingle) from the cliffs. This sediment would move south and could reduce erosion rates. 


Reduced erosion rates could tend to increase resistance to flooding over the Minsmere and 


Sizewell frontages.” Responses to the ExA's Third Written Questions (ExQ3) Volume 1 - SZC 


Co. Responses epage 68. 


iv) The Applicant’s position in the final stages of the DCO application: it is ‘perfectly 


plausible’ that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks will deplete leading to ‘loss of sea defence’ but 


this would now not represent ‘a coastal flooding hazard initiator.’ 
 


“One of the plausible scenarios in Reference [22] relates to depletion of the Dunwich-Sizewell 


bank, leading to a loss of natural sea defence. However… it is not considered as a coastal 


flooding initiator (see Section 3.5.1.1).” and it continues by stating that coastal erosion itself 


is ‘not a coastal flooding hazard initiator’. See ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’, Section 


3.5.1.1. The ‘Data Summary Report’ was obtained under FoI from the ONR and is in draft 


form. 


In my view the Applicant’s pre-DCO understanding is rational. The subsequent conflicting responses 


to coastal processes are unsupported by both orthodox understanding and historical precedent 


therefore representing a significant cause for concern. 


The Applicant is, it seems, intending to rely on the CPMMP, the management and mitigation of 


coastal processes by essentially moving and recharging shingle along the beachheads: 
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• “Coastal erosion – this phenomenon is a slow process that will be monitored during the 


lifecycle of the site and will be considered as part of the Coastal Process Monitoring and 


Mitigation Plan (CPMMP).” Page 47 ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’. 


However, the breaches that have already occurred into the Minsmere levels occurred to the north of 


Minsmere sluice: 


• The locations of breaches - 267400 on the 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 and 266900 on the 
14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of coastline between Dunwich 
and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of a major breach occurring during a 
future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 


28/160. See map REP2-393 Section 6 – locations marked with yellow stars. 
 


These breaches are therefore beyond the scope of the CPMMP which does not fully cover the 


Minsmere levels. It is perfectly plausible to consider that the CPMMP resources could be 


overwhelmed by major erosional events, the occurrence of which can be sudden rather than a ‘slow 


process’. The shoreline at Sizewell is certainly dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it 


is shaped by these most of the time, but then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 


through erosion and flooding, often overnight. 


Increasing the extent of the sea defences at some future date ‘if required’ might be thought a 


response to an overwhelmed CPMMP but they would take many years to build after the initial 


construction and cannot be regarded as ‘reactive’.  


Summary 
 
Shoreline retreat of the Greater Sizewell Bay as presented in the Sizewell C DCO often contradicts 


the Applicant’s own rational research pre-DCO. The EGA study of shoreline retreat is non-


conservative, non-precautionary and the Applicant appears to be relying on ‘mitigation measures’ 


defined by its CPMMP. In my view this is a high-risk approach; a conservative (precautionary) 


approach should address the loss of major sections of the marshlands whether from depletion of the 


Sizewell-Dunwich banks or climate change sea level rise of anything above 1.5°C.  


Concentration on the minutiae of SCDF modelling or CPMMP detail is valid and appropriate but risks 
overlooking the limitations of these features and processes when considered within the Greater 
Sizewell Bay. Inundation of the Bay is likely to occur from north of the Minsmere sluice, beyond the 
remit of the CPMMP, an inundation that will not necessarily be addressed by the seaward aspects of 
the Soft Coastal Defence Feature. 
 


Paper 2 - Notes on BEEMS TR553. 
 


The Environment Agency’s response raises the fact that TR553 has been considered additionally to 


TR544. This paper responds to TR553. 


BEEMS TR553 has been published on the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after 


being made available to the Environment Agency.  


https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-


SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf 



https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf





5 
 


The Applicant states the following: 


• “Technical report (BEEMS TR553: Modelling of Soft Coastal Defence Feature under Design 
Basis Conditions) was provided on 18th February 2022 for review [to the Environment 
Agency] … The report was not submitted as part of the DCO application or examination.” 
See: BEEMS TR553, Appx 5 page 10. 


TR553 appears to be the basis for a Statement of Common Ground between the Environment 


Agency and the Applicant and therefore an important document. 


BEEMS TR553 is an exercise in modelling the Soft Coastal Defence Feature and appears to directly 


address points raised in my paper REP7-220, “Impacts on Coastal Process - TR545, CPMMP - 


Response to questions Deadline D7”, on the limitations of BEEMS TR545. TR553 now represents 


orthodox conservative modelling in many areas including regarding the offshore geomorphology—


i.e., the absence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and the nearshore bars represents the higher 


inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling. 


This position is undeniably a step forward but starkly illustrates the variance with the Applicant’s 


stance in the DCO, as stated in Paper1, that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and 


nearshore bars represents the highest inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling for all 


epochs and scenarios as follows: 


• “…the assessment concluded that …with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more 


conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal. As 


such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and 


epochs as a conservative approach.” REP7-052 (EN010012-007054- Responses to ExQ2 


epages 104-115. 


Considerations relating to TR553: 


 


1 2140 – the ‘explicit date’ for spent fuel removal. 
 


TR553 now extends modelling to 2140, the ‘explicit’ date committed to by the Applicant for Spent 


Fuel removal from site, as follows: 


• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of operation 
of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports Referenced 
in the Environmental Statement. Page 14 epage 144. 


•  “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent Fuel 
Store.” DCO: 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in the Environmental Statement. page 2 of 
22, epage 228 


 


However, it seems implausible that spent fuel can in fact be removed from site by this date. This is 


explained in my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century.” – The 


relevant section is attached as Appendix 4. 
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2 The Sizewell Dunwich banks, their wave energy dissipation properties and the 


correct format for conservative modelling. 
 


TR553 states: 


“It is worth noting that the combined waves and water levels of Scenario A1 and E1 are 


representative of offshore conditions applied directly to the XBeach-G model boundary, which is 


landward of Sizewell-Dunwich Bank –this means that the natural energy dissipating effects of the 


bank are not included in the A1 and E1 models, but are included in the XBeach-G F1 model.” 


In other words, TR553 is adopting orthodox, conservative modelling that does not rely on the 


‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 


epochs and does not appear to assume their substantial retention. 


• Unfortunately, the basis of the DCO and DCO Addendum shoreline change modelling is the 


converse of this approach that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks represents 


conservative modelling for all scenarios and epochs as explained in Paper 1 above. 


TR553 represents a major step forward by acknowledging the correct importance of the Sizewell 


Dunwich banks and applying conservative modelling to the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) by 


excluding the energy dissipating effects of the banks and nearshore bars. The difficulty is that 


Greater Sizewell Bay is not considered within the same framework of parameters as TR553. What 


is conservative for the SCDF is conservative for the Bay in general and must be considered in unity. 


Summary 
 
TR553, as stated, is a positive development; it shows the SCDF design to be seemingly functional 


within its remit and addresses the concerns raised in REP7-220 regarding TR545 and the need for 


conservative modelling.  


TR553 illustrates, in my view, the need to consider the Greater Sizewell Bay shoreline change 


analysis with the same parameters as TR553 and not those used by the Expert Geomorphological 


Assessment in the DCO which relies fully on the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell 


Dunwich banks and nearshore bars and only runs until 2070/87. 


The SCDF cannot be regarded as distinct from the Greater Sizewell Bay. 


It is not clear that 2140 is a plausible date for spent fuel removal and should this prove to be the 


case then it appears that the main nuclear platform would require increased flood resilience than 


currently proposed. 


The reassessment of the two points above, namely a conservative appraisal of Greater Sizewell Bay 


shoreline recession to the end of station life and the need to provide post-2140 flood resilience, will 


help define if the extent of the sea defences around the main nuclear platform as presented in the 


DCO hearing are adequate. 


Following: 


Appendix 1 – The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) as presented in the DCO. 


Appendix 2 – The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
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Appendix 3 – The Sizewell Dunwich banks showing important details. Extract from REP2-393 


Appendix 4 – Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is this a plausible 


timeframe? Extract from Post-D10 document “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in 


the next century.” 


Appendix 5 - The control and influence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 


coastal processes. Extract from REP2-393. 


===============================*============================= 


APPENDIX 1 


The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) to 


establish shoreline change - a response to DCO studies. 
 
This is taken from Section 5 of my document REP2-393. As far as I am aware the Applicant has not 
updated the EGA from that presented in the original DCO. 
 
EDF informs us in the DCO submission, that it commissioned seven expert geomorphologists to 
examine the shoreline change processes associated with Sizewell C: 
 


“Seven Expert Geomorphologists, internal and external to Cefas, were convened to assess the 
physical and scientific evidence for shoreline change processes and to derive a plausible 
future shoreline baseline using the EGA [Expert Geomorphological Assessment] approach. “ 
 
DCO: 6.3 Revision: 1.0 Applicable Regulation: Regulation 5(2)(a) PINS Reference Number: EN010012 
Volume 2 Main Development Site Chapter 20 Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics 
Appendix 20A Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics: Synthesis for Environmental Impact 
Assessment TR311 Sizewell MSR1 (Ed 4) Paragraph 7.2.1. 
 


The EGA is based on the work of Cefas in Beems document TR311 and TR403 ‘Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment of Sizewell’s Future Shoreline Position’ 21/3/19 rev. 21/4/20’. 
 


In my view there are fundamental limitations to the study which are non-conservative in their 
approach: 


 
1. To adopt a future projection based on “reasonably foreseeable” conditions. 
2. Sea level rise in the year 2070 is based on a ‘mid-range’ scenario. 
3. The offshore wave climate remains unchanged.  
4. The inshore wave climate remains unchanged. 
5. The EGA limits its scope to 3Km of coastline. 
6. The EGA limits its timescale to 2070 (2087). End of plant life, however, is 2190. 
7. Shoreline sinuosity remains the same 


 
See: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 
 


These assumptions and limitations are each discussed below: 
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1) The Expert Geomorphological Assessment limited its study to ‘reasonably foreseeable 


conditions’ a phrase that does not appear to be completely clear in this context. EDF claims that ‘no 


assessment can be made of extreme events’, and the drivers of change are ‘moderate’ events: 


“A projection based on the ‘reasonably foreseeable’ conditions was considered the most 
appropriate method of reaching consensus as ‘extreme events’ that could occur have a low 
(or poorly-determined) chance of occurrence and geomorphic systems tend to be shaped by 
more frequent moderate events (Wolman and Miller, 1960), with the exception of 
cataclysmic change”. Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 


and BEEMS TR403, p.33. 
 


Wolman and Miller’s studies of geomorphic processes were produced in the 1960s; the explicit 
exclusion of extreme events—is an unsupportable premise where conservative consideration should 
be a given. The shoreline at Sizewell is dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it is 
shaped by these most of the time, and then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 
through erosion and flooding. Increases in overall energy supply to the coastline will occur from any 
increase in either storm frequency or intensity. See section 2 and 4 of Rep2-393. 
 


• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements: "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." The low lying Minsmere levels and Sizewell 
marshes that will surround Sizewell C must be subject to this risk to at least some extent. 
 


2) The ‘panel of seven geomorphologists’ stipulated a limited 0.52m sea-level rise at 2070 – a 


mid-category Representative Concentration Pathway.  
 


“…future shoreline change affecting the Sizewell C development was assessed based on SLR 
in 2070 of 0.54m (the 95th percentile under the UKCP18 mid-range scenario).” 
DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Paragraph 2.4.1 Page 48 


 


This is not a conservative approach—advice from UKCP18 which advises that planners use H++ 
values, or at least RCP8.5, 95th percentile. See section 4 of Rep2-393. 
 


3)  The panel limited the offshore wave climate to ‘unchanged’. UKCP18 does not stress major 


increase in offshore wave climate, nevertheless, EDF notes in the Main Development Site Flood Risk 


Assessment: 


“4.2.16 The Environment Agency guidance (Ref 1.7) suggests assuming a precautionary 
increase in wave height of 5% up to 2055 and then 10% from 2055 to 2115.” 
DCO: Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment, op.cit., Page 54. 


 
Also, UKCP18 suggests ‘inherent uncertainty’ as regards ‘Significant Wave Height’ predictions as they 


represent an area of low predictive accuracy: 


“Given the inherent uncertainty in projections of storm track changes and the limited sample 


size available, the wave projections presented here should be viewed as indicative of the 


potential changes with low confidence.” UKCP18, Ibid., Page 28. 


It continues that wave patterns are defined by local activity, which, for Sizewell C will be from a 


North/North/East fetch across the large expanse of the North Sea. The 1:100 return period (an 


81.9% chance of occurring between now and 2190) wave height being 7.3m-7.8m. 
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4)  For the ‘inshore wave climate to remain unchanged’ is to explicitly state there is a reliance 


and dependency on the Sizewell-Dunwich offshore banks and longshore, nearshore bars remaining 
in their current form. This bank network, as previously stated, attenuates and dissipates offshore 
wave energy —as stated in BEEMS TR553, it has ‘natural energy dissipating effects’—reducing and 
controlling the inshore wave climate. To assume the banks’ stasis and to rely on their ‘energy 
dissipating effects’ is then a non-conservative approach. (see Tucker, Carr et al.) (BEEMS TR311). 


 


In my opinion, and that of leading authorities such as Mott Macdonald, the respected global 


engineering consultancy which undertook an extensive study of the area in 2014 considers that: 


“…at a local scale the SDBC [Sizewell-Dunwich Bank Complex] has the potential to change 


over time-scales shorter than a few decades.” Mott Mac., op. cit., page 57. 


Cefas also acknowledges uncertainty: 


“…our understanding of bank dynamics is poor” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. 058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and impact 
to adjacent shorelines. Page 47. 


 


• The Marine Management Association states: ‘the northern end of Dunwich bank has 


lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend 


to continue.’ This roughly equates to 4 million tonnes of bank deposits ‘lost to the system’ in 


a decade. See 5.1.7, MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021, 30th Sept 2020. See Appendix 2 for 


details. 


However, despite these considerations, EDF’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment tells us in the 
DCO: 


“The principal receptors (beach, bars, bank and crag) of the future baseline can be expected 


to resemble the present (i.e. no regime shift) over much or all of the station life.” Chapter 20 


DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Paragraph 20.4.78. 


The statement above outlining the approach of its geomorphological experts is in open contradiction 


to the following acknowledgement: 


“It is important to note that changes to the broad coastal regime and coastal processes may 
occur within the station life.” 
The Sizewell C Project 6.14 Environmental Statement Addendum, Volume 3: Environmental 
Statement Addendum Appendices Chapter 2 Main Development Site, Appendix 2.15.A Coastal 
Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Para 6.5 


 


In summary of point 4 it is axiomatic to state that conservative modelling must not rely on the 


‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 


epochs and conservative assessment may not assume their substantial retention over the next 150 


years.  


5) Conservative modelling of coastal processes should extend beyond the 3Km remit of the 


EGA. 
 


6) The EGA limits its remit to 2070 (sea level rise) instead of end of station life which is 2190. In 


a recent ‘East Anglian Daily Times’ article, a senior coastal scientist at Cefas, and one of the seven 
expert geomorphologists responsible for the study is reported as saying: 
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 “… that while Cefas does look far ahead into the future, it is generally only possible to 


predict detailed changes to the coastline over the next 10 years.” He continues, “We can try 


and predict as much as we like, but almost every prediction in the very long-term has no 


certainty around it.” ‘Flooding and ‘extreme’ storms won’t put Sizewell C in danger, experts say’ by 


Andrew Papworth, East Anglian Daily Times, 06 August 2020’, https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/cefas-


sizewell-c-coastal-erosion-2684774 


This is a different perspective from that of EDF which suggests in its public information newsletter, 
‘Doing the power of good to Britain’, and quoted in the introduction in REP2-393, that the Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment forecasts the ‘very best assessment of long-term coastal change’ and 
therefore shows Sizewell C to be ‘future-proofed’. The EGA in the form presented in the DCO hearing 
does not support this statement. 
 


7) “The consensus view was that the ‘natural’ future shoreline was likely to be no more sinuous 
than it is” Page 135 Appendix 20A 
 
 


Summary of Appendix 4 
 
In my view, the opportunity and capacity within which the review has taken place, combined with 
one of the geomorphologist’s views that their forecasts cannot extend reliably beyond 10 years, fully 
compromises any value in the Expert Geomorphological Assessment’s analysis of future shoreline 
recession. In summary, the EGA cannot be regarded as conservative in its assumptions and 
methodology as follows: 
 


• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements of "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." 


• The EGA does not apply RCP8.5 95 percentile climate change sea level rise, 


• The EGA assumes no climate change induced change in storm frequency or intensity, 


• The EGA relies on an unchanging offshore geomorphology (reliance on its unchanging form 
and energy dissipation characteristics). The EGA does not consider the possibility of extreme 
erosion that can occur on this particular section of Sizewell shoreline, erosion that has 
historical precedent. 


• The EGA’s timescale is to 2070/87 and end of plant life is 2190. 
 


APPENDIX 2  


The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
 


The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) states: 
 


“5.1.7 In relation to p.20.4.77 on the future shoreline baseline geomorphic elements, 
it is assumed that the future baseline will resemble the present day. As mentioned 
above, the lack of assessment of changes to the offshore wave climate to a NE 
domination is a gap in the analysis. For the nearshore climate, it assumes the bank 
system is stable. However, the northern end of Dunwich bank has lowered 2 metres 
in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend to continue. 
This will affect the nearshore wave climate and should be included.” 
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MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021 Planning Inspectorate Reference: 
EN010012 MMO Registration Identification Number: 20025459 Page 25 Deadline 2 
submission. 


 
The Applicant itself in the DCO states: 
 


o    “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater 
variability in both its morphology and position with erosion north of 
267000N,  resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 
Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 


 
Consider the material involved in this depletion: 
 
The Northern 1/3rd of the bank would be about 1.5km long and 1 km wide approximately. 
 
So, if we say overall 1.5m depletion, then approximate volume lost = 1500m x 1000m x 1.5m = 2.25 
million cubic metres of material lost to the system. The specific gravity of the material is not known 
accurately but we might assume this equates to approximately 4 million tonnes of bank sand and 
mud deposits seemingly ‘lost to the system’ in a decade. 
 
The point is that the amount is both significant and that it appears to be ‘lost’ to the offshore banks.  
This is consistent with findings in BEEMS where sediment from northern cliff erosion is not 
remaining ‘in the system’: 
  


• “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 
accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223, page 119 and Table 12, shows net erosion of the 
Sizewell C foreshore since 1993. 


• No full survey of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks since 2016/7 appears to have been undertaken 


by the Applicant – an exercise trivial in its cost and complexity by comparison with other 


aspects of the development. The Applicant states: “Due to its large size (633 ha above the -8 


m AOD; [Ref. 18] the bank is not regularly surveyed”, a statement that is puzzling. See 


Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report, SZC-NNBGEN-XX-000-REP-100022 100812635 Version 


4.0a page 18. 


 
In summary of Appendix 2, in my view, it is clearly untenable to assume the retention of the 
Dunwich bank over the lifetime of the plant into the twenty-second century. Therefore, alongside 
the additional driver of climate change sea level rise, any conservative appraisal should accept and 
address significant shoreline retreat in the Greater Sizewell Bay during the lifetime of the plant. 
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APPENDIX 3 


The chart below illustrates the Sizewell Dunwich banks. 


 
 
The Sizewell-Dunwich Banks. The purple arrows mark 26700N— to the north of which the crest 
height of Dunwich bank is lowering. Chart base from BEEMS Technical Report TR500 ‘Sizewell-
Dunwich Bank Morphology and Variability’. Page 14. Markup my addition. 
 


o The orange and red lines show the ‘inner and outer’ nearshore, longshore bars. The 
DCO provided detailed bathymetry of the inner and outer Longshore bars and not 
the Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 
 


o The pink square shows the proposed location of Sizewell C. 
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o “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in 


both its morphology and position with erosion north of 267000N, [shown by the 
purple arrows] resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 


Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 


 
o The five blue arrows show the direction of the most significant storm waves from 


the North/North East— the largest and longest waves arrive from the N-NE sector. 
[1:100 wave heights 7.3m-7.8m].  The driver of sudden and significant erosion on 
this stretch of coast is from the NNE NE and Easterly directions. The loss of just the 
northern section of the bank could allow unbroken storm waves to break on the 
foreshore and increase water volumes in the South Minsmere levels in flood 
conditions. See map in section 4.3. DCO: Geomorphology Appendix 20A. op.cit., 


Paragraph 2.3.2.2.2 
 


Haskoning’s modelling assumes ‘shore-normal’ angles (all waves will strike 
the shore at 90 degrees). In the complex bathymetry offshore from Sizewell 
plus significant wave directions stated above do not appear to support this 
assumption. Shallow nearshore (even before the nearshore bar locations) 
wave refraction locally will redirect waves and cause them to line up parallel 
to local bathymetric contours. section 7. 


 
o There has been net erosion of the foreshore in the area of the proposed Sizewell C 


since 1993 according to BEEMS Table 2. This may be an indication of compromise to 
the Dunwich bank. See BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 119 and Table 12 on page 115. 
 


o The two yellow stars show the locations of breaches - 267400 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 
and 266900 14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of 
coastline between Dunwich and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of 
a major breach occurring during a future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal 


evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 28/160 
 


APPENDIX 4 


Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is 


this a plausible timeframe? 


 


Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 


• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 
2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 
assessed in relation to 2140.” 


• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 
operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 
Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  
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• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 
Fuel Store.” 
Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 


 
This timeframe of 2140 is important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ according 
to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to the stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently exposed to untenable flood risk. 
 


1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—EDF’s assessment of still water and wave 


overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 


If we refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 


“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 


Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 


 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  


The figure of interest is the RCP8.5 1:10,000 in 2140. The table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the 
main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a 
consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel 
removal) by this date for the safety of local populations, environment, and staff. 
 


2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
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2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 


• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 
disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 
13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 


 


2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 


requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 


considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 


● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 
in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  


 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 


 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 


“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 
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• 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 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.” ONR reference 
HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 
Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 


 
The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 
For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 


committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  


1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 


 


2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 
 


3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 
 


4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 
specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  
 


5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 
the Sizewell C spent fuel. 


 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 


nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 
 


7. That the timeframe for the deposition of other committed nuclear waste to be consigned 
prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from 
power stations and the highly enriched submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated 
timescale without over-run. EN-6 confirms that the initial disposal of legacy wastes (i.e. 
those already in existence from AGRs and SZB) will take until 2130 to be consigned to the 
proposed GDF. See EN-6 Vol II page 16. 
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Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported by 
an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
 


APPENDIX 5 
 


The control and influence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 


Coastal processes at Sizewell—three major historical ‘episodes’. 


 


This is taken from my main paper REP2-393, reproduced here for convenience. 


 


EDF’s BEEMS report TR058, quoting Pye and Blott, states: 
 


“The 1836 [1736-1836] shoreline at Sizewell is the most eroded shoreline in the records 
assembled by Pye and Blott (2005), being some 60 – 100 m landward of its current position 
and just 20 m seaward of the present location of the Sizewell B cooling-water pump house. 
By 1883, the shoreline had advanced by up to 130 m, presumably as a result of the increased 
sediment supply from the cliffs to the north.” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. TR058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and 
impact to adjacent shorelines. Page 40.  
 


“Major changes have occurred along the coastline in the last 1000 years, with coastal 
projections north of Southwold, at Southwold itself, at Dunwich and at Thorpeness all having 
been eroded by significant distances (up to over 1 km)”. BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A 


Consideration of "Extreme Events" at Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal 
Morphological Change and Extreme Water Levels. Page 4 of 301. 
 


For details of erosion/accretion described in the following, see: Coastal Processes and Morphological 
Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk, UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott (May, 
2006), pp. 453-473. See also Pye Blott, 2005, Coastal Processes and Morphological Evolution of the 
Minsmere Reserve and Surrounding Area, Suffolk. 
 


Three ‘approximately 100-year’ episodes are recorded for Sizewell:  
 


1. Erosion:  As stated above, the Sizewell shoreline between 1736 and 1836 is “the most 
eroded shoreline in the records” according to BEEMS TR058 quoting Pye and Blott 
(2005). It appears that the 1836 shoreline had eroded approximately 300m in one 
century and was just 20m seaward of the present-day Sizewell B. Orange arrow in the air 


photo below. 
 


2. Accretion:  The Sizewell-Dunwich bank grew after 1824 and protected the shoreline; 
between 1836 and 1903/1920 the Sizewell shoreline accreted by 83m with sediment 
from cliffs to the north, particularly Dunwich, to roughly its present location. The 
present Sizewell shoreline is hence ‘soft and erodible’. Blue arrow on the air photo below. 


 


o BEEMS states, however, “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were 
not, however, matched by ongoing accretion in the south”. BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 


119, Table 12 on p. 115. 
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3. Stability:  1920- present day, relative stability. Green arrow on the photo below. 


 
The following ‘air photograph’ taken in 2000 showing imposed historical coastline positions and 
Sizewell B power station shows the three episodes: 
 
Three major 100-year episodes of erosion, accretion and relative stability of the Sizewell shoreline 
discussed earlier on a large-scale air photograph: 
 


 


                                                              Approximate 1736 shoreline-300m seaward.  
 
‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, UK Author(s): Kenneth 
Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 


 
1. Orange arrow shows erosion period 1736-1836.  
2. Light blue arrow shows accretion period post the development of the Sizewell-Dunwich 


banks, 1836-1920. 
3. Light green double arrow shows the relative stability period 1920- present. 


 
The following two historical maps illustrate the coastline in 1736 and 1836. The 1736 shoreline 


according to Pye and Blott appears to be approximately 300m-350m to seaward of Sizewell B and as 


stated earlier is “…the most eroded shoreline in the records assembled by Pye and Blott (2005)”.  


“Historical maps showing coastal changes at Minsmere since 1736, based on maps by Kirby (1737), 


Hodskinson (1783), and the Ordnance Survey (1837, 1883–84, 1928, and 1976–82). The position of 


mean high water in 1976 is displayed as a solid line on each map for reference. Topography is shaded 


at 5m intervals.” See: ‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, 
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UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 


Page 462 


 
 


 
Squares are 1km scale.  


My own measurements, which are not included in this document, using modern Ordnance Survey 
and maps drawn of the Suffolk Coast in 1737 by John Kirby et al., and allowing for major errors, 
suggest erosion at Sizewell far greater than 350m in this period 1736-1836. This is consistent with 
other observations on this coast such as Benacre cliffs: “the mean rate of retreat of the Benacre Cliffs 
was 7.02 meters per year” BEEMS TR311, 2.3.3. 
 
This extreme erosion that has particularly occurred at Sizewell may be explained by the following 
statement that wave energy coefficients are not constant along this length of coast: 
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“Indeed [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, 
notably between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-


Dunwich banks field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 
 


It appears clear that sediment released in northern cliff erosion cannot be relied up on to remain 
within the system: 
 


1. “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 


accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223 Table 12, shows net erosion of the Sizewell C 


foreshore since 1993. 


2. The Dunwich bank northern third has dropped between 1 and 2m – a huge amount of 
sediment seemingly lost to the system, not retained. 


 
Based on the above, in my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption 
for the maintenance and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-
year episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate 
change sea-level rise and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion 
around Sizewell C. See my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In summary of Appendix 5 it can be stated that the Sizewell Dunwich banks are the decisive arbiter 


of micro-stability of the nuclear coastline at Sizewell. They protect the inner and outer longshore 


bars and after the growth of the Dunwich bank from 1836 has protected the shoreline from being 


the ‘most eroded in records’ through accretion to stability. The banks will always be of critical 


importance to Sizewell C and conservative modelling cannot, under any circumstances in my view, 


rely on their overall retention and maintenance to end of station life. See my document REP2-393 


sections 2, 6, 7.  
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Sizewell C—Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022 
 

Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 26/4/2022 

Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 

Ref: Comments on the responses of specified parties the Secretary of State’s letters of 18 March 
2022 and 31 March 2022. Response to your letter 25 April 2022. 
 

Paper 1 addresses replies to your ‘Coastal considerations’ section. 
 

Paper 2 addresses the Environment Agency’s response to BEEMS TR553 which has been considered 
additionally to TR544. BEEMS TR553 has only recently appeared in the public domain.  
 

Paper 1 – responses to ‘Coastal Considerations’ and the 

CPMMP. 
 

The Q&As in much recent documentation relating to ‘coastal considerations’ appear to concentrate 

on technical details of the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) modelling and the Coastal Process 

Monitoring and Mitigation Plan CPMMP. This concentration risks obscuring the importance of an 

overall shoreline recession in the Greater Sizewell Bay caused by submergence of the low-lying 

Minsmere levels and Sizewell marsh that will surround Sizewell C.  

This paper illustrates that the CPMMP and SCDF in their proposed form are not necessarily capable 

of protecting Sizewell C from submergence of the marshlands. 

There are two main ‘scenarios’ relating to shoreline retreat in the bay: climate science and the 

offshore geomorphology. 

1. Climate science: 
 
The IPCC (International Panel for Climate Change) states: 

• "Sea-level rise under emission scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the 

risk of coastal erosion and submergence of coastal land (high confidence)," 

 https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php. Chapter 3. 

The Applicant’s ‘Expert Geomorphological Assessment’ (EGA) presented in the DCO as an exercise in 

studying shoreline retreat does not appear to address the IPCC’s statement of risk. The low-lying 

marshlands that surround the proposed Sizewell C could certainly be affected by a climate change 

scenario that fails to limit global warming to 1.5 degrees. The EGA also assumes a ’mid-range’ 

climate change sea level rise that is non-conservative. See Appendix 1 for a review of the EGA. 

It is not clear to me how this approach aligns with the Applicant’s response in the ‘Questions from 

the Government of Austria’ as published in BEIS letter reference EN010012, 25th April: 

mailto:Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php.%20Chapter%203
https://ar5-syr.ipcc.ch/topic_futurechanges.php.%20Chapter%203
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• Section 5.4.13. “The Sizewell C site has been subject to full characterisation of all hazards… 

In relation to climate change, latest UK government guidance on climate change (UKCP18 – 

linked to latest IPCC guidance) has been taken into account for the full life of the station 

(using maximum credible projections and sensitivities around maximum possible 

projections).” 

 

2. The offshore geomorphology: 
 
The nuclear coastline at Sizewell has been subjected to the most severe erosion in records 

established by Pye and Blott before the development of the Dunwich bank followed by accretion and 

stability of the nuclear coastline after the development of the Dunwich bank. 

The importance of this is to recognise the geomorphic control and importance of the Sizewell-

Dunwich banks to coastal erosion in the Greater Sizewell Bay. See REP2-393, section 2 page 17 on.  

Section 2 heading: ‘Overview of Sizewell coastal erosion, morphology and stability. The importance of the Dunwich bank to 

coastal processes.’ 

The Dunwich bank is non-consolidated geology, it is mud and shingle. It has changed much in its life 

and will continue to change, a change that, if conservatively considered, may result in full depletion. 

The non-coralline parts of the Sizewell bank are also at risk of full depletion. See REP2-393, section 6 

page 39 on ‘The Sizewell-Dunwich banks.’ 

The Applicant, however, has adopted a somewhat ‘changing narrative’ (Cefas’s phrase) to the 

importance of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks summarised as follows: 

i) The Applicant’s position PRE-DCO – The Sizewell-Dunwich bank is of critical importance 

to nuclear shoreline security. 
 
The Applicant states that the Dunwich bank is critically important to shoreline processes and a 

seemingly indispensable wave relief feature, the loss of which would cause shoreline erosion and 

‘knock-on’ effects on the Sizewell bank. This is supported by academic research. Examples below: 

• “The [Sizewell-Dunwich] bank represents a natural wave break preventing larger waves from 

propagating inshore and thus reducing erosion rates along this shoreline. As a result, the 

Bank forms an integral component of the shore defence and provides stability for the 

Sizewell coastal system”. ‘Sizewell C proposed Nuclear Development, Sizewell C EIA Scoping 

Report, April 2014, Planning Inspectorate Ref: EN010012, Page, 150. See REP5-253 for 

further information. 

• “The size, depth and position of this ‘saddle’ [of the Dunwich bank] is therefore of critical 

importance with regard to the risk of erosion and flooding between the proposed Sizewell ‘C’ 

site and Minsmere Sluice.” BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A Consideration of "Extreme Events" at 

Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal Morphological Change and Extreme 

Water Levels, Page 5. 

• “…it is feasible that changes at Dunwich bank could have knock-on effects at Sizewell.” 
Beems TR058 Page 45. 

• See REP5-253 for further information. 
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ii) The Applicant’s position in the DCO application - The Sizewell-Dunwich banks will be 

an immutable (permanent) feature to end of station life (despite acknowledging the banks 

are changing). 
 
The Applicant assumes and relies on the physical permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks and 

their natural energy dissipating effects in the main Flood Risk Assessment (MDS FRA) modelling and 

the Expert Geomorphological (EGA) assessment. 

• “As such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios 
and epochs as a conservative approach.” ExQ2 epage 130. See REP5-253 

• The EGA study into shoreline change assumes the permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich 
banks and hence the permanence of its wave energy reduction. See Appendix 1.  

• Mutability is then noted representing direct contradiction to the methodologies: “Records 
over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in both its 
morphology and position with…erosion north of 267000N, resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 
– -1.5 m”. DCO: Coastal Geomorphology Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21.  

• See REP5-253 for further information. 

 

iii) The Applicant’s position during further DCO questions and Answers – the loss of the 

Dunwich bank would now benefit the low-lying land around Sizewell C and increase its flood 

resistance, a position diametrically opposed to all the Applicant’s pre-DCO research. 
 

• “If Dunwich Bank were lost or substantially reduced (in extent or elevation) there is a greater 

potential for erosion of the shoreline around Dunwich and, importantly, the Minsmere – 

Dunwich Cliffs, resulting in a local increase in the supply of sand and pebbles (i.e., beach 

shingle) from the cliffs. This sediment would move south and could reduce erosion rates. 

Reduced erosion rates could tend to increase resistance to flooding over the Minsmere and 

Sizewell frontages.” Responses to the ExA's Third Written Questions (ExQ3) Volume 1 - SZC 

Co. Responses epage 68. 

iv) The Applicant’s position in the final stages of the DCO application: it is ‘perfectly 

plausible’ that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks will deplete leading to ‘loss of sea defence’ but 

this would now not represent ‘a coastal flooding hazard initiator.’ 
 

“One of the plausible scenarios in Reference [22] relates to depletion of the Dunwich-Sizewell 

bank, leading to a loss of natural sea defence. However… it is not considered as a coastal 

flooding initiator (see Section 3.5.1.1).” and it continues by stating that coastal erosion itself 

is ‘not a coastal flooding hazard initiator’. See ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’, Section 

3.5.1.1. The ‘Data Summary Report’ was obtained under FoI from the ONR and is in draft 

form. 

In my view the Applicant’s pre-DCO understanding is rational. The subsequent conflicting responses 

to coastal processes are unsupported by both orthodox understanding and historical precedent 

therefore representing a significant cause for concern. 

The Applicant is, it seems, intending to rely on the CPMMP, the management and mitigation of 

coastal processes by essentially moving and recharging shingle along the beachheads: 
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• “Coastal erosion – this phenomenon is a slow process that will be monitored during the 

lifecycle of the site and will be considered as part of the Coastal Process Monitoring and 

Mitigation Plan (CPMMP).” Page 47 ‘Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report’. 

However, the breaches that have already occurred into the Minsmere levels occurred to the north of 

Minsmere sluice: 

• The locations of breaches - 267400 on the 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 and 266900 on the 
14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of coastline between Dunwich 
and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of a major breach occurring during a 
future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 

28/160. See map REP2-393 Section 6 – locations marked with yellow stars. 
 

These breaches are therefore beyond the scope of the CPMMP which does not fully cover the 

Minsmere levels. It is perfectly plausible to consider that the CPMMP resources could be 

overwhelmed by major erosional events, the occurrence of which can be sudden rather than a ‘slow 

process’. The shoreline at Sizewell is certainly dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it 

is shaped by these most of the time, but then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 

through erosion and flooding, often overnight. 

Increasing the extent of the sea defences at some future date ‘if required’ might be thought a 

response to an overwhelmed CPMMP but they would take many years to build after the initial 

construction and cannot be regarded as ‘reactive’.  

Summary 
 
Shoreline retreat of the Greater Sizewell Bay as presented in the Sizewell C DCO often contradicts 

the Applicant’s own rational research pre-DCO. The EGA study of shoreline retreat is non-

conservative, non-precautionary and the Applicant appears to be relying on ‘mitigation measures’ 

defined by its CPMMP. In my view this is a high-risk approach; a conservative (precautionary) 

approach should address the loss of major sections of the marshlands whether from depletion of the 

Sizewell-Dunwich banks or climate change sea level rise of anything above 1.5°C.  

Concentration on the minutiae of SCDF modelling or CPMMP detail is valid and appropriate but risks 
overlooking the limitations of these features and processes when considered within the Greater 
Sizewell Bay. Inundation of the Bay is likely to occur from north of the Minsmere sluice, beyond the 
remit of the CPMMP, an inundation that will not necessarily be addressed by the seaward aspects of 
the Soft Coastal Defence Feature. 
 

Paper 2 - Notes on BEEMS TR553. 
 

The Environment Agency’s response raises the fact that TR553 has been considered additionally to 

TR544. This paper responds to TR553. 

BEEMS TR553 has been published on the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after 

being made available to the Environment Agency.  

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-

SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf 

https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf
https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/EN010012/EN010012-010779-SZC%20-%20Appendix%205.pdf
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The Applicant states the following: 

• “Technical report (BEEMS TR553: Modelling of Soft Coastal Defence Feature under Design 
Basis Conditions) was provided on 18th February 2022 for review [to the Environment 
Agency] … The report was not submitted as part of the DCO application or examination.” 
See: BEEMS TR553, Appx 5 page 10. 

TR553 appears to be the basis for a Statement of Common Ground between the Environment 

Agency and the Applicant and therefore an important document. 

BEEMS TR553 is an exercise in modelling the Soft Coastal Defence Feature and appears to directly 

address points raised in my paper REP7-220, “Impacts on Coastal Process - TR545, CPMMP - 

Response to questions Deadline D7”, on the limitations of BEEMS TR545. TR553 now represents 

orthodox conservative modelling in many areas including regarding the offshore geomorphology—

i.e., the absence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and the nearshore bars represents the higher 

inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling. 

This position is undeniably a step forward but starkly illustrates the variance with the Applicant’s 

stance in the DCO, as stated in Paper1, that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks and 

nearshore bars represents the highest inshore wave climate and hence conservative modelling for all 

epochs and scenarios as follows: 

• “…the assessment concluded that …with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more 

conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal. As 

such, the scenario with the bank in place was adopted in the MDS FRA for all scenarios and 

epochs as a conservative approach.” REP7-052 (EN010012-007054- Responses to ExQ2 

epages 104-115. 

Considerations relating to TR553: 

 

1 2140 – the ‘explicit date’ for spent fuel removal. 
 

TR553 now extends modelling to 2140, the ‘explicit’ date committed to by the Applicant for Spent 

Fuel removal from site, as follows: 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of operation 
of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports Referenced 
in the Environmental Statement. Page 14 epage 144. 

•  “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent Fuel 
Store.” DCO: 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in the Environmental Statement. page 2 of 
22, epage 228 

 

However, it seems implausible that spent fuel can in fact be removed from site by this date. This is 

explained in my paper “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in the next century.” – The 

relevant section is attached as Appendix 4. 
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2 The Sizewell Dunwich banks, their wave energy dissipation properties and the 

correct format for conservative modelling. 
 

TR553 states: 

“It is worth noting that the combined waves and water levels of Scenario A1 and E1 are 

representative of offshore conditions applied directly to the XBeach-G model boundary, which is 

landward of Sizewell-Dunwich Bank –this means that the natural energy dissipating effects of the 

bank are not included in the A1 and E1 models, but are included in the XBeach-G F1 model.” 

In other words, TR553 is adopting orthodox, conservative modelling that does not rely on the 

‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 

epochs and does not appear to assume their substantial retention. 

• Unfortunately, the basis of the DCO and DCO Addendum shoreline change modelling is the 

converse of this approach that the presence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks represents 

conservative modelling for all scenarios and epochs as explained in Paper 1 above. 

TR553 represents a major step forward by acknowledging the correct importance of the Sizewell 

Dunwich banks and applying conservative modelling to the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) by 

excluding the energy dissipating effects of the banks and nearshore bars. The difficulty is that 

Greater Sizewell Bay is not considered within the same framework of parameters as TR553. What 

is conservative for the SCDF is conservative for the Bay in general and must be considered in unity. 

Summary 
 
TR553, as stated, is a positive development; it shows the SCDF design to be seemingly functional 

within its remit and addresses the concerns raised in REP7-220 regarding TR545 and the need for 

conservative modelling.  

TR553 illustrates, in my view, the need to consider the Greater Sizewell Bay shoreline change 

analysis with the same parameters as TR553 and not those used by the Expert Geomorphological 

Assessment in the DCO which relies fully on the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell 

Dunwich banks and nearshore bars and only runs until 2070/87. 

The SCDF cannot be regarded as distinct from the Greater Sizewell Bay. 

It is not clear that 2140 is a plausible date for spent fuel removal and should this prove to be the 

case then it appears that the main nuclear platform would require increased flood resilience than 

currently proposed. 

The reassessment of the two points above, namely a conservative appraisal of Greater Sizewell Bay 

shoreline recession to the end of station life and the need to provide post-2140 flood resilience, will 

help define if the extent of the sea defences around the main nuclear platform as presented in the 

DCO hearing are adequate. 

Following: 

Appendix 1 – The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) as presented in the DCO. 

Appendix 2 – The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
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Appendix 3 – The Sizewell Dunwich banks showing important details. Extract from REP2-393 

Appendix 4 – Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is this a plausible 

timeframe? Extract from Post-D10 document “Sizewell C Main nuclear platform flood resilience in 

the next century.” 

Appendix 5 - The control and influence of the Sizewell Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 

coastal processes. Extract from REP2-393. 

===============================*============================= 

APPENDIX 1 

The Applicant’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) to 

establish shoreline change - a response to DCO studies. 
 
This is taken from Section 5 of my document REP2-393. As far as I am aware the Applicant has not 
updated the EGA from that presented in the original DCO. 
 
EDF informs us in the DCO submission, that it commissioned seven expert geomorphologists to 
examine the shoreline change processes associated with Sizewell C: 
 

“Seven Expert Geomorphologists, internal and external to Cefas, were convened to assess the 
physical and scientific evidence for shoreline change processes and to derive a plausible 
future shoreline baseline using the EGA [Expert Geomorphological Assessment] approach. “ 
 
DCO: 6.3 Revision: 1.0 Applicable Regulation: Regulation 5(2)(a) PINS Reference Number: EN010012 
Volume 2 Main Development Site Chapter 20 Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics 
Appendix 20A Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics: Synthesis for Environmental Impact 
Assessment TR311 Sizewell MSR1 (Ed 4) Paragraph 7.2.1. 
 

The EGA is based on the work of Cefas in Beems document TR311 and TR403 ‘Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment of Sizewell’s Future Shoreline Position’ 21/3/19 rev. 21/4/20’. 
 

In my view there are fundamental limitations to the study which are non-conservative in their 
approach: 

 
1. To adopt a future projection based on “reasonably foreseeable” conditions. 
2. Sea level rise in the year 2070 is based on a ‘mid-range’ scenario. 
3. The offshore wave climate remains unchanged.  
4. The inshore wave climate remains unchanged. 
5. The EGA limits its scope to 3Km of coastline. 
6. The EGA limits its timescale to 2070 (2087). End of plant life, however, is 2190. 
7. Shoreline sinuosity remains the same 

 
See: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 
 

These assumptions and limitations are each discussed below: 
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1) The Expert Geomorphological Assessment limited its study to ‘reasonably foreseeable 

conditions’ a phrase that does not appear to be completely clear in this context. EDF claims that ‘no 

assessment can be made of extreme events’, and the drivers of change are ‘moderate’ events: 

“A projection based on the ‘reasonably foreseeable’ conditions was considered the most 
appropriate method of reaching consensus as ‘extreme events’ that could occur have a low 
(or poorly-determined) chance of occurrence and geomorphic systems tend to be shaped by 
more frequent moderate events (Wolman and Miller, 1960), with the exception of 
cataclysmic change”. Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Page 134 

and BEEMS TR403, p.33. 
 

Wolman and Miller’s studies of geomorphic processes were produced in the 1960s; the explicit 
exclusion of extreme events—is an unsupportable premise where conservative consideration should 
be a given. The shoreline at Sizewell is dominated by frequent small low-energy events, so it is 
shaped by these most of the time, and then a storm (particularly Easterly) does much damage 
through erosion and flooding. Increases in overall energy supply to the coastline will occur from any 
increase in either storm frequency or intensity. See section 2 and 4 of Rep2-393. 
 

• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements: "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." The low lying Minsmere levels and Sizewell 
marshes that will surround Sizewell C must be subject to this risk to at least some extent. 
 

2) The ‘panel of seven geomorphologists’ stipulated a limited 0.52m sea-level rise at 2070 – a 

mid-category Representative Concentration Pathway.  
 

“…future shoreline change affecting the Sizewell C development was assessed based on SLR 
in 2070 of 0.54m (the 95th percentile under the UKCP18 mid-range scenario).” 
DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and hydrodynamics, Appendix 20A, op.cit., Paragraph 2.4.1 Page 48 

 

This is not a conservative approach—advice from UKCP18 which advises that planners use H++ 
values, or at least RCP8.5, 95th percentile. See section 4 of Rep2-393. 
 

3)  The panel limited the offshore wave climate to ‘unchanged’. UKCP18 does not stress major 

increase in offshore wave climate, nevertheless, EDF notes in the Main Development Site Flood Risk 

Assessment: 

“4.2.16 The Environment Agency guidance (Ref 1.7) suggests assuming a precautionary 
increase in wave height of 5% up to 2055 and then 10% from 2055 to 2115.” 
DCO: Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment, op.cit., Page 54. 

 
Also, UKCP18 suggests ‘inherent uncertainty’ as regards ‘Significant Wave Height’ predictions as they 

represent an area of low predictive accuracy: 

“Given the inherent uncertainty in projections of storm track changes and the limited sample 

size available, the wave projections presented here should be viewed as indicative of the 

potential changes with low confidence.” UKCP18, Ibid., Page 28. 

It continues that wave patterns are defined by local activity, which, for Sizewell C will be from a 

North/North/East fetch across the large expanse of the North Sea. The 1:100 return period (an 

81.9% chance of occurring between now and 2190) wave height being 7.3m-7.8m. 
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4)  For the ‘inshore wave climate to remain unchanged’ is to explicitly state there is a reliance 

and dependency on the Sizewell-Dunwich offshore banks and longshore, nearshore bars remaining 
in their current form. This bank network, as previously stated, attenuates and dissipates offshore 
wave energy —as stated in BEEMS TR553, it has ‘natural energy dissipating effects’—reducing and 
controlling the inshore wave climate. To assume the banks’ stasis and to rely on their ‘energy 
dissipating effects’ is then a non-conservative approach. (see Tucker, Carr et al.) (BEEMS TR311). 

 

In my opinion, and that of leading authorities such as Mott Macdonald, the respected global 

engineering consultancy which undertook an extensive study of the area in 2014 considers that: 

“…at a local scale the SDBC [Sizewell-Dunwich Bank Complex] has the potential to change 

over time-scales shorter than a few decades.” Mott Mac., op. cit., page 57. 

Cefas also acknowledges uncertainty: 

“…our understanding of bank dynamics is poor” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. 058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and impact 
to adjacent shorelines. Page 47. 

 

• The Marine Management Association states: ‘the northern end of Dunwich bank has 

lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend 

to continue.’ This roughly equates to 4 million tonnes of bank deposits ‘lost to the system’ in 

a decade. See 5.1.7, MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021, 30th Sept 2020. See Appendix 2 for 

details. 

However, despite these considerations, EDF’s Expert Geomorphological Assessment tells us in the 
DCO: 

“The principal receptors (beach, bars, bank and crag) of the future baseline can be expected 

to resemble the present (i.e. no regime shift) over much or all of the station life.” Chapter 20 

DCO: Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Paragraph 20.4.78. 

The statement above outlining the approach of its geomorphological experts is in open contradiction 

to the following acknowledgement: 

“It is important to note that changes to the broad coastal regime and coastal processes may 
occur within the station life.” 
The Sizewell C Project 6.14 Environmental Statement Addendum, Volume 3: Environmental 
Statement Addendum Appendices Chapter 2 Main Development Site, Appendix 2.15.A Coastal 
Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics. Para 6.5 

 

In summary of point 4 it is axiomatic to state that conservative modelling must not rely on the 

‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich banks for the majority of scenarios and 

epochs and conservative assessment may not assume their substantial retention over the next 150 

years.  

5) Conservative modelling of coastal processes should extend beyond the 3Km remit of the 

EGA. 
 

6) The EGA limits its remit to 2070 (sea level rise) instead of end of station life which is 2190. In 

a recent ‘East Anglian Daily Times’ article, a senior coastal scientist at Cefas, and one of the seven 
expert geomorphologists responsible for the study is reported as saying: 
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 “… that while Cefas does look far ahead into the future, it is generally only possible to 

predict detailed changes to the coastline over the next 10 years.” He continues, “We can try 

and predict as much as we like, but almost every prediction in the very long-term has no 

certainty around it.” ‘Flooding and ‘extreme’ storms won’t put Sizewell C in danger, experts say’ by 

Andrew Papworth, East Anglian Daily Times, 06 August 2020’, https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/cefas-

sizewell-c-coastal-erosion-2684774 

This is a different perspective from that of EDF which suggests in its public information newsletter, 
‘Doing the power of good to Britain’, and quoted in the introduction in REP2-393, that the Expert 
Geomorphological Assessment forecasts the ‘very best assessment of long-term coastal change’ and 
therefore shows Sizewell C to be ‘future-proofed’. The EGA in the form presented in the DCO hearing 
does not support this statement. 
 

7) “The consensus view was that the ‘natural’ future shoreline was likely to be no more sinuous 
than it is” Page 135 Appendix 20A 
 
 

Summary of Appendix 4 
 
In my view, the opportunity and capacity within which the review has taken place, combined with 
one of the geomorphologist’s views that their forecasts cannot extend reliably beyond 10 years, fully 
compromises any value in the Expert Geomorphological Assessment’s analysis of future shoreline 
recession. In summary, the EGA cannot be regarded as conservative in its assumptions and 
methodology as follows: 
 

• The EGA has no seeming consideration to IPCC statements of "Sea-level rise under emission 
scenarios that do not limit warming to 1.5°C will increase the risk of coastal erosion and 
submergence of coastal land (high confidence)." 

• The EGA does not apply RCP8.5 95 percentile climate change sea level rise, 

• The EGA assumes no climate change induced change in storm frequency or intensity, 

• The EGA relies on an unchanging offshore geomorphology (reliance on its unchanging form 
and energy dissipation characteristics). The EGA does not consider the possibility of extreme 
erosion that can occur on this particular section of Sizewell shoreline, erosion that has 
historical precedent. 

• The EGA’s timescale is to 2070/87 and end of plant life is 2190. 
 

APPENDIX 2  

The offshore sediment ‘lost to the system’. 
 

The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) states: 
 

“5.1.7 In relation to p.20.4.77 on the future shoreline baseline geomorphic elements, 
it is assumed that the future baseline will resemble the present day. As mentioned 
above, the lack of assessment of changes to the offshore wave climate to a NE 
domination is a gap in the analysis. For the nearshore climate, it assumes the bank 
system is stable. However, the northern end of Dunwich bank has lowered 2 metres 
in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend to continue. 
This will affect the nearshore wave climate and should be included.” 
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MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021 Planning Inspectorate Reference: 
EN010012 MMO Registration Identification Number: 20025459 Page 25 Deadline 2 
submission. 

 
The Applicant itself in the DCO states: 
 

o    “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater 
variability in both its morphology and position with erosion north of 
267000N,  resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 
Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 

 
Consider the material involved in this depletion: 
 
The Northern 1/3rd of the bank would be about 1.5km long and 1 km wide approximately. 
 
So, if we say overall 1.5m depletion, then approximate volume lost = 1500m x 1000m x 1.5m = 2.25 
million cubic metres of material lost to the system. The specific gravity of the material is not known 
accurately but we might assume this equates to approximately 4 million tonnes of bank sand and 
mud deposits seemingly ‘lost to the system’ in a decade. 
 
The point is that the amount is both significant and that it appears to be ‘lost’ to the offshore banks.  
This is consistent with findings in BEEMS where sediment from northern cliff erosion is not 
remaining ‘in the system’: 
  

• “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 
accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223, page 119 and Table 12, shows net erosion of the 
Sizewell C foreshore since 1993. 

• No full survey of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks since 2016/7 appears to have been undertaken 

by the Applicant – an exercise trivial in its cost and complexity by comparison with other 

aspects of the development. The Applicant states: “Due to its large size (633 ha above the -8 

m AOD; [Ref. 18] the bank is not regularly surveyed”, a statement that is puzzling. See 

Sizewell C Site Data Summary Report, SZC-NNBGEN-XX-000-REP-100022 100812635 Version 

4.0a page 18. 

 
In summary of Appendix 2, in my view, it is clearly untenable to assume the retention of the 
Dunwich bank over the lifetime of the plant into the twenty-second century. Therefore, alongside 
the additional driver of climate change sea level rise, any conservative appraisal should accept and 
address significant shoreline retreat in the Greater Sizewell Bay during the lifetime of the plant. 
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APPENDIX 3 

The chart below illustrates the Sizewell Dunwich banks. 

 
 
The Sizewell-Dunwich Banks. The purple arrows mark 26700N— to the north of which the crest 
height of Dunwich bank is lowering. Chart base from BEEMS Technical Report TR500 ‘Sizewell-
Dunwich Bank Morphology and Variability’. Page 14. Markup my addition. 
 

o The orange and red lines show the ‘inner and outer’ nearshore, longshore bars. The 
DCO provided detailed bathymetry of the inner and outer Longshore bars and not 
the Sizewell-Dunwich banks. 
 

o The pink square shows the proposed location of Sizewell C. 
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o “Records over the last decade show…Dunwich Bank exhibited greater variability in 

both its morphology and position with erosion north of 267000N, [shown by the 
purple arrows] resulting in bank lowering of -0.5 to -1.5 m” DCO: Geomorphology 

Appendix 20A, op cit., Page 21. BEEMS Technical Report TR500). 

 
o The five blue arrows show the direction of the most significant storm waves from 

the North/North East— the largest and longest waves arrive from the N-NE sector. 
[1:100 wave heights 7.3m-7.8m].  The driver of sudden and significant erosion on 
this stretch of coast is from the NNE NE and Easterly directions. The loss of just the 
northern section of the bank could allow unbroken storm waves to break on the 
foreshore and increase water volumes in the South Minsmere levels in flood 
conditions. See map in section 4.3. DCO: Geomorphology Appendix 20A. op.cit., 

Paragraph 2.3.2.2.2 
 

Haskoning’s modelling assumes ‘shore-normal’ angles (all waves will strike 
the shore at 90 degrees). In the complex bathymetry offshore from Sizewell 
plus significant wave directions stated above do not appear to support this 
assumption. Shallow nearshore (even before the nearshore bar locations) 
wave refraction locally will redirect waves and cause them to line up parallel 
to local bathymetric contours. section 7. 

 
o There has been net erosion of the foreshore in the area of the proposed Sizewell C 

since 1993 according to BEEMS Table 2. This may be an indication of compromise to 
the Dunwich bank. See BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 119 and Table 12 on page 115. 
 

o The two yellow stars show the locations of breaches - 267400 15/12/03 and 14/2/05 
and 266900 14/2/05.  “This 200 m section is the most vulnerable stretch of 
coastline between Dunwich and Sizewell, and represents the most likely location of 
a major breach occurring during a future storm surge.” Pye and Blott 2005, Coastal 

evolution RSPB op. cit., page 154 of 160. Page 28/160 
 

APPENDIX 4 

Sizewell C and the Applicant’s claim for spent fuel removal by 2140. Is 

this a plausible timeframe? 

 

Introduction and purpose. 
 
The Applicant’s flood risk assessment for Sizewell C is committed to 2140 as the ‘decommissioned 
date’ for spent fuel confirmed by the following: 
 

• “The lifetime of the development includes for removal of all spent nuclear fuel by 
2140…The Application and flood risk assessment are explicit about the timeframes being 
assessed in relation to 2140.” 

• “The key dates relevant to flood risk for the operation of the station are; the end of 
operation of the station at 2085…end of interim spent fuel store 2140… 6.12 Rev: Reports 
Referenced in the Environmental Statement. Page 14  
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• “…on-site risks would only be considered [modelled] to 2140 as the end of Interim Spent 
Fuel Store.” 
Royal Haskoning, flood risk modelling, page 2 of 22 in 6.12 Revision: Reports Referenced in 
the Environmental Statement. 

 
This timeframe of 2140 is important as ‘on-site risks would only be considered to this date’ according 
to the Applicant’s own modelling presented by Royal Haskoning. 
 
This paper is a response to the stated, ‘decommissioned date of 2140’ and posits the view that such 
a timeframe is imposed by the Applicant’s flood risk assessment presented in its ‘Table 2.1’and its 
selected main nuclear platform level. This paper suggests this timescale for spent fuel removal is 
implausible and that the spent fuel store could remain in commission well beyond 2140 and 
consequently exposed to untenable flood risk. 
 

1. The critical nature of the 2140 date—EDF’s assessment of still water and wave 

overtopping of the main nuclear platform beyond 2140.  
 

If we refer to the Applicant’s ‘Table 2.1’: 
 

“2.1.5 Table 2.1 [reproduced below] presents a list of overtopping scenarios for the 
reasonably foreseeable (RCP8.5 95 percentile) and credible maximum (H++ or BECC Upper) 
climate change allowances and respective extreme still water levels, highlighting in red bold 
those scenarios with extreme sea level above platform height that were not undertaken in 
this assessment” FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment 

Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
 
Table 2.1: Summary of wave overtopping scenarios  
 

 
FRA ADDENDUM: op cit., Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment Addendum Appendices A-F Part 10 of 10 
  

The figure of interest is the RCP8.5 1:10,000 in 2140. The table clearly shows that beyond 2140 the 
main nuclear platform is at risk of flooding in a 1:10,000 RCP8.5 scenario and that there is a 
consequent critical requirement for Sizewell C to be decommissioned (at least in terms of spent fuel 
removal) by this date for the safety of local populations, environment, and staff. 
 

2.  The profound difficulties in achieving a decommissioned date of 2140.  
 
Government policy is that spent fuel is transported directly from site of creation to a geological 
disposal facility (GDF), there is no ‘intermediate’ location for spent fuel proposed. However: 
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2.1  Policy:  Spent fuel is not waste and is not currently destined for geological disposal. 
 

• “…your understanding that spent fuel is 'not waste' and is not destined for geological 
disposal unless and until it is classified as waste, is correct.” 
13th October 2021 email to me from Radioactive Waste Management Ltd. 

 

2.2  Spent Fuel Cooling: High burnup spent fuel of the type produced by Sizewell C 

requires a longer cooling period (see my paper REP2-503) before geological disposal can be 

considered and that does not correlate with a decommissioned date of 2140. 
 

● The Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) suggests the cooling requirements will result 
in a decommissioning date for Sizewell C between 2180 to 2230:  

 
“Current RWMD generic disposal studies for spent fuel define a temperature criterion for the 
acceptable heat output from a disposal canister. In order to ensure that the performance of 
the bentonite buffer material to be placed around the canister in the disposal environment is 
not damaged by excessive temperatures, a temperature limit of 100°C is applied to the inner 
bentonite buffer surface. Based on a canister containing four EPR fuel assemblies, each 
with the maximum 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.” 
 
“It is acknowledged that the cooling period specified above is greater than would be 
required for existing PWR fuel to meet the same criterion [due to its higher levels of 
radioactivity and high decay heat radioisotopes] and RWMD proposes to explore how this 
period can be reduced. This may be achieved for instance through refinement of the 
assessment inventory (for example by considering a more realistic distribution of burn-up), by 
reducing the fuel loading in a canister [which will increase the geological disposal footprint] 
or by consideration of alternative disposal concepts. The sensitivity of the cooling period to 
fuel burn-up has been investigated by consideration of an alternative fuel inventory based on 
an assembly irradiation of 50 GWd/tU. For this alternative scenario it is estimated that the 
cooling time required will reduce to the order of 90 years to meet the same temperature 
criterion.” 
NDA ‘Geological Disposal Generic Design Assessment: Summary of Disposability Assessment for 
Wastes and Spent Fuel arising from Operation of the UK EPR’ Jan 2014 section 6, page 6. 

 
‘Together Against Sizewell C’ raised the above points from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) with the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) who responded as follows with reference to 
HINKLEY POINT C: 
 

“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 
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• 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 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.” ONR reference 
HPGE202006066,  ‘TASC Review of the Minutes of the ONR/Stop Hinkley Meeting in 
Bridgewater January 2020 Authors: Chris & Jen Wilson Date: 17 June 2020’. 

 
The basis of the ONR’s ‘downward revision’ of the NDA’s specified high burnup spent fuel cooling 
period, as stated in its response above, is that not all fuel will be burnt to 65 GWd/tU. I accept this 
although the ONR is unclear as to what the average burn rate will be and hence, in my view, there is 
a sense of the arbitrary about the revision which would benefit from more detailed validation. In my 
opinion, there is a need for a statement of common ground between the NDA and the ONR defining 
this cooling period within somewhat finer limits than 55-140 years, particularly the period in cooling 
ponds.  
 
Even if the ‘revised cooling period’ from the ONR is correct and applied to Sizewell C’s spent fuel, 
and we accept the GDF will be commissioned and run smoothly, and one assumes that Sizewell C is 
completed on time (2035) and will operate until 2095 without lifetime extensions, then spent fuel 
could, at the very earliest, be removed by 2160/2165 (2095 + 55-60 years cooling +10 years to 
remove). 
 
For spent fuel to be removed from site by 2160/2165 (20-25 years after the “explicit timeframes” 

committed to by the Applicant) requires the acceptance of major assumptions as follows:  

1. Spent fuel will be classified as waste. This is currently not the case. 

 

2. That there are no over-runs in construction time of Sizewell C. 
 

3. That there are no lifetime extensions to Sizewell C. 
 

4. That one accepts the validity of the ONR’s downward revision of the required cooling period 
specified by the NDA from 140 years to 55-60 years.  
 

5. That a GDF is available within 120 years, and it will take no more than 10 years to consign 
the Sizewell C spent fuel. 

 
6. That the GDF can accept and consign Sizewell C’s spent fuel at the same time as other 

nuclear waste if necessary. It is not at all clear that this will be the case. 
 

7. That the timeframe for the deposition of other committed nuclear waste to be consigned 
prior to Hinkley C and Sizewell C— that is, legacy nuclear waste, including spent fuel from 
power stations and the highly enriched submarine spent fuel— operates within the allocated 
timescale without over-run. EN-6 confirms that the initial disposal of legacy wastes (i.e. 
those already in existence from AGRs and SZB) will take until 2130 to be consigned to the 
proposed GDF. See EN-6 Vol II page 16. 
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Therefore, in summary I suggest that the Applicant’s 2140 date for decommissioning is implausible 
and that even the later dates of 2160/65 are dependent on major assumptions and unsupported by 
an agreed and conclusive analysis of fuel cooling requirements. 
 

APPENDIX 5 
 

The control and influence of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks on shoreline change and 

Coastal processes at Sizewell—three major historical ‘episodes’. 

 

This is taken from my main paper REP2-393, reproduced here for convenience. 

 

EDF’s BEEMS report TR058, quoting Pye and Blott, states: 
 

“The 1836 [1736-1836] shoreline at Sizewell is the most eroded shoreline in the records 
assembled by Pye and Blott (2005), being some 60 – 100 m landward of its current position 
and just 20 m seaward of the present location of the Sizewell B cooling-water pump house. 
By 1883, the shoreline had advanced by up to 130 m, presumably as a result of the increased 
sediment supply from the cliffs to the north.” 
BEEMS Technical Report Series 2009 no. TR058, Sizewell: Morphology of coastal sandbanks and 
impact to adjacent shorelines. Page 40.  
 

“Major changes have occurred along the coastline in the last 1000 years, with coastal 
projections north of Southwold, at Southwold itself, at Dunwich and at Thorpeness all having 
been eroded by significant distances (up to over 1 km)”. BEEMS TR139, Edition 2: A 

Consideration of "Extreme Events" at Sizewell, Suffolk, With Particular Reference to Coastal 
Morphological Change and Extreme Water Levels. Page 4 of 301. 
 

For details of erosion/accretion described in the following, see: Coastal Processes and Morphological 
Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk, UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott (May, 
2006), pp. 453-473. See also Pye Blott, 2005, Coastal Processes and Morphological Evolution of the 
Minsmere Reserve and Surrounding Area, Suffolk. 
 

Three ‘approximately 100-year’ episodes are recorded for Sizewell:  
 

1. Erosion:  As stated above, the Sizewell shoreline between 1736 and 1836 is “the most 
eroded shoreline in the records” according to BEEMS TR058 quoting Pye and Blott 
(2005). It appears that the 1836 shoreline had eroded approximately 300m in one 
century and was just 20m seaward of the present-day Sizewell B. Orange arrow in the air 

photo below. 
 

2. Accretion:  The Sizewell-Dunwich bank grew after 1824 and protected the shoreline; 
between 1836 and 1903/1920 the Sizewell shoreline accreted by 83m with sediment 
from cliffs to the north, particularly Dunwich, to roughly its present location. The 
present Sizewell shoreline is hence ‘soft and erodible’. Blue arrow on the air photo below. 

 

o BEEMS states, however, “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were 
not, however, matched by ongoing accretion in the south”. BEEMS TR223 op cit., Page 

119, Table 12 on p. 115. 
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3. Stability:  1920- present day, relative stability. Green arrow on the photo below. 

 
The following ‘air photograph’ taken in 2000 showing imposed historical coastline positions and 
Sizewell B power station shows the three episodes: 
 
Three major 100-year episodes of erosion, accretion and relative stability of the Sizewell shoreline 
discussed earlier on a large-scale air photograph: 
 

 

                                                              Approximate 1736 shoreline-300m seaward.  
 
‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, UK Author(s): Kenneth 
Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 

 
1. Orange arrow shows erosion period 1736-1836.  
2. Light blue arrow shows accretion period post the development of the Sizewell-Dunwich 

banks, 1836-1920. 
3. Light green double arrow shows the relative stability period 1920- present. 

 
The following two historical maps illustrate the coastline in 1736 and 1836. The 1736 shoreline 

according to Pye and Blott appears to be approximately 300m-350m to seaward of Sizewell B and as 

stated earlier is “…the most eroded shoreline in the records assembled by Pye and Blott (2005)”.  

“Historical maps showing coastal changes at Minsmere since 1736, based on maps by Kirby (1737), 

Hodskinson (1783), and the Ordnance Survey (1837, 1883–84, 1928, and 1976–82). The position of 

mean high water in 1976 is displayed as a solid line on each map for reference. Topography is shaded 

at 5m intervals.” See: ‘Coastal Processes and Morphological Change in the Dunwich-Sizewell Area, Suffolk’, 
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UK Author(s): Kenneth Pye and Simon J. Blott Source: Journal of Coastal Research, Vol. 22, No. 3 (May 2006). 

Page 462 

 
 

 
Squares are 1km scale.  

My own measurements, which are not included in this document, using modern Ordnance Survey 
and maps drawn of the Suffolk Coast in 1737 by John Kirby et al., and allowing for major errors, 
suggest erosion at Sizewell far greater than 350m in this period 1736-1836. This is consistent with 
other observations on this coast such as Benacre cliffs: “the mean rate of retreat of the Benacre Cliffs 
was 7.02 meters per year” BEEMS TR311, 2.3.3. 
 
This extreme erosion that has particularly occurred at Sizewell may be explained by the following 
statement that wave energy coefficients are not constant along this length of coast: 
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“Indeed [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, 
notably between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-

Dunwich banks field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 
 

It appears clear that sediment released in northern cliff erosion cannot be relied up on to remain 
within the system: 
 

1. “The last 2 to 3 decades of strong erosion at Dunwich were not matched by ongoing 

accretion in the south.” BEEMS TR223 Table 12, shows net erosion of the Sizewell C 

foreshore since 1993. 

2. The Dunwich bank northern third has dropped between 1 and 2m – a huge amount of 
sediment seemingly lost to the system, not retained. 

 
Based on the above, in my view there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the assumption 
for the maintenance and preservation of the unconsolidated Dunwich bank over the next two 100-
year episodes of coastal processes, the uncertainties of which can only be increased by climate 
change sea-level rise and storm level change. This loss could result in significant shoreline erosion 
around Sizewell C. See my papers REP2-393, REP7-219, REP10-345. 
 
In summary of Appendix 5 it can be stated that the Sizewell Dunwich banks are the decisive arbiter 

of micro-stability of the nuclear coastline at Sizewell. They protect the inner and outer longshore 

bars and after the growth of the Dunwich bank from 1836 has protected the shoreline from being 

the ‘most eroded in records’ through accretion to stability. The banks will always be of critical 

importance to Sizewell C and conservative modelling cannot, under any circumstances in my view, 

rely on their overall retention and maintenance to end of station life. See my document REP2-393 

sections 2, 6, 7.  

 



From: Nick Scarr <  
Sent: 28 April 2022 13:55
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning <beiseip@beis.gov.uk>; SizewellC
<sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>
Subject: Copper canister corrosion question
 
Dear Gareth Leigh,

Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, &
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
 
Ref: Question raised by the Austrian Government in your letter 25 April 2022. Your Ref:
EN010012 - Sizewell C
 
I notice in the section of questions from the Austrian Government in the BEIS letter reference
above that the subject of copper canister corrosion of spent fuel is raised:
 
"5.2.10 ...
d) Question 4 - Is it planned to use copper for the spent fuel canisters, and if yes, how will the
copper corrosion problem be solved?"
 
It does not appear that this question was answered.
 
I enclose the Friends of the Earth Sweden document that appears to illustrate severe copper
corrosion of bentonite embedded canisters in low/zero oxygen moisture.
 
I would be grateful if you would ask the Applicant if it is intending to use copper canisters and if
so, how is the corrosion problem to be solved?
 
Kind regards, Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524.

mailto:Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk


Johan Swahn
The Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review, MKG

 

The situation in Sweden (and Finland): 
The planned spent fuel repository in Forsmark

INRAG Fall meeting, 18 September 2021



What will I talk about?
• Short background on the Swedish KBS concept for a repository for 

spent nuclear fuel and the licensing process.
• The decisions of the Swedish Environmental Court and the Swedish 

regulator SSM on January 23, 2018 with recommendations to the 
government. The court recommended the government to say no 
unless certain issues with the long-term integrity of the copper 
canister were resolved.
• The ongoing government review of copper corrosion issues
• A new unexpected development: Two experimental packages from 

the LOT project retrieved in 2019 with 20 years of copper corrosion
• Recent developments in governments decision-making process.
• (And some comments on the situation in Finland.)
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The KBS method for disposal of spent fuel
• In the KBS(-3) method from 1983 

the spent nuclear fuel canisters (5 
m high) are to be deposited in 
holes in the floor of tunnels about 
500 m underground in granite 
bedrock.

• The long-term safety case relies 
primarily on two artificial 
engineered barriers – a copper 
canister and a bentonite clay buffer 
to protect the copper – to isolate 
the spent fuel for hundreds of 
thousands of years. There is clay 
also in tunnels.

• In 2009 the nuclear industry’s 
nuclear waste company SKB 
chose the Forsmark nuclear power 
plant (NPP) as the site for the 
planned repository.2 Johan Swahn, MKG

Copper canister

Spent 
fuel

Bentonite Clay



Originally
developed
between
1975-1983.

KBS-1, 2, 3

The KBS(-3) method





Further
development of
KBS method
1983-2011
(and 
onwards…).

MKG has 
followed the 
work since 2005.



License application and review (1)
• The nuclear waste company SKB submitted a license application for a 

spent fuel repository system using the KBS method at the Forsmark NPP 
on March 16, 2011.
• The application was reviewed by the regulator, the Swedish Radiation 

Safety Authority (SSM) according to the Nuclear Activities Act and the 
Environmental Court according to the Environmental Code. 
• The final decision on a license is to finally be taken by the government. 
• Initial review for completeness of the application was completed in 2015. 

During 2016 and 2017 the application was reviewed on issues. Many 
issues were covered.
• During the review the issue of problems with the copper canister were 

raised by some actors including researchers at the Royal Institute of 
Technology (KTH) in Stockholm and MKG. The copper corrosion 
controversy goes back to 1980s and became very lively from 2007 with 
the publication of new studies.

6 Johan Swahn, MKG



Licence
application 2011



+ another
5-6 briefs
by MKG and 
the Swedish 
Society for 
Nature 
Conservation

Review by the 
court and SSM 
from 2012-
2017.



License application and review (2)
• In the autumn of 2017, the main meeting of the Environmental Court was 

held during four weeks. The regulator SSM told the court that some 
issues, i.e., the copper corrosion issue, could be dealt with after a 
government decision. The court had many critical questions to SSM.
• According to both the Environmental Act and the Nuclear Activities Act 

the repository had to be shown safe before a government decision. The 
court was evidently worried about the position of SSM. 
• At the court were also eminent scientists from the Royal Institute of 

Technology (KTH) in Stockholm that strongly questioned the SKB 
position on copper corrosion. An extra day was devoted to copper 
corrosion issues.
• During the court proceedings leaks of SSM documents to media showed 

that the regulator had big internal conflicts regarding the decision to say 
yes. 
• The SSM copper corrosion expert was in 2016 against a yes decision 

and SSM’s own copper corrosion scenarios showed regulatory limits 
would be exceeded . 

9 Johan Swahn, MKG



Main meeting of the 
Environmental Court 
Sept-Oct 2017





License application and review (3)
• On January 23, 2018 the Environmental Court made its recommendation 

to the government. The court recommended that the government say no 
to the application, primarily because the uncertainties regarding the 
long-term safety of the planned repository due to possible copper 
canister problems. These issues need to be resolved before a 
Government decision.
• On the same date the regulator SSM told the government that it could 

say yes as some issues, i.e., possible problems with the long-term 
integrity of the copper canister be dealt with later, after a government 
decision. The regulator also believes that the repository can be safe 
enough even if the copper canister does not work exactly as postulated 
as there are other barriers (clay/rock).
• The court decision took many Swedes by surprise and can be seen as 

an important victory for science and for those who had raised the  
copper canister integrity issues.

12 Johan Swahn, MKG



The problems with copper ?
• The scientific hypothesis that anoxic 

(oxygen-free) water does not corrode 
copper in a repository, where there is no 
oxygen after closure, is very likely false.

• There is a ongoing scientific paradigm 
shift to the fact that water can directly 
corrode copper even when there is no 
oxygen.

• Copper in a KBS-repository may corrode 
at much faster rates than acceptable 
(<1 000 years until release of 
radioactivity).

• 18-year results from the Swiss FEBEX 
experiment published in 2017 shows 
heavy copper corrosion with pitting.

• A combination of different corrosion and 
embrittlement mechanisms are likely at 
work.

13 Johan Swahn, MKG

Source: FEBEX-DP Metal Corrosion and Iron-Bentonite 
Interaction Studies, P. Wersin & F. Kober (eds.), 
Arbeitsbericht NAB 16-16, Nagra, October 2017. Can be 
found on MKG’s web site: http://www.mkg.se/omfattande-
syrgasfri-korrosion-i-det-schweiziska-febex-forsoket

http://www.mkg.se/omfattande-syrgasfri-korrosion-i-det-schweiziska-febex-forsoket


The ongoing government review of copper 
corrosion issues

• Government review is ongoing and the nuclear waste company SKB 
made a submission of complementary information on copper corrosion in 
April 2019.
• Comments of other parties were provided to the government in the 

autumn of 2019.
• SSM:s conviction that the repository will be safe was said to have been 

“strengthened” by the new SKB information.
• The Swedish Council for Nuclear Waste, the government’s scientific 

advisory board, is concerned that there may be problems with the copper, 
and with the cast iron insert.
• MKG, the Swedish Society for Nature Conservation (and now the 

Swedish Friends of the Earth that have joined MKG) are stating that with 
present knowledge copper should not be used as a canister material.
• The researchers at KTH have persevered in and intensified their criticism,  

now joined by the SSM corrosion expert that was opposed to SSM saying 
yes.
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A new unexpected development: New experimental 
packages from the LOT project retrieved with 20 

years of copper corrosion (1)

• The LOT project has been ongoing at 450 m depth at the Äspö Hard 
Rock Laboratory since about the year 2000.
• In total there are seven experimental packages with copper and clay in a 

very good simulation of real repository conditions.
• Three 1-year packages were retrieved early, but when SKB retrieved one 

5-year package in 2006 an unexpected amount of copper corrosion had 
occurred.
• MKG has for long demanded that the next package (also a 5-year 

package) should be retrieved and analysed.

15 Johan Swahn, MKG



The LOT project at the Äspö 
hard rock laboratory



A new unexpected development: New experimental 
packages from the LOT project retrieved with 20 

years of copper corrosion (2)
• In the autumn of 2019 SKB secretly retrieved two now 20-year-old 

experimental packages. This was disclosed by SKB, likely as a mistake, at 
a meeting organized by the regulator SSM in the beginning of October.
• MKG worked to get SKB to disclose all relevant corrosion results as soon 

as possible, and that SSM checks the results. This has happened. SKB 
has published copper corrosion results in October 2020 (SKB TR-20-14) 
• SSM has carried out a quality assurance project with support of the U.K. 

consultancy company Galson Sciences.
• But, importantly, SKB did not publish detailed corrosion studies from the 

most corroded hottest part of the central copper tubes or the bottom plates.
• MKG has stated that the results that SKB has published are not according 

to standard scientifically methodology and want the government to have 
access to all results before taking a decision.
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The LOT A3 
and S2 
packages
results (SKB 
TR-20-14)

Image of corrosion on the copper bottom plate at 
80°C in contact with sand (no detailed results were
in the report, nor of the hottest part of the copper
tube)

Image of pitting corrosion on the copper
tube in the middle of the tube (no detailed
results from hottest part of tube) 



A new unexpected development: New experimental 
packages from the LOT project retrieved with 20 

years of copper corrosion (3)
• MKG is of the understanding that if SKB publishes detailed copper 

corrosion studies from the hottest part of the central copper tubes and of 
the bottom plate, it will likely be clear that copper will not work as a 
canister material.
• The regulator SSM made a statement on the LOT results to the 

government in March 2021. Unfortunately, SSM also accepts the SKB 
LOT reporting of results without any inquisitiveness of its own. We are 
concerned that SSM is not acting according to its formal responsibilities 
as  government agency.
• The government is in a difficult situation as the opinion of the regulator 

SSM is very important. 
• Another important actor is the Swedish Council for Nuclear Waste, the 

government’s scientific advisory board, that is also concerned about how 
SSM is acting.
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Recent developments
• During the spring of 2021 the nuclear industry got pro-nuclear political 

parties (liberal/right-wing) in the parliament to put pressure on the 
government to say yes to the spent fuel repository. Östhammar and 
Oskarshamn community joined.
• An application to to increase the capacity of the central interim storage 

facility Clab at the Oskarshamn NPP from 8 000 to 11 000 tonnes spent 
fuel (by compacting) was added to the repository application in 2015.
• Industry said that unless the whole application was approved Clab would 

be full by 2023 and the reactors would have to be closed.
• After much pressure also in media the government went against the 

industry and on August 26 decided to approve only the Clab capacity 
increase, as this would be the fastest way to get a license.
• This also allows the government to continue to evaluate the copper 

canister issues. But the government is still under pressure to say yes and 
the unconditional support of the regulator SSM for SKB is a big problem.
• We are trying to get the government to include the LOT results in the 

continuing review, but it is not certain we can.
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And how about Finland?
• Since in the early 1990s Finland can no longer send spent fuel to Russia 

for reprocessing and and has since been copying the Swedish KBS 
method.
• The Finnish decision-making on environmental issues differ a lot 

culturally from the Swedish. The repository project for spent nuclear fuel 
is seen as a technical project more than an environmental.
• The Finnish government and parliament “decided” early (2000-2001) that 

a repository should be operational in the early 2020s.
• Since then, decisions have been taken with this timeframe in mind.
• There is a construction license for a repository called “Onkalo” near the 

Olkiluoto NPP. The construction has reached the repository depth (≈ 
500 m) and the work on deposition tunnels has just started. The 
construction of the encapsulation plant is to be complete by mid-2022.
• The company Posiva hopes to get an operational permit that allows the 

deposition of the first copper canisters around 2025.
• The Finnish project could be affected by the decision of the Swedish 

government if it is a no.
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More information, follow the developments...
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Johan Swahn, The Swedish NGO Office for Nuclear Waste Review, MKG
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Sizewell C— Response to the Applicant’s document “SZC Co.’s Response to Nick Scarr’s 


correspondence to BEIS regarding EN010012 18th March 2022 Section 5 ‘Coastal 


Considerations’. Published on the planning website 25th May 2022. 


 
Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 29/5/2022 


Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 


Ref: Response to the Applicant’s document “SZC Co.’s Response to Nick Scarr’s correspondence to 


BEIS regarding EN010012 18th March 2022 Section 5 ‘Coastal Considerations’.  


I would like to thank the Applicant for its response named above and hope to clarify some points in 


the following text. 


My studies are characterised by the corelation and assimilation of the Applicant’s own work, 


including that of Cefas, plus accredited academic research.  


Reference point 2: 


The Applicant states: “Mr Scarr does not provide any rationale in support of his view that the 


adjacent shoreline recession case is not ‘severely receded’. The severely eroded adjacent (to the 


SCDF) shoreline case is derived from the EIA evidence base (Section 7.7 of Appendix 20A, Volume 2 of 


the Environmental Statement [APP-312]”. 


• I stated that the shoreline cannot be regarded as ‘severely receded’. I am suggesting that the 


Applicant’s claim to be representing “…severely receded shorelines” in TR544 (Sections 3.2.2 


and 3.2.3, REP10-124 Page 44) is not necessarily fully substantiated. The Applicant’s 


shoreline recession as proposed by ‘App-312 section 7.7’ appears to be primarily based on 


the EGA (Expert Geomorphological Assessment). This assessment is non-conservative and 


therefore does not establish the credentials to claim a ‘severely receded’ shoreline recession 


case. I have subsequently requested of BEIS that it may be beneficial to ask the independent 


geomorphologists who prepared the EGA to explain the limitations placed on their exercise. 


The applicant suggests I have ‘taken out of context’ the following: “Given the importance of particle 


size, the text preceding the quote in Nick Scarr’s point 4 “TR544 has a reliance on the idea that 


sediment and shingle is ‘…effectively confined to the system…” is taken out of context. In full, the 


quote in TR544 states ‘(i) sand supply is expected to remain similar or increase (Brooks and Spencer, 


2012), (ii) shingle is effectively confined to the system (and is also likely to increase once Dunwich 


Cliffs begin to erode)’ That is, the pebbles are confined to the system, but the sand is not.” 


The applicant has not previously, nor subsequently, always been clear in its differentiation of 


‘pebbles’ and sand in this manner.  Section 7 of Appendix 20A, Volume 2 of the Environmental 


Statement [APP-312] the Applicant states: 


• “Reductions in Dunwich Bank are not considered to be a worst-case scenario for Sizewell C as 


they would eventually lead to cliff erosion and increased sediment supply, minimising the 


chance or degree of exposure of the HCDF (or the amount of mitigation required to prevent 


this).” 7.2.2 page 135 of 167 of Appendix 20A, Vol 2. 
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The Applicant does not make clear that the sediment supply is limited to pebbles and not 


sand.  


• Additionally, in ‘Point 5’ below the Applicant states the contradiction that “..the volume of 


sand being supplied to the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank complex would rise or remain similar”.  


 


• Note: 


The Applicant released an update to BEEMS TR544 (BEEMS TR553) which was published on 


the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after being made available to the 


Environment Agency. My responses to TR553 can be found in my document “Sizewell C—


Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022”. 


Reference point 3: 


The Applicant states: “SZC Co. has always considered that the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank plays a role in 


reducing the inshore wave energy. This was demonstrated in various BEEMS reports (also synthesized 


in Volume 2, Appendix 20A of the ES [APP-312]) on the historical bank variability and in wave 


modelling.” 


• On the basis that the Applicant acknowledges the wave reduction of inshore wave energy 


resulting from the banks how can it justify its position that: 


“…the Baseline scenario, i.e. with the Sizewell – Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more conservative 


(i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal… for all scenarios and epochs as 


a conservative approach.” 


• I suggest therefore that this adopted methodology is incorrect and represents a 


fundamental misstep as its validity is limited to extreme water levels in late epochs. 


The Applicant states: “…Closer to the DCO application, and in particular during the EGA, it became 


clear that the shoreline behaviour is incoherent and shows no clear linkage to the form of the bank.” 


• This statement does not appear to be substantiated by the Applicant, and it does not 


corelate with accredited academic research and its own research pre-DCO. Shoreline 


behaviour in the Greater Sizewell Bay is controlled and defined by the offshore Sizewell 


Dunwich banks. Shoreline behaviour has clear ‘linkage’ with the Sizewell Dunwich banks, a 


relationship that cannot be described as incoherent. I provide defining evidence of this, 


underpinned by historical precedent, in REP2-393 Section 2. 


Reference Point 4 


The Applicant states “Degradation of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks would not have an impact on 


extreme still water levels and therefore would not increase the risk of inundation to the landward 


side of the main development platform. In the event of shoreline recession to the north or south of 


the proposed Sizewell C site, wave overtopping of the existing coastal defences and further wave 


propagation behind the existing Sizewell A and Sizewell B stations would result in wave energy 


dissipation, and the wave action at the landward side of the main development platform would 


therefore not be significant.” 


• The Sizewell-Dunwich banks do not affect still water levels. Agreed. 


• Sea ingress from north of the station will arrive first at Sizewell C. I agree that there would 


be wave energy dissipation but should the main nuclear platform be exposed at 7.3m AOD it 
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might be considered modest defence to the uncertainties of the twenty-second century 


storm levels and climate change sea level rise. 


Reference point 5: 


The Applicant states: “…Dunwich Bank is made from sand, not shingle or mud. There is good 


evidence to suggest that the volume of sand being supplied to the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank complex 


would rise or remain similar” 


• I accept the Applicant’s comments that the Dunwich bank is sand. I had, however, been 


referring to the offshore survey undertaken by B J Lees for the Institute of Oceanographic 


Sciences where ‘Grab, Boxcore and Vibrocore’ samples were drawn from the seabed in the 


vicinity of the Dunwich bank. Core samples VC6, VC7 and VC16 show the sediment appears 


to be sand underlain by ‘blue/grey clay’ and ‘sand silts and clay’. (See: Sizewell Dunwich 


Banks Field Study B J Lees Report no 88, available from Elsevier). 


• The Applicant is stating that ‘sand supply’ will be the mechanism that will result in a retained 


Dunwich bank. This is implausible if only ‘pebbles are confined to the system, sand is not’ as 


the Applicant previously states in point 2 above. This is also not consistent with the Marine 


Management Association’s statement that: ‘the northern end of Dunwich bank has 


lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend 


to continue.’ 


• The key point is that the Dunwich bank is unconsolidated material and can therefore 


significantly change within decadal timescales.  


The Applicant states: “Numerical modelling, topography and analysis of bed sediments indicate that 


Dunwich Bank is fed sand from the coastal system via Thorpeness and Sizewell Bank. Brooks and 


Spencer (2012) showed that future sea level will increase cliff erosion and sand supply in the region, 


and therefore it is likely that the sediment supply will rise..”  


• Again, the Applicant is now appearing to suggest that sand is retained within the system 


contrary to its previous assertion in Point 2.  


Reference point 6 (some parts of point 6 are repeated in Point 15): 


The Applicant states: “On the basis of the above, SZC Co. reiterates that at no point has the 


assessment set out in the MDS FRA relied on the assumed permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank, 


rather the assessment identified that the scenario with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in 


more conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal and therefore 


was the approach adopted within the Flood Risk Assessment. The modelling set out in TR545 had a 


different purpose than for the assessment of flood risk and, therefore, was not provided by SZC Co. as 


justification for the approach adopted in the MDS FRA.” 


• The assertion that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks in situ results in more conservative (worst-


case) nearshore wave conditions for all epochs and scenarios is illogical and inconsistent 


with accredited academic research, the Applicant’s own research pre DCO and the 


Applicant’s methodology in BEEMS TR544 and TR553. It is further seemingly unusual to 


make the above statement that “…at no point has the assessment set out in the MDS FRA 


relied on the assumed permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank…” as the bank is indeed 


effectively regarded as permanent (i.e., in its 2017 DEM-(Digital Elevation Model) form) for 


all epochs and scenarios in the main Flood Risk Assessment and the Expert 


Geomorphological Assessment. 
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• I acknowledge, and have always acknowledged, (see my paper REP2-393 section 7.2) that in 


certain, specific, late epoch high water levels the Sizewell-Dunwich banks would have little 


or no effect in wave mitigation. This is expressed in BEEMS TR319 which states “.. for 


extreme waves (1:1000 returns), when sea levels are also raised there is little difference in 


the near shore between the geoscenarios and the present bathymetry.” I concur with this 


statement. However, BEEMS TR319 continues, “…whereas present bathymetry has been 


accurately surveyed, it would therefore seem logical to focus the majority of subsequent 


work (e.g. wave run up studies) on the present bathymetry cases.” I do not concur with this 


statement – that ‘present bathymetry has accurately been surveyed’ has no relevance or 


validity for defining the remit of subsequent parameters. The Applicant is then incorrect to 


state that “..the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more conservative (i.e. worst 


case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal and therefore was the approach 


adopted within the Flood Risk Assessment [for all scenarios and epochs]”. 


The adoption of the above approach can lead to understated flood and erosion risk in all 


epochs and scenarios other than extreme high-water levels. Persistent and cumulative wave 


action in moderate storms and surges in the Greater Sizewell Bay may be underestimated 


(where and if considered) and the EGA’s adoption results in non-conservative shoreline 


change assessment. 


• The Sizewell Dunwich banks are the arbiter of shoreline security, and they reduce the 


inshore wave climate. This has repeatedly been stated and most recently in BEEMS TR553, 


just released, which affirms the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the banks. The 


Sizewell-Dunwich banks in situ does not, therefore, represent a general, conservative 


consideration.  


• BEEMS TR544 and TR553 reverse this approach to an orthodox mandate of correctly treating 


the Sizewell Dunwich banks as wave reducing features and removing them for conservative 


modelling purposes. However, as stated earlier, this is limited to an SCDF study, as the 


Applicant makes clear, and not to the Greater Sizewell Bay in general. The main FRA and EGA 


remain, in my view, compromised and there is a requirement for a comprehensive, 


conservative study of shoreline retreat of the GSB. 


The Applicant states in Point 6 that the EGA had a specific and limited remit relating to exposure of 


the HCDF only. I accept this; however, it does also appear to be allocated the more general remit of 


defining the ‘plausible future shoreline’ and hence applied to an overall assessment of general 


shoreline retreat with unspecified spatial limits:  


“The rationale behind the definition and projection of a likely future shoreline baseline during the 
operational phase of SZC is set out in Reference [20]. Its objectives were to determine: 
• whether the shoreline is likely to erode and expose the hard coastal defence feature (a scenario 
without Additional Mitigation (also referred to as Secondary Mitigation)); 
• a plausible future shoreline baseline (without SZC); and 
• a plausible future shoreline with SZC, highlighting the likely effects.” 
Sizewell C Project SIZEWELL C SITE DATA SUMMARY REPORT. Page 18/19. 
 


• “Reference [20]” referred to above resolves on page 95 to BEEMS TR403, which is the Expert 


Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) of Sizewell’s Future Shoreline Position then carried 


forward into the DCO Geomorphology paper to Section 7 of Appendix 20A, Volume 2 of the 


Environmental Statement [APP-312]. 


• The Applicant states in ‘Volume 1 Introduction to the Environmental Statement Chapter 6 EIA 


Methodology Appendix 6C - Responses to EIA Scoping Opinion Comments’ that the “…future 
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environmental baseline has been determined by Expert Geomorphological Assessment. 


Appendix 20A of Volume 2, section 7 provides more detail on the future shoreline baseline, as 


well as monitoring, mitigation and potential post-mitigation impacts.” There is no clear 


mention that the EGA is specific to HCDF analysis. 


• The Applicant again asserts that TR545,544 relates only to the Soft Coastal Defence Feature 


(SCDF).  


• The SCDF and the HCDF are each being treated independently with opposing models of 


conservatism (one without the Sizewell Dunwich banks in situ and one with the banks in 


situ) and essentially without acknowledging the context of the Greater Sizewell Bay in which 


they will exist. 


Reference Point 13 


The Applicant states: “The above values, provided by Mr Scarr, were not presented in the MDS FRA or 


FRA Addendum. As such, no reference has been provided to clarify the origin of the values nor the 


base year of the extreme still water levels. Therefore, it is not possible to directly compare the values 


with those previously presented by SZC Co.” 


• The return values used and listed are from BEEMS TR252, page 10, Chainage point 4192 


(Sizewell).  


Reference point 15: 


The Applicant states: “SZC Co.’s SCDF is not reliant on the presence of Dunwich Bank. Although it is 


not expected that the banks will remain unchanged over the lifetime of the station, it is considered 


unlikely that they (especially Sizewell Bank) would disappear (because sand supply is expected to rise 


with rising sea levels and regional cliff erosion, and there is no evidence to suggest a mechanism to 


break the sand transport pathway). Sea level rise may, however, outstrip bank growth arising from 


increased sand supply, resulting in deeper bank. As noted, the case without banks and erosion north 


of Sizewell C has already been considered in numerical modelling [REP9-020 and REP10-124] and 


shown that the SCDF remains and erosion is entirely manageable with SCDF recharge.” 


• Again, there seems to be an assumption of sand supply in apparent contradiction to earlier 


statements that sand is lost to the system. 


• That SCDF control is manageable with recharge is noted but it does not carry the validity of 


being underpinned by conservative study of shoreline retreat of the GSB.  


• The Applicant states: “In terms of the potential for a breach to the north of the proposed 


SCDF and HCDF, this has been considered up to 2190, as discussed in Section 3.4 of the MDS 


FRA Addendum [AS-158], with the conclusion that the main platform and the SSSI crossing 


with levels set at 7.3m AOD are not at risk of flooding under the reasonably foreseeable 


scenario up to 2190. The SCDF [REP10-124] numerical modelling considered scenarios with 


lowered or no banks, and therefore did not assume little or no change to the offshore 


geomorphology as Mr Scarr states. 


• AS-158 and AS-157 do not appear to reference the Sizewell-Dunwich banks and how they 


were used in this modelling. 


• I have accepted the SCDF modelling in TR553 TR545 consider lowered or no banks and have 


stated this clearly, BEEMS TR544 (REP10-124) does not appear to mention the Sizewell-


Dunwich banks. 


• The Main FRA and EGA assume no change to the Sizewell Dunwich banks. I was not 


commenting on TR544/545/553. 
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Reference Point 18 


The Applicant states “Spent fuel cooling rates are specific to the type of fuel and the burn up of the 


individual assemblies, but it should be noted that no fuel will be sent from the SZC site until it meets 


the transport and Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) acceptance criteria.” 


• This is agreed but there does not appear to be a stated average burn-up rate and therefore 


decay heat and hence cooling times are unclear. 


• The NDA (Nuclear Decommissioning Authority) and the ONR (Office for Nuclear Regulation) 


offer differing analyses for this period of onsite spent fuel cooling. The NDA on the 10/11/21 


informed me that they were “… not obliged under legislation FOIA or EIR to provide 


explanations, clarification, opinions etc…”  I asked the NDA that in view of its unwillingness 


to communicate with me could they please agree a conclusive analysis of fuel cooling 


requirements with the ONR. I did not receive a reply. I think it imperative for BEIS to 


establish whether there is coherence regarding fuel cooling requirements between the 


NDA and the ONR. 


Summary: 


The analysis of shoreline change at Sizewell appears to concentrate on independent assessments: 


the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) now modelled conservatively by BEEMS TR545, TR544, 


TR553; the Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF), assessed by the Expert Geomorphological 


Assessment (EGA) non-conservatively and neither appear to be adequately considered within the 


context and environment of the Greater Sizewell Bay.  


The Greater Sizewell Bay has experienced both acute erosion and stability in recent centuries 


resulting from the control of the inshore wave climate by the protective Sizewell-Dunwich banks 


located approximately 1 Km offshore. Unfortunately, the Dunwich bank is now depleting and, 


according to the Marine Management Organisation, it is logical to assume that it will continue to do 


so. The loss of the Dunwich bank would allow unmitigated waves onto the Sizewell C nuclear 


foreshore (we must assume that the loss of the nearshore, longshore bars could be rapid) and 


according to the Institute of Oceanographic Sciences those waves may carry higher than normal 


energy: 


•  “… [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, 
notably between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-


Dunwich banks field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 


 


The Sizewell foreshore, at least the first 80m or so, is recently accreted material (1836-1920) and 


hence must be regarded as a particularly soft and erodible receptor to any increased wave climate 


resulting from the loss of the Dunwich bank. 


The reliance on a Coastal Management plan—the CPMMP—is, in my view, a high-risk strategy in that 


it lacks a fully conservative shoreline recession assessment for the Greater Sizewell Bay to define its 


remit and offers no ‘Plan B’ if it finds itself unable to manage an extreme event. Dunwich and 


Slaughden, approximately 6 km to the north and south respectively of the proposed Sizewell C were 


lost to sudden storms, almost overnight. It is not clear that a CPMMP based approach to ‘pebble 
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recharge’ could have withstood such a rate of change and destructive force. Hence, Sizewell C may 


represent an unreasonable fiscal and environmental risk to future generations. 


If these concerns are anyway to be over-ridden by political factors, then I suggest the following: 


• It must be acknowledged that the Sizewell C site will not have the benefit of the better 


locations occupied by Sizewell A and Sizewell B. If the project should continue as planned 


by building Sizewell C into the low-lying marshlands of the Bay, then it must be accepted in a 


conservative analysis that the site may become a promontory or headland in this century or 


next. It would therefore be a reasonable and precautionary measure for sea defences to 


fully surround the main nuclear platform and not just the seaward aspect defined by the 


current proposal.  
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Sizewell C— Response to the Applicant’s document “SZC Co.’s Response to Nick Scarr’s 


correspondence to BEIS regarding EN010012 18th March 2022 Section 5 ‘Coastal 


Considerations’. Published on the planning website 25th May 2022. 


 
Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 29/5/2022 


Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 


Ref: Response to the Applicant’s document “SZC Co.’s Response to Nick Scarr’s correspondence to 


BEIS regarding EN010012 18th March 2022 Section 5 ‘Coastal Considerations’.  


I would like to thank the Applicant for its response named above and hope to clarify some points in 


the following text. 


My studies are characterised by the corelation and assimilation of the Applicant’s own work, 


including that of Cefas, plus accredited academic research.  


Reference point 2: 


The Applicant states: “Mr Scarr does not provide any rationale in support of his view that the 


adjacent shoreline recession case is not ‘severely receded’. The severely eroded adjacent (to the 


SCDF) shoreline case is derived from the EIA evidence base (Section 7.7 of Appendix 20A, Volume 2 of 


the Environmental Statement [APP-312]”. 


• I stated that the shoreline cannot be regarded as ‘severely receded’. I am suggesting that the 


Applicant’s claim to be representing “…severely receded shorelines” in TR544 (Sections 3.2.2 


and 3.2.3, REP10-124 Page 44) is not necessarily fully substantiated. The Applicant’s 


shoreline recession as proposed by ‘App-312 section 7.7’ appears to be primarily based on 


the EGA (Expert Geomorphological Assessment). This assessment is non-conservative and 


therefore does not establish the credentials to claim a ‘severely receded’ shoreline recession 


case. I have subsequently requested of BEIS that it may be beneficial to ask the independent 


geomorphologists who prepared the EGA to explain the limitations placed on their exercise. 


The applicant suggests I have ‘taken out of context’ the following: “Given the importance of particle 


size, the text preceding the quote in Nick Scarr’s point 4 “TR544 has a reliance on the idea that 


sediment and shingle is ‘…effectively confined to the system…” is taken out of context. In full, the 


quote in TR544 states ‘(i) sand supply is expected to remain similar or increase (Brooks and Spencer, 


2012), (ii) shingle is effectively confined to the system (and is also likely to increase once Dunwich 


Cliffs begin to erode)’ That is, the pebbles are confined to the system, but the sand is not.” 


The applicant has not previously, nor subsequently, always been clear in its differentiation of 


‘pebbles’ and sand in this manner.  Section 7 of Appendix 20A, Volume 2 of the Environmental 


Statement [APP-312] the Applicant states: 


• “Reductions in Dunwich Bank are not considered to be a worst-case scenario for Sizewell C as 


they would eventually lead to cliff erosion and increased sediment supply, minimising the 


chance or degree of exposure of the HCDF (or the amount of mitigation required to prevent 


this).” 7.2.2 page 135 of 167 of Appendix 20A, Vol 2. 
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The Applicant does not make clear that the sediment supply is limited to pebbles and not 


sand.  


• Additionally, in ‘Point 5’ below the Applicant states the contradiction that “..the volume of 


sand being supplied to the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank complex would rise or remain similar”.  


 


• Note: 


The Applicant released an update to BEEMS TR544 (BEEMS TR553) which was published on 


the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after being made available to the 


Environment Agency. My responses to TR553 can be found in my document “Sizewell C—


Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022”. 


Reference point 3: 


The Applicant states: “SZC Co. has always considered that the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank plays a role in 


reducing the inshore wave energy. This was demonstrated in various BEEMS reports (also synthesized 


in Volume 2, Appendix 20A of the ES [APP-312]) on the historical bank variability and in wave 


modelling.” 


• On the basis that the Applicant acknowledges the wave reduction of inshore wave energy 


resulting from the banks how can it justify its position that: 


“…the Baseline scenario, i.e. with the Sizewell – Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more conservative 


(i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal… for all scenarios and epochs as 


a conservative approach.” 


• I suggest therefore that this adopted methodology is incorrect and represents a 


fundamental misstep as its validity is limited to extreme water levels in late epochs. 


The Applicant states: “…Closer to the DCO application, and in particular during the EGA, it became 


clear that the shoreline behaviour is incoherent and shows no clear linkage to the form of the bank.” 


• This statement does not appear to be substantiated by the Applicant, and it does not 


corelate with accredited academic research and its own research pre-DCO. Shoreline 


behaviour in the Greater Sizewell Bay is controlled and defined by the offshore Sizewell 


Dunwich banks. Shoreline behaviour has clear ‘linkage’ with the Sizewell Dunwich banks, a 


relationship that cannot be described as incoherent. I provide defining evidence of this, 


underpinned by historical precedent, in REP2-393 Section 2. 


Reference Point 4 


The Applicant states “Degradation of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks would not have an impact on 


extreme still water levels and therefore would not increase the risk of inundation to the landward 


side of the main development platform. In the event of shoreline recession to the north or south of 


the proposed Sizewell C site, wave overtopping of the existing coastal defences and further wave 


propagation behind the existing Sizewell A and Sizewell B stations would result in wave energy 


dissipation, and the wave action at the landward side of the main development platform would 


therefore not be significant.” 


• The Sizewell-Dunwich banks do not affect still water levels. Agreed. 


• Sea ingress from north of the station will arrive first at Sizewell C. I agree that there would 


be wave energy dissipation but should the main nuclear platform be exposed at 7.3m AOD it 
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might be considered modest defence to the uncertainties of the twenty-second century 


storm levels and climate change sea level rise. 


Reference point 5: 


The Applicant states: “…Dunwich Bank is made from sand, not shingle or mud. There is good 


evidence to suggest that the volume of sand being supplied to the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank complex 


would rise or remain similar” 


• I accept the Applicant’s comments that the Dunwich bank is sand. I had, however, been 


referring to the offshore survey undertaken by B J Lees for the Institute of Oceanographic 


Sciences where ‘Grab, Boxcore and Vibrocore’ samples were drawn from the seabed in the 


vicinity of the Dunwich bank. Core samples VC6, VC7 and VC16 show the sediment appears 


to be sand underlain by ‘blue/grey clay’ and ‘sand silts and clay’. (See: Sizewell Dunwich 


Banks Field Study B J Lees Report no 88, available from Elsevier). 


• The Applicant is stating that ‘sand supply’ will be the mechanism that will result in a retained 


Dunwich bank. This is implausible if only ‘pebbles are confined to the system, sand is not’ as 


the Applicant previously states in point 2 above. This is also not consistent with the Marine 


Management Association’s statement that: ‘the northern end of Dunwich bank has 


lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend 


to continue.’ 


• The key point is that the Dunwich bank is unconsolidated material and can therefore 


significantly change within decadal timescales.  


The Applicant states: “Numerical modelling, topography and analysis of bed sediments indicate that 


Dunwich Bank is fed sand from the coastal system via Thorpeness and Sizewell Bank. Brooks and 


Spencer (2012) showed that future sea level will increase cliff erosion and sand supply in the region, 


and therefore it is likely that the sediment supply will rise..”  


• Again, the Applicant is now appearing to suggest that sand is retained within the system 


contrary to its previous assertion in Point 2.  


Reference point 6 (some parts of point 6 are repeated in Point 15): 


The Applicant states: “On the basis of the above, SZC Co. reiterates that at no point has the 


assessment set out in the MDS FRA relied on the assumed permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank, 


rather the assessment identified that the scenario with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in 


more conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal and therefore 


was the approach adopted within the Flood Risk Assessment. The modelling set out in TR545 had a 


different purpose than for the assessment of flood risk and, therefore, was not provided by SZC Co. as 


justification for the approach adopted in the MDS FRA.” 


• The assertion that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks in situ results in more conservative (worst-


case) nearshore wave conditions for all epochs and scenarios is illogical and inconsistent 


with accredited academic research, the Applicant’s own research pre DCO and the 


Applicant’s methodology in BEEMS TR544 and TR553. It is further seemingly unusual to 


make the above statement that “…at no point has the assessment set out in the MDS FRA 


relied on the assumed permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank…” as the bank is indeed 


effectively regarded as permanent (i.e., in its 2017 DEM-(Digital Elevation Model) form) for 


all epochs and scenarios in the main Flood Risk Assessment and the Expert 


Geomorphological Assessment. 
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• I acknowledge, and have always acknowledged, (see my paper REP2-393 section 7.2) that in 


certain, specific, late epoch high water levels the Sizewell-Dunwich banks would have little 


or no effect in wave mitigation. This is expressed in BEEMS TR319 which states “.. for 


extreme waves (1:1000 returns), when sea levels are also raised there is little difference in 


the near shore between the geoscenarios and the present bathymetry.” I concur with this 


statement. However, BEEMS TR319 continues, “…whereas present bathymetry has been 


accurately surveyed, it would therefore seem logical to focus the majority of subsequent 


work (e.g. wave run up studies) on the present bathymetry cases.” I do not concur with this 


statement – that ‘present bathymetry has accurately been surveyed’ has no relevance or 


validity for defining the remit of subsequent parameters. The Applicant is then incorrect to 


state that “..the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more conservative (i.e. worst 


case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal and therefore was the approach 


adopted within the Flood Risk Assessment [for all scenarios and epochs]”. 


The adoption of the above approach can lead to understated flood and erosion risk in all 


epochs and scenarios other than extreme high-water levels. Persistent and cumulative wave 


action in moderate storms and surges in the Greater Sizewell Bay may be underestimated 


(where and if considered) and the EGA’s adoption results in non-conservative shoreline 


change assessment. 


• The Sizewell Dunwich banks are the arbiter of shoreline security, and they reduce the 


inshore wave climate. This has repeatedly been stated and most recently in BEEMS TR553, 


just released, which affirms the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the banks. The 


Sizewell-Dunwich banks in situ does not, therefore, represent a general, conservative 


consideration.  


• BEEMS TR544 and TR553 reverse this approach to an orthodox mandate of correctly treating 


the Sizewell Dunwich banks as wave reducing features and removing them for conservative 


modelling purposes. However, as stated earlier, this is limited to an SCDF study, as the 


Applicant makes clear, and not to the Greater Sizewell Bay in general. The main FRA and EGA 


remain, in my view, compromised and there is a requirement for a comprehensive, 


conservative study of shoreline retreat of the GSB. 


The Applicant states in Point 6 that the EGA had a specific and limited remit relating to exposure of 


the HCDF only. I accept this; however, it does also appear to be allocated the more general remit of 


defining the ‘plausible future shoreline’ and hence applied to an overall assessment of general 


shoreline retreat with unspecified spatial limits:  


“The rationale behind the definition and projection of a likely future shoreline baseline during the 
operational phase of SZC is set out in Reference [20]. Its objectives were to determine: 
• whether the shoreline is likely to erode and expose the hard coastal defence feature (a scenario 
without Additional Mitigation (also referred to as Secondary Mitigation)); 
• a plausible future shoreline baseline (without SZC); and 
• a plausible future shoreline with SZC, highlighting the likely effects.” 
Sizewell C Project SIZEWELL C SITE DATA SUMMARY REPORT. Page 18/19. 
 


• “Reference [20]” referred to above resolves on page 95 to BEEMS TR403, which is the Expert 


Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) of Sizewell’s Future Shoreline Position then carried 


forward into the DCO Geomorphology paper to Section 7 of Appendix 20A, Volume 2 of the 


Environmental Statement [APP-312]. 


• The Applicant states in ‘Volume 1 Introduction to the Environmental Statement Chapter 6 EIA 


Methodology Appendix 6C - Responses to EIA Scoping Opinion Comments’ that the “…future 
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environmental baseline has been determined by Expert Geomorphological Assessment. 


Appendix 20A of Volume 2, section 7 provides more detail on the future shoreline baseline, as 


well as monitoring, mitigation and potential post-mitigation impacts.” There is no clear 


mention that the EGA is specific to HCDF analysis. 


• The Applicant again asserts that TR545,544 relates only to the Soft Coastal Defence Feature 


(SCDF).  


• The SCDF and the HCDF are each being treated independently with opposing models of 


conservatism (one without the Sizewell Dunwich banks in situ and one with the banks in 


situ) and essentially without acknowledging the context of the Greater Sizewell Bay in which 


they will exist. 


Reference Point 13 


The Applicant states: “The above values, provided by Mr Scarr, were not presented in the MDS FRA or 


FRA Addendum. As such, no reference has been provided to clarify the origin of the values nor the 


base year of the extreme still water levels. Therefore, it is not possible to directly compare the values 


with those previously presented by SZC Co.” 


• The return values used and listed are from BEEMS TR252, page 10, Chainage point 4192 


(Sizewell).  


Reference point 15: 


The Applicant states: “SZC Co.’s SCDF is not reliant on the presence of Dunwich Bank. Although it is 


not expected that the banks will remain unchanged over the lifetime of the station, it is considered 


unlikely that they (especially Sizewell Bank) would disappear (because sand supply is expected to rise 


with rising sea levels and regional cliff erosion, and there is no evidence to suggest a mechanism to 


break the sand transport pathway). Sea level rise may, however, outstrip bank growth arising from 


increased sand supply, resulting in deeper bank. As noted, the case without banks and erosion north 


of Sizewell C has already been considered in numerical modelling [REP9-020 and REP10-124] and 


shown that the SCDF remains and erosion is entirely manageable with SCDF recharge.” 


• Again, there seems to be an assumption of sand supply in apparent contradiction to earlier 


statements that sand is lost to the system. 


• That SCDF control is manageable with recharge is noted but it does not carry the validity of 


being underpinned by conservative study of shoreline retreat of the GSB.  


• The Applicant states: “In terms of the potential for a breach to the north of the proposed 


SCDF and HCDF, this has been considered up to 2190, as discussed in Section 3.4 of the MDS 


FRA Addendum [AS-158], with the conclusion that the main platform and the SSSI crossing 


with levels set at 7.3m AOD are not at risk of flooding under the reasonably foreseeable 


scenario up to 2190. The SCDF [REP10-124] numerical modelling considered scenarios with 


lowered or no banks, and therefore did not assume little or no change to the offshore 


geomorphology as Mr Scarr states. 


• AS-158 and AS-157 do not appear to reference the Sizewell-Dunwich banks and how they 


were used in this modelling. 


• I have accepted the SCDF modelling in TR553 TR545 consider lowered or no banks and have 


stated this clearly, BEEMS TR544 (REP10-124) does not appear to mention the Sizewell-


Dunwich banks. 


• The Main FRA and EGA assume no change to the Sizewell Dunwich banks. I was not 


commenting on TR544/545/553. 
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Reference Point 18 


The Applicant states “Spent fuel cooling rates are specific to the type of fuel and the burn up of the 


individual assemblies, but it should be noted that no fuel will be sent from the SZC site until it meets 


the transport and Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) acceptance criteria.” 


• This is agreed but there does not appear to be a stated average burn-up rate and therefore 


decay heat and hence cooling times are unclear. 


• The NDA (Nuclear Decommissioning Authority) and the ONR (Office for Nuclear Regulation) 


offer differing analyses for this period of onsite spent fuel cooling. The NDA on the 10/11/21 


informed me that they were “… not obliged under legislation FOIA or EIR to provide 


explanations, clarification, opinions etc…”  I asked the NDA that in view of its unwillingness 


to communicate with me could they please agree a conclusive analysis of fuel cooling 


requirements with the ONR. I did not receive a reply. I think it imperative for BEIS to 


establish whether there is coherence regarding fuel cooling requirements between the 


NDA and the ONR. 


Summary: 


The analysis of shoreline change at Sizewell appears to concentrate on independent assessments: 


the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) now modelled conservatively by BEEMS TR545, TR544, 


TR553; the Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF), assessed by the Expert Geomorphological 


Assessment (EGA) non-conservatively and neither appear to be adequately considered within the 


context and environment of the Greater Sizewell Bay.  


The Greater Sizewell Bay has experienced both acute erosion and stability in recent centuries 


resulting from the control of the inshore wave climate by the protective Sizewell-Dunwich banks 


located approximately 1 Km offshore. Unfortunately, the Dunwich bank is now depleting and, 


according to the Marine Management Organisation, it is logical to assume that it will continue to do 


so. The loss of the Dunwich bank would allow unmitigated waves onto the Sizewell C nuclear 


foreshore (we must assume that the loss of the nearshore, longshore bars could be rapid) and 


according to the Institute of Oceanographic Sciences those waves may carry higher than normal 


energy: 


•  “… [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, 
notably between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-


Dunwich banks field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 


 


The Sizewell foreshore, at least the first 80m or so, is recently accreted material (1836-1920) and 


hence must be regarded as a particularly soft and erodible receptor to any increased wave climate 


resulting from the loss of the Dunwich bank. 


The reliance on a Coastal Management plan—the CPMMP—is, in my view, a high-risk strategy in that 


it lacks a fully conservative shoreline recession assessment for the Greater Sizewell Bay to define its 


remit and offers no ‘Plan B’ if it finds itself unable to manage an extreme event. Dunwich and 


Slaughden, approximately 6 km to the north and south respectively of the proposed Sizewell C were 


lost to sudden storms, almost overnight. It is not clear that a CPMMP based approach to ‘pebble 
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recharge’ could have withstood such a rate of change and destructive force. Hence, Sizewell C may 


represent an unreasonable fiscal and environmental risk to future generations. 


If these concerns are anyway to be over-ridden by political factors, then I suggest the following: 


• It must be acknowledged that the Sizewell C site will not have the benefit of the better 


locations occupied by Sizewell A and Sizewell B. If the project should continue as planned 


by building Sizewell C into the low-lying marshlands of the Bay, then it must be accepted in a 


conservative analysis that the site may become a promontory or headland in this century or 


next. It would therefore be a reasonable and precautionary measure for sea defences to 


fully surround the main nuclear platform and not just the seaward aspect defined by the 


current proposal.  


 


 







Page 1 of 7 
 

Sizewell C— Response to the Applicant’s document “SZC Co.’s Response to Nick Scarr’s 

correspondence to BEIS regarding EN010012 18th March 2022 Section 5 ‘Coastal 

Considerations’. Published on the planning website 25th May 2022. 

 
Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. 29/5/2022 

Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 

Ref: Response to the Applicant’s document “SZC Co.’s Response to Nick Scarr’s correspondence to 

BEIS regarding EN010012 18th March 2022 Section 5 ‘Coastal Considerations’.  

I would like to thank the Applicant for its response named above and hope to clarify some points in 

the following text. 

My studies are characterised by the corelation and assimilation of the Applicant’s own work, 

including that of Cefas, plus accredited academic research.  

Reference point 2: 

The Applicant states: “Mr Scarr does not provide any rationale in support of his view that the 

adjacent shoreline recession case is not ‘severely receded’. The severely eroded adjacent (to the 

SCDF) shoreline case is derived from the EIA evidence base (Section 7.7 of Appendix 20A, Volume 2 of 

the Environmental Statement [APP-312]”. 

• I stated that the shoreline cannot be regarded as ‘severely receded’. I am suggesting that the 

Applicant’s claim to be representing “…severely receded shorelines” in TR544 (Sections 3.2.2 

and 3.2.3, REP10-124 Page 44) is not necessarily fully substantiated. The Applicant’s 

shoreline recession as proposed by ‘App-312 section 7.7’ appears to be primarily based on 

the EGA (Expert Geomorphological Assessment). This assessment is non-conservative and 

therefore does not establish the credentials to claim a ‘severely receded’ shoreline recession 

case. I have subsequently requested of BEIS that it may be beneficial to ask the independent 

geomorphologists who prepared the EGA to explain the limitations placed on their exercise. 

The applicant suggests I have ‘taken out of context’ the following: “Given the importance of particle 

size, the text preceding the quote in Nick Scarr’s point 4 “TR544 has a reliance on the idea that 

sediment and shingle is ‘…effectively confined to the system…” is taken out of context. In full, the 

quote in TR544 states ‘(i) sand supply is expected to remain similar or increase (Brooks and Spencer, 

2012), (ii) shingle is effectively confined to the system (and is also likely to increase once Dunwich 

Cliffs begin to erode)’ That is, the pebbles are confined to the system, but the sand is not.” 

The applicant has not previously, nor subsequently, always been clear in its differentiation of 

‘pebbles’ and sand in this manner.  Section 7 of Appendix 20A, Volume 2 of the Environmental 

Statement [APP-312] the Applicant states: 

• “Reductions in Dunwich Bank are not considered to be a worst-case scenario for Sizewell C as 

they would eventually lead to cliff erosion and increased sediment supply, minimising the 

chance or degree of exposure of the HCDF (or the amount of mitigation required to prevent 

this).” 7.2.2 page 135 of 167 of Appendix 20A, Vol 2. 
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The Applicant does not make clear that the sediment supply is limited to pebbles and not 

sand.  

• Additionally, in ‘Point 5’ below the Applicant states the contradiction that “..the volume of 

sand being supplied to the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank complex would rise or remain similar”.  

 

• Note: 

The Applicant released an update to BEEMS TR544 (BEEMS TR553) which was published on 

the Sizewell C portal on the 11/4/22 almost two months after being made available to the 

Environment Agency. My responses to TR553 can be found in my document “Sizewell C—

Coastal Considerations and BEEMS TR553 26/4/2022”. 

Reference point 3: 

The Applicant states: “SZC Co. has always considered that the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank plays a role in 

reducing the inshore wave energy. This was demonstrated in various BEEMS reports (also synthesized 

in Volume 2, Appendix 20A of the ES [APP-312]) on the historical bank variability and in wave 

modelling.” 

• On the basis that the Applicant acknowledges the wave reduction of inshore wave energy 

resulting from the banks how can it justify its position that: 

“…the Baseline scenario, i.e. with the Sizewell – Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more conservative 

(i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal… for all scenarios and epochs as 

a conservative approach.” 

• I suggest therefore that this adopted methodology is incorrect and represents a 

fundamental misstep as its validity is limited to extreme water levels in late epochs. 

The Applicant states: “…Closer to the DCO application, and in particular during the EGA, it became 

clear that the shoreline behaviour is incoherent and shows no clear linkage to the form of the bank.” 

• This statement does not appear to be substantiated by the Applicant, and it does not 

corelate with accredited academic research and its own research pre-DCO. Shoreline 

behaviour in the Greater Sizewell Bay is controlled and defined by the offshore Sizewell 

Dunwich banks. Shoreline behaviour has clear ‘linkage’ with the Sizewell Dunwich banks, a 

relationship that cannot be described as incoherent. I provide defining evidence of this, 

underpinned by historical precedent, in REP2-393 Section 2. 

Reference Point 4 

The Applicant states “Degradation of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks would not have an impact on 

extreme still water levels and therefore would not increase the risk of inundation to the landward 

side of the main development platform. In the event of shoreline recession to the north or south of 

the proposed Sizewell C site, wave overtopping of the existing coastal defences and further wave 

propagation behind the existing Sizewell A and Sizewell B stations would result in wave energy 

dissipation, and the wave action at the landward side of the main development platform would 

therefore not be significant.” 

• The Sizewell-Dunwich banks do not affect still water levels. Agreed. 

• Sea ingress from north of the station will arrive first at Sizewell C. I agree that there would 

be wave energy dissipation but should the main nuclear platform be exposed at 7.3m AOD it 
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might be considered modest defence to the uncertainties of the twenty-second century 

storm levels and climate change sea level rise. 

Reference point 5: 

The Applicant states: “…Dunwich Bank is made from sand, not shingle or mud. There is good 

evidence to suggest that the volume of sand being supplied to the Sizewell – Dunwich Bank complex 

would rise or remain similar” 

• I accept the Applicant’s comments that the Dunwich bank is sand. I had, however, been 

referring to the offshore survey undertaken by B J Lees for the Institute of Oceanographic 

Sciences where ‘Grab, Boxcore and Vibrocore’ samples were drawn from the seabed in the 

vicinity of the Dunwich bank. Core samples VC6, VC7 and VC16 show the sediment appears 

to be sand underlain by ‘blue/grey clay’ and ‘sand silts and clay’. (See: Sizewell Dunwich 

Banks Field Study B J Lees Report no 88, available from Elsevier). 

• The Applicant is stating that ‘sand supply’ will be the mechanism that will result in a retained 

Dunwich bank. This is implausible if only ‘pebbles are confined to the system, sand is not’ as 

the Applicant previously states in point 2 above. This is also not consistent with the Marine 

Management Association’s statement that: ‘the northern end of Dunwich bank has 

lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend 

to continue.’ 

• The key point is that the Dunwich bank is unconsolidated material and can therefore 

significantly change within decadal timescales.  

The Applicant states: “Numerical modelling, topography and analysis of bed sediments indicate that 

Dunwich Bank is fed sand from the coastal system via Thorpeness and Sizewell Bank. Brooks and 

Spencer (2012) showed that future sea level will increase cliff erosion and sand supply in the region, 

and therefore it is likely that the sediment supply will rise..”  

• Again, the Applicant is now appearing to suggest that sand is retained within the system 

contrary to its previous assertion in Point 2.  

Reference point 6 (some parts of point 6 are repeated in Point 15): 

The Applicant states: “On the basis of the above, SZC Co. reiterates that at no point has the 

assessment set out in the MDS FRA relied on the assumed permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank, 

rather the assessment identified that the scenario with the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in 

more conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal and therefore 

was the approach adopted within the Flood Risk Assessment. The modelling set out in TR545 had a 

different purpose than for the assessment of flood risk and, therefore, was not provided by SZC Co. as 

justification for the approach adopted in the MDS FRA.” 

• The assertion that the Sizewell-Dunwich banks in situ results in more conservative (worst-

case) nearshore wave conditions for all epochs and scenarios is illogical and inconsistent 

with accredited academic research, the Applicant’s own research pre DCO and the 

Applicant’s methodology in BEEMS TR544 and TR553. It is further seemingly unusual to 

make the above statement that “…at no point has the assessment set out in the MDS FRA 

relied on the assumed permanence of the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank…” as the bank is indeed 

effectively regarded as permanent (i.e., in its 2017 DEM-(Digital Elevation Model) form) for 

all epochs and scenarios in the main Flood Risk Assessment and the Expert 

Geomorphological Assessment. 
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• I acknowledge, and have always acknowledged, (see my paper REP2-393 section 7.2) that in 

certain, specific, late epoch high water levels the Sizewell-Dunwich banks would have little 

or no effect in wave mitigation. This is expressed in BEEMS TR319 which states “.. for 

extreme waves (1:1000 returns), when sea levels are also raised there is little difference in 

the near shore between the geoscenarios and the present bathymetry.” I concur with this 

statement. However, BEEMS TR319 continues, “…whereas present bathymetry has been 

accurately surveyed, it would therefore seem logical to focus the majority of subsequent 

work (e.g. wave run up studies) on the present bathymetry cases.” I do not concur with this 

statement – that ‘present bathymetry has accurately been surveyed’ has no relevance or 

validity for defining the remit of subsequent parameters. The Applicant is then incorrect to 

state that “..the Sizewell - Dunwich bank in situ, resulted in more conservative (i.e. worst 

case) nearshore wave conditions than with their removal and therefore was the approach 

adopted within the Flood Risk Assessment [for all scenarios and epochs]”. 

The adoption of the above approach can lead to understated flood and erosion risk in all 

epochs and scenarios other than extreme high-water levels. Persistent and cumulative wave 

action in moderate storms and surges in the Greater Sizewell Bay may be underestimated 

(where and if considered) and the EGA’s adoption results in non-conservative shoreline 

change assessment. 

• The Sizewell Dunwich banks are the arbiter of shoreline security, and they reduce the 

inshore wave climate. This has repeatedly been stated and most recently in BEEMS TR553, 

just released, which affirms the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the banks. The 

Sizewell-Dunwich banks in situ does not, therefore, represent a general, conservative 

consideration.  

• BEEMS TR544 and TR553 reverse this approach to an orthodox mandate of correctly treating 

the Sizewell Dunwich banks as wave reducing features and removing them for conservative 

modelling purposes. However, as stated earlier, this is limited to an SCDF study, as the 

Applicant makes clear, and not to the Greater Sizewell Bay in general. The main FRA and EGA 

remain, in my view, compromised and there is a requirement for a comprehensive, 

conservative study of shoreline retreat of the GSB. 

The Applicant states in Point 6 that the EGA had a specific and limited remit relating to exposure of 

the HCDF only. I accept this; however, it does also appear to be allocated the more general remit of 

defining the ‘plausible future shoreline’ and hence applied to an overall assessment of general 

shoreline retreat with unspecified spatial limits:  

“The rationale behind the definition and projection of a likely future shoreline baseline during the 
operational phase of SZC is set out in Reference [20]. Its objectives were to determine: 
• whether the shoreline is likely to erode and expose the hard coastal defence feature (a scenario 
without Additional Mitigation (also referred to as Secondary Mitigation)); 
• a plausible future shoreline baseline (without SZC); and 
• a plausible future shoreline with SZC, highlighting the likely effects.” 
Sizewell C Project SIZEWELL C SITE DATA SUMMARY REPORT. Page 18/19. 
 

• “Reference [20]” referred to above resolves on page 95 to BEEMS TR403, which is the Expert 

Geomorphological Assessment (EGA) of Sizewell’s Future Shoreline Position then carried 

forward into the DCO Geomorphology paper to Section 7 of Appendix 20A, Volume 2 of the 

Environmental Statement [APP-312]. 

• The Applicant states in ‘Volume 1 Introduction to the Environmental Statement Chapter 6 EIA 

Methodology Appendix 6C - Responses to EIA Scoping Opinion Comments’ that the “…future 
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environmental baseline has been determined by Expert Geomorphological Assessment. 

Appendix 20A of Volume 2, section 7 provides more detail on the future shoreline baseline, as 

well as monitoring, mitigation and potential post-mitigation impacts.” There is no clear 

mention that the EGA is specific to HCDF analysis. 

• The Applicant again asserts that TR545,544 relates only to the Soft Coastal Defence Feature 

(SCDF).  

• The SCDF and the HCDF are each being treated independently with opposing models of 

conservatism (one without the Sizewell Dunwich banks in situ and one with the banks in 

situ) and essentially without acknowledging the context of the Greater Sizewell Bay in which 

they will exist. 

Reference Point 13 

The Applicant states: “The above values, provided by Mr Scarr, were not presented in the MDS FRA or 

FRA Addendum. As such, no reference has been provided to clarify the origin of the values nor the 

base year of the extreme still water levels. Therefore, it is not possible to directly compare the values 

with those previously presented by SZC Co.” 

• The return values used and listed are from BEEMS TR252, page 10, Chainage point 4192 

(Sizewell).  

Reference point 15: 

The Applicant states: “SZC Co.’s SCDF is not reliant on the presence of Dunwich Bank. Although it is 

not expected that the banks will remain unchanged over the lifetime of the station, it is considered 

unlikely that they (especially Sizewell Bank) would disappear (because sand supply is expected to rise 

with rising sea levels and regional cliff erosion, and there is no evidence to suggest a mechanism to 

break the sand transport pathway). Sea level rise may, however, outstrip bank growth arising from 

increased sand supply, resulting in deeper bank. As noted, the case without banks and erosion north 

of Sizewell C has already been considered in numerical modelling [REP9-020 and REP10-124] and 

shown that the SCDF remains and erosion is entirely manageable with SCDF recharge.” 

• Again, there seems to be an assumption of sand supply in apparent contradiction to earlier 

statements that sand is lost to the system. 

• That SCDF control is manageable with recharge is noted but it does not carry the validity of 

being underpinned by conservative study of shoreline retreat of the GSB.  

• The Applicant states: “In terms of the potential for a breach to the north of the proposed 

SCDF and HCDF, this has been considered up to 2190, as discussed in Section 3.4 of the MDS 

FRA Addendum [AS-158], with the conclusion that the main platform and the SSSI crossing 

with levels set at 7.3m AOD are not at risk of flooding under the reasonably foreseeable 

scenario up to 2190. The SCDF [REP10-124] numerical modelling considered scenarios with 

lowered or no banks, and therefore did not assume little or no change to the offshore 

geomorphology as Mr Scarr states. 

• AS-158 and AS-157 do not appear to reference the Sizewell-Dunwich banks and how they 

were used in this modelling. 

• I have accepted the SCDF modelling in TR553 TR545 consider lowered or no banks and have 

stated this clearly, BEEMS TR544 (REP10-124) does not appear to mention the Sizewell-

Dunwich banks. 

• The Main FRA and EGA assume no change to the Sizewell Dunwich banks. I was not 

commenting on TR544/545/553. 
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Reference Point 18 

The Applicant states “Spent fuel cooling rates are specific to the type of fuel and the burn up of the 

individual assemblies, but it should be noted that no fuel will be sent from the SZC site until it meets 

the transport and Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) acceptance criteria.” 

• This is agreed but there does not appear to be a stated average burn-up rate and therefore 

decay heat and hence cooling times are unclear. 

• The NDA (Nuclear Decommissioning Authority) and the ONR (Office for Nuclear Regulation) 

offer differing analyses for this period of onsite spent fuel cooling. The NDA on the 10/11/21 

informed me that they were “… not obliged under legislation FOIA or EIR to provide 

explanations, clarification, opinions etc…”  I asked the NDA that in view of its unwillingness 

to communicate with me could they please agree a conclusive analysis of fuel cooling 

requirements with the ONR. I did not receive a reply. I think it imperative for BEIS to 

establish whether there is coherence regarding fuel cooling requirements between the 

NDA and the ONR. 

Summary: 

The analysis of shoreline change at Sizewell appears to concentrate on independent assessments: 

the Soft Coastal Defence feature (SCDF) now modelled conservatively by BEEMS TR545, TR544, 

TR553; the Hard Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF), assessed by the Expert Geomorphological 

Assessment (EGA) non-conservatively and neither appear to be adequately considered within the 

context and environment of the Greater Sizewell Bay.  

The Greater Sizewell Bay has experienced both acute erosion and stability in recent centuries 

resulting from the control of the inshore wave climate by the protective Sizewell-Dunwich banks 

located approximately 1 Km offshore. Unfortunately, the Dunwich bank is now depleting and, 

according to the Marine Management Organisation, it is logical to assume that it will continue to do 

so. The loss of the Dunwich bank would allow unmitigated waves onto the Sizewell C nuclear 

foreshore (we must assume that the loss of the nearshore, longshore bars could be rapid) and 

according to the Institute of Oceanographic Sciences those waves may carry higher than normal 

energy: 

•  “… [wave energy coefficients] suggest a concentration of energy in the Sizewell area, 
[offshore of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks] especially for wave headings between 230 and 300 
degrees. Wave refraction calculations also suggest that, particularly with waves come from 
the direction of maximum fetch (210 degrees), there are energy foci along the coast, 
notably between Sizewell and Thorpeness.” Institute of Oceanographic Sciences, Sizewell-

Dunwich banks field study, Topic Report 6, Carr, King, Heathershaw and Leeds. Page 15 

 

The Sizewell foreshore, at least the first 80m or so, is recently accreted material (1836-1920) and 

hence must be regarded as a particularly soft and erodible receptor to any increased wave climate 

resulting from the loss of the Dunwich bank. 

The reliance on a Coastal Management plan—the CPMMP—is, in my view, a high-risk strategy in that 

it lacks a fully conservative shoreline recession assessment for the Greater Sizewell Bay to define its 

remit and offers no ‘Plan B’ if it finds itself unable to manage an extreme event. Dunwich and 

Slaughden, approximately 6 km to the north and south respectively of the proposed Sizewell C were 

lost to sudden storms, almost overnight. It is not clear that a CPMMP based approach to ‘pebble 
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recharge’ could have withstood such a rate of change and destructive force. Hence, Sizewell C may 

represent an unreasonable fiscal and environmental risk to future generations. 

If these concerns are anyway to be over-ridden by political factors, then I suggest the following: 

• It must be acknowledged that the Sizewell C site will not have the benefit of the better 

locations occupied by Sizewell A and Sizewell B. If the project should continue as planned 

by building Sizewell C into the low-lying marshlands of the Bay, then it must be accepted in a 

conservative analysis that the site may become a promontory or headland in this century or 

next. It would therefore be a reasonable and precautionary measure for sea defences to 

fully surround the main nuclear platform and not just the seaward aspect defined by the 

current proposal.  

 

 



Email 

Rt Honourable Kwasi Kwarteng MP
Secretary of State for Business, Energy and lndustrial Strategy
Department of Business, Energy and lndustrial Strategy
1 Victoria Street
London
SWl H OET 31"t May 2022

Dear Rt Honourable Kwasi Kwarteng MP,

Re: EDF,s proposed development of Sizewell C on the southern boundary of
Minsmere, Sizewell Estate, Leiston, Suffolk

I am writing to you regarding the above planning application due to be decided in

July 22.ln'ttre spirit oT transparency, I am a member of the RSPB and other wildlife

gror;ps and am passionate about our natural environment. I have read the

irguments put forward by EDF and various energy groups and other interested

pittiet and I have read arguments against this development from the RSPB, local

Suffolk wildlife groups and individuals.

I intended to ply you with balanced arguments for not allowing this development,

beginning witir ihe 6000 reasons why put forward by the RSPB. lnstead, if you have

not been to the area I would ask you to go and have a walk round it, take in the

North Sea air, appreciate the marvel of it all and then imagine it vastly diminished by

Sizewell C.

I was first taken to Minsmere 32 years ago by friends who owned a caravan park the

other side of SizewellA. We walked from their house along the back of Sizewell

beach, past the power station, along the heath and into Minsmere. My life changed

that day for evei and for the better because it started my love of birdwatching' I was

also iniroduced to the beautiful, unique area of Suffolk made up of Minsmere and its

sunounding and have been back many times since that first encounter.

I am not going to say anymore. There are many many people that can do that far

better than I can. Someii*es though, something is just wrong and that is all there is

to it. This development is wrong anO I would beg you to do the right thing in July by

refusing it.

Yours sincerely,

Amanda Samuels



The Rt Revd Martin SeeleY

Lord Bishop of St Edmundsbury and lpswich

The Rt Hon Kwasi Kwarteng MP
Secretary ofState for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy

1 Victoria Street
London
SW1H OET

United Kingdom

I't June2022

Dear Kwasi,

Sizewell C Nuclear Power Station

I have recently joined the House of Lords as Bishop of St Edmundsbury and Ipswich' with my

diocese .ou"iing the majority of the county or surrou<. one of the most pressing issues in

Suffolk is the future of Silewell C, something I know you are currently taking time to consider'

In my maiden speech to the Lords (16th Mai 2022)rmade particular mention^of the proposed

Energy Bill noting that we, in Suffolk, are acutely aware of the challenges of providing cost-

effecltive energy without undermining our environmental goals. I know this is an aspiration of

the Government and I thank yon utrd your department for all you are doing to keep these

priorities in balance. It is wittr-this in mind that I raise with you my concernl that I hope you

will consider as you deliberate on the future of Sizewell C. I join with those who are proposing

that an alternative, smaller, model of nuclear power station will come on stream Sooner, be less

expensive, and will be less harmful to the local social and natural environment'

My concems about the Sizewell C site are as follows:

1. Sizewell C threatens an internationally-renowned wildlife reserves: it is surrounded

by internationally-protected habitats, including Minsmere Reserve. Habitats for rare

birds, animals and plants will be lost forever. The RSPB, along with the Suffolk

Wildlife Trust, oppor", Sizewell C. The Suffolk Coast & Heaths Area of Outstanding

Natural Beauty *itt Ue cut in two for over a decade. The Sizewell C site is recognised

in the National policy Statement for Nuclear Power Generation (July 2011) as having

significant environmental sensitivity. EDF's calculations for how the project fares

against DEFRA,s 25 Year Plan for iiodiversity net gain erroneously claim a total of

1g% biodiversity net gain and completely ignore significant biodiversity loss during

the 12 years of construction.

Z. The long term supply of water to the site remains unresolved. Despite EDF having

rejected-the idea oi building a desalination plant due to the adverse environmental

consequences, no alternative proposals have been put forward. This is causing concern

among many interested parties in Suffolk as a desalination plant would cause further

environmental damage.

t



3. The risks of the site from flooding and coastal erosion raise serious questions as to

the suitability of the site overalt. The Sizewell C site sits in Flood zones 2 and 3, and

the efficacy of the proposed coastal defence features remain a concern. Furthermore,

sea level rises could fully or partially 'island' the power stations.

4. The damage to the Suffolk economy, particularly those who rely on the currently
thriving family, cultural and eco-tourism industries. The visual impact on the heritage

coastline, the significantly increased pressure on local roads and infrastructure and

noise will undoubtedly deter much-needed tourist income. Indeed, Suffolk's road

network is completely unsuitable for the number of HGVs that will be required to build
Sizewell C.

Furthermore, the damage to the local Suffolk economy will not be offset by the

economic benefits of Sizewell C. An independent critique of EDF's economic case has

highlighted that any economic benefits for Suffolk are limited by EDF's intended use

of the HPC supply chain to save money and reduce risk. Claims that SuffolkA{orfolk
could secure a supply chain spend of fl25 billion/year similar to that at Hinkley Point
do not stand up to scrutiny. In addition, EDF's workforce will not be 'local' (EDF

defines 'local' as up to 90-minutes' commute away) and at its peak, 76oh of the

workforce will be from outside the region. 6,000 workers will need accommodation
nearby. 2,400 would be housed in a multi-storey complex close to Minsmere that is
opposed by local people.

Having set out these concerns, I recognise that the pressing need to produce a diversity of
energy sources is vital. I would strongly encourage you to consider alternatives for the site

such as small modular reactors (SMRs). This altemative would provide a reliable source of
energy while renewables and new technologies gain scale. Their size, form and manufacture

mitigate many of the concerns raised above whilst still providing a considerable source of
energy. I would be grateful if you would consider further investigation into SMRs which appear

to be a much more suitable alternative for the Sizewell C site.

If you require any further information on the points raised above, I would be happy to provide

it. I look forward to hearing from you in due course

Yours evet,

Martin Seeley, Lord Bishop of St Edmundsbary and lpswich

2



From:

Subject: Observations from the recent Private Eye article, PE No. 1575 17-30 June.
Date: 16 June 2022 14:57:36
Attachments: Priv Eye 1575 Scan June 2022.pdf

Dear Simon Barlowe, Environment Agency,                          16 June 2022

cc Simon Hawkins, Sir James Bevan,

cc Gareth Leigh, Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, &
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk

From: Nick Scarr Interested Party number 20025524.

Re: Observations from the recent Private Eye article, PE No. 1575 17-30 June.

The enclosed article in Private Eye (No. 1575 17-30 June) succinctly and briefly summarises what
I have tried to convey in many technical documents, namely, the flood risk and shoreline change
assessments for the proposed Sizewell C are characterised by contradictions:

1.       The Applicant’s changing narrative of the importance of the Dunwich bank to
shoreline change. The Applicant’s late claim of ‘incoherence’ between the Dunwich bank
and shoreline change is without apparent justification and, in my view, without merit.
2.       The Applicant’s latest admission that sand is now not retained within the system
(sand retention has hitherto underpinned the Applicant’s claim to bank and shoreline
maintenance).
3.       The lack of full regard to IPCC advice for a climate change scenario not limited to
1.5°C resulting in the submergence of coastal land.
4.       The Expert Geomorphological Assessment for shoreline change acknowledges that it
is non-conservative.

I have also commented on the high-risk strategy of reliance on a ‘coastal processes mitigation
plan’ – the CPMMP. The main problem with the CPMMP is that it has no ‘Plan B’ if it finds itself
unable to manage an extreme event. Dunwich and Slaughden, approximately 6 km to the north
and south respectively of the proposed Sizewell C were lost to sudden storms, almost overnight.

There is, in my view, a clear case for extended sea defences around the main nuclear platform
which should include a re-evaluation of the platform height – this would be the ‘Plan B’ if the
CPMMP is overwhelmed by a major event or series of events sometime between now and the
end of the twenty-second century.

As Private Eye more directly comments, there should not be ‘…implicit reliance on crazy ad-hoc
measures such as when the Hartlepool nuke was in danger of flooding in 2013 and RAF
helicopters had to airlift boulders to effect an emergency dam’.

Could the Environment Agency please confirm what independent methodology and/or
independent authorities and expert advice it used to validate the Applicant’s points above
including the claimed long-term effectiveness of the Applicant’s CPMMP.

Kind regards

Nick Scarr

 

 

mailto:Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk



3B


IN THE BAG
NUCLEAR POWFR
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Tees party


.ia
T F TH E governmenl's nagship freeporl on
l'leesside tpicturedl is an) thing lo go by.
the initiative brings freedom notjust from
several tax€s but also from any normal level
of accountability.


The Teesside fieeport, presided over
by local combined authority mayor Ben
Houchen through the South Tees Development
Coryomtion, involves major remediation and
development of the old steelworks on Teesside.
Special companies have been set up for this
puryose, with hundreds ofmillions ofpounds
offunding from central government, but also
subjecl to opaque arangements with well-
connected businessmen including political
dono6 to Houchen.


Under one ofthese deals a company owned
by the corporation, South Tees Developments
Ltd, holds land previously occupied by Tata
and Thai steel company SSI with thejob of
preparing it for developmenl. According to
corporation papers, when the land is prepared it
will transfer it to a company called Teesworks
Ltd, responsible for developing 4,500 acres
south ofthe Tees estuary and now 90 percent
owned by local developers (and Houchen
supporters) Christopher Musgrave, Martin
Comey and Ian Walle.


So how is this development going? Nobody
knows, since South Tees Developments Ltd
is almost six months late filing its accounts
strictly a criminal offence, and not a great look
for director, chartered accountant and Tees
Valley ( ombined Authority chiel e\ecuri\ e
Julie Gilhespie. Another company she presides
over and which is critical to remediating the


POST OFFiCE S CANDAL Latest figures, reportedin the Daily Mail,
suggest that what compensation is being pajd
isn't exactly generous. Up to last month, 933
sub-postmasters had been paid X9.4m, or an
average ofjust over fl0,000 each. Although
some early payments are "interim" and settled
cases may be at the less egregious end ofthe
scale, those who could expect greater payments
following criminal convictions and ruinous bills
to fillfil phantom shortfalls are also reporting
being squeezed by govemment lawyers.


Small wonder the leader ofthe public
inquiry into the scandal, Sir Wyn Williams,
last month recommended that disputes over
compensation under go\ emment scheme\
should be heard by an independent panel, not
determined by the Post Office.
o Sir Wyn's inquiry has been hearing more
victims' testimonies, most recently faom
\orhem lreland. Among fiose lelling lhcir
stories was owner ofa large Londonderry
branch. sub-po.tmaster John Cormley. He
lost tens ofthousands ofpounds making up
shortfalls and, having repeatedly and naturally
asked a woman he employed as a manager
about the "missing" money, had to pay out a
further f,10,000 when she successfully sued him
for constructive dismissal. He was forced to
give up the Post OlIce branch.


A long period ofdepression left Mr Gormiey
unable to apply to the "historical shortfall"
compensation scheme until, that is, he sa1r, the
"human impaci'hearings ofthe current inquirl
and felt emboldened to apply, explaining how
his depression had hitherto preventing him. His
application was refused. The cruelty ofthe Post
Office scandal continues.


f \SA\lTy is sometimes defined as -doing
Ithe same thing orer and again. expecting
different results". Ministers still seriously
considering underwriting EDF to build two
new "EPR" nukes on the Suffolk coast at
Sizewell C might get themselves updat€d on
the six EPRS that should all have been up
and running years ago.


The only two operational are in Taishan,
China: one has been shut down since last
summer (Elp I564) and Lhe other is running
ar limired rhroughpur. borh due ro.erious
unresolved issues. Olkiluoto EPR (Finland,
starting up l3 years late) is approved only
for limited operation even with Finland
desperate for energy, having had its gas cut
offby Vladimir Putin. Pending resolution of
these problems, French authorities won't allow
completion of their Flamanville unit ( I I years
late). The two being built at Hinkley Point
(Somerset, 10 years late) havejust suffcred
further delays and budget iocrcases.


There is more ofthe same in news from
the interminable Sizewell planning process.
EDF and the autho ties have belatedly
rcalised they need to take on board painstaking
analysis on coastal erosion by an independent
researcher whose work is starting to get
intemational recognition. He points out that
Sizewell C is to be built mostly into lowlying
seaside marshlald. but without a full seawall
for protection.


Authorities agree sea Ievels are rising and
set to rise fufther, making this boggy area
prone to inundation. EDF claims it will remove
all Sizewell radioactive material by 2140,
which sounds a long time but there is good
reason to dispute it, based on the mles tbr
treatment ofspent nuclear fuel, experience at
old nukes being decommis,ioned ro\!' r Fl,e'
passirz), and EDF's claim that Sizewell will
run flat out for its very long planned lifespan.
All this points to highly mdioacrive marerials
being there beyond 2140.


The Suffolk coastline around Sizewell is
notorious for erosion; many human settlements
have disappeared under the North Sea over
several millennia. A lot could happen in
150 years. The researcher has demonstrated
to the authorities that EDF's modelling of
the eroding Dunwich sandbank, and the
impact this erosion has on the force ofwaves
hitting the Sizewell shore, is shot through
with urcertainty and contradictions. EDF's
credentials on geological modelling are very
poor: one ofthe main reasons for the latest
Hinkley overruns is its failure to identiry
faulting in tbe bedrock there.


A hazardous, IongJived strategic asset
liLe Size$ ell C. seeking public under,'\ riling.
needs an exemplary flood risk assessment
and flood defences, eg a full seawall and/or
raised concrete reactor platform not implicit
reliance on crazy ad hoc measures such as
when the Hartlepool ouke was in danger of
flooding in 2013 and RAF helicopters had to
airlilt boulde$ to effect an emergency dam
(Eye 1363).


The issue, ofcourse, is extra cost. Badly
bumed by Hinkley, EDF reluses to bear the
risk ofoverruns at Sizewell, and the Treasury
is reluctant to underwrite it at public expense.
Will they and the planning authorities all
collude in comer-cutting? Maybe it's timo to
recogoise that doing a properjob at Sizewell C
simply costs too much.


'Old Sparky'


Srrrn rmistake
AFTER decades of mismanagement,


featuring deteriorating payments
for sub-postmasters and encapsulated by
the great Horizon computer scandal, the
price was always going to have to be paid.
Few expected though, even given this and
preyious governments' record of callousness,
that a big chunk ofthe compensation
for the wrongful prosecution and other
mistreatment of sub-poslmaslers $as going
to be paid by, er, sub-postmasters.


That, however, is what Post Office chief
executive Nick Read told the annual postmaster
conference last week, in remaxks reported by
news outlet BetterRetailing.com. Admitting that
the Post Office needed to "address tle past"
and compensate those affected, Read explained
what this meant financially. Up to 2025, "the
govemment has chosen to have us set aside
over f,300m in our accounts," he revealed. This
is a sizeable chunk ofthe bill for the "historical
shodfall" scheme set up by the govemment,
which had been expected to be flmded from
govemment coffers.


"It is a huge sum," Read acknowledged. "lt
pains me to say," he added, "that it is therefore
some !300m that is not available for investment
in you and our network." With CitizensAdvice
reporting a couple ofyears ago that sustained
demand and more widespread closures meant
"the Post Office network is at crunch point and
investment is needed now to ensurc survival".
this is not good news to say the least.


freeport area, South Tees Site Compafly Ltd, is
similarly tardy.


Meanwhile, freedom of infomation requests
go unanswered for details ofthe entirely secret
deals under which property developers were
handed previously publicly owned sharcs and
through which they will be given valuable land
assets. The freepofi board, chaired by Houchen
and including local RedcarTory MP Jacob
Young, publishes no minutes ofmeetings and
refuses to release any ofits directors'updates
or plans. ciring local govemmenl legislarion
e\empting financial dnd busines. malrer:.


In what passes for a modicum of
transparency on the Tees, Houchen's authority's
register ofgifts and hospitality shows some
unsurp sing generosity tiom developers
Musgrave and Comey. Beforc Ch strnas 2020,
having secured the Teesworks Ltdjoint venture
(from which they have already benefited to
the tune ofaround t5.'7fi see Eye l5'70),
Comey presented hampers to Cilhespje and
authority Iinance director Cary McDonald
(bolh donaled ro charity.i. N4usgra!e'. business
gare a Fonnum & Ma.on hamper ro Cilhespie
(not passed on). The following Christmas,just
after he and partners had acquired 90 percent
ofTeesworks, Corney repeated the hamper
gifts (with the officials making "equivalent"
charitable donations). All very thoughtful,
but it might be good to know a bit about the
mysterious financial relationship between the
men and sourh Tee. Developmenr Corporation.
built on local and national taxpayers' cash.
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Ltd, holds land previously occupied by Tata
and Thai steel company SSI with thejob of
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corporation papers, when the land is prepared it
will transfer it to a company called Teesworks
Ltd, responsible for developing 4,500 acres
south ofthe Tees estuary and now 90 percent
owned by local developers (and Houchen
supporters) Christopher Musgrave, Martin
Comey and Ian Walle.

So how is this development going? Nobody
knows, since South Tees Developments Ltd
is almost six months late filing its accounts
strictly a criminal offence, and not a great look
for director, chartered accountant and Tees
Valley ( ombined Authority chiel e\ecuri\ e
Julie Gilhespie. Another company she presides
over and which is critical to remediating the

POST OFFiCE S CANDAL Latest figures, reportedin the Daily Mail,
suggest that what compensation is being pajd
isn't exactly generous. Up to last month, 933
sub-postmasters had been paid X9.4m, or an
average ofjust over fl0,000 each. Although
some early payments are "interim" and settled
cases may be at the less egregious end ofthe
scale, those who could expect greater payments
following criminal convictions and ruinous bills
to fillfil phantom shortfalls are also reporting
being squeezed by govemment lawyers.

Small wonder the leader ofthe public
inquiry into the scandal, Sir Wyn Williams,
last month recommended that disputes over
compensation under go\ emment scheme\
should be heard by an independent panel, not
determined by the Post Office.
o Sir Wyn's inquiry has been hearing more
victims' testimonies, most recently faom
\orhem lreland. Among fiose lelling lhcir
stories was owner ofa large Londonderry
branch. sub-po.tmaster John Cormley. He
lost tens ofthousands ofpounds making up
shortfalls and, having repeatedly and naturally
asked a woman he employed as a manager
about the "missing" money, had to pay out a
further f,10,000 when she successfully sued him
for constructive dismissal. He was forced to
give up the Post OlIce branch.

A long period ofdepression left Mr Gormiey
unable to apply to the "historical shortfall"
compensation scheme until, that is, he sa1r, the
"human impaci'hearings ofthe current inquirl
and felt emboldened to apply, explaining how
his depression had hitherto preventing him. His
application was refused. The cruelty ofthe Post
Office scandal continues.

f \SA\lTy is sometimes defined as -doing
Ithe same thing orer and again. expecting
different results". Ministers still seriously
considering underwriting EDF to build two
new "EPR" nukes on the Suffolk coast at
Sizewell C might get themselves updat€d on
the six EPRS that should all have been up
and running years ago.

The only two operational are in Taishan,
China: one has been shut down since last
summer (Elp I564) and Lhe other is running
ar limired rhroughpur. borh due ro.erious
unresolved issues. Olkiluoto EPR (Finland,
starting up l3 years late) is approved only
for limited operation even with Finland
desperate for energy, having had its gas cut
offby Vladimir Putin. Pending resolution of
these problems, French authorities won't allow
completion of their Flamanville unit ( I I years
late). The two being built at Hinkley Point
(Somerset, 10 years late) havejust suffcred
further delays and budget iocrcases.

There is more ofthe same in news from
the interminable Sizewell planning process.
EDF and the autho ties have belatedly
rcalised they need to take on board painstaking
analysis on coastal erosion by an independent
researcher whose work is starting to get
intemational recognition. He points out that
Sizewell C is to be built mostly into lowlying
seaside marshlald. but without a full seawall
for protection.

Authorities agree sea Ievels are rising and
set to rise fufther, making this boggy area
prone to inundation. EDF claims it will remove
all Sizewell radioactive material by 2140,
which sounds a long time but there is good
reason to dispute it, based on the mles tbr
treatment ofspent nuclear fuel, experience at
old nukes being decommis,ioned ro\!' r Fl,e'
passirz), and EDF's claim that Sizewell will
run flat out for its very long planned lifespan.
All this points to highly mdioacrive marerials
being there beyond 2140.

The Suffolk coastline around Sizewell is
notorious for erosion; many human settlements
have disappeared under the North Sea over
several millennia. A lot could happen in
150 years. The researcher has demonstrated
to the authorities that EDF's modelling of
the eroding Dunwich sandbank, and the
impact this erosion has on the force ofwaves
hitting the Sizewell shore, is shot through
with urcertainty and contradictions. EDF's
credentials on geological modelling are very
poor: one ofthe main reasons for the latest
Hinkley overruns is its failure to identiry
faulting in tbe bedrock there.

A hazardous, IongJived strategic asset
liLe Size$ ell C. seeking public under,'\ riling.
needs an exemplary flood risk assessment
and flood defences, eg a full seawall and/or
raised concrete reactor platform not implicit
reliance on crazy ad hoc measures such as
when the Hartlepool ouke was in danger of
flooding in 2013 and RAF helicopters had to
airlilt boulde$ to effect an emergency dam
(Eye 1363).

The issue, ofcourse, is extra cost. Badly
bumed by Hinkley, EDF reluses to bear the
risk ofoverruns at Sizewell, and the Treasury
is reluctant to underwrite it at public expense.
Will they and the planning authorities all
collude in comer-cutting? Maybe it's timo to
recogoise that doing a properjob at Sizewell C
simply costs too much.

'Old Sparky'

Srrrn rmistake
AFTER decades of mismanagement,

featuring deteriorating payments
for sub-postmasters and encapsulated by
the great Horizon computer scandal, the
price was always going to have to be paid.
Few expected though, even given this and
preyious governments' record of callousness,
that a big chunk ofthe compensation
for the wrongful prosecution and other
mistreatment of sub-poslmaslers $as going
to be paid by, er, sub-postmasters.

That, however, is what Post Office chief
executive Nick Read told the annual postmaster
conference last week, in remaxks reported by
news outlet BetterRetailing.com. Admitting that
the Post Office needed to "address tle past"
and compensate those affected, Read explained
what this meant financially. Up to 2025, "the
govemment has chosen to have us set aside
over f,300m in our accounts," he revealed. This
is a sizeable chunk ofthe bill for the "historical
shodfall" scheme set up by the govemment,
which had been expected to be flmded from
govemment coffers.

"It is a huge sum," Read acknowledged. "lt
pains me to say," he added, "that it is therefore
some !300m that is not available for investment
in you and our network." With CitizensAdvice
reporting a couple ofyears ago that sustained
demand and more widespread closures meant
"the Post Office network is at crunch point and
investment is needed now to ensurc survival".
this is not good news to say the least.

freeport area, South Tees Site Compafly Ltd, is
similarly tardy.

Meanwhile, freedom of infomation requests
go unanswered for details ofthe entirely secret
deals under which property developers were
handed previously publicly owned sharcs and
through which they will be given valuable land
assets. The freepofi board, chaired by Houchen
and including local RedcarTory MP Jacob
Young, publishes no minutes ofmeetings and
refuses to release any ofits directors'updates
or plans. ciring local govemmenl legislarion
e\empting financial dnd busines. malrer:.

In what passes for a modicum of
transparency on the Tees, Houchen's authority's
register ofgifts and hospitality shows some
unsurp sing generosity tiom developers
Musgrave and Comey. Beforc Ch strnas 2020,
having secured the Teesworks Ltdjoint venture
(from which they have already benefited to
the tune ofaround t5.'7fi see Eye l5'70),
Comey presented hampers to Cilhespje and
authority Iinance director Cary McDonald
(bolh donaled ro charity.i. N4usgra!e'. business
gare a Fonnum & Ma.on hamper ro Cilhespie
(not passed on). The following Christmas,just
after he and partners had acquired 90 percent
ofTeesworks, Corney repeated the hamper
gifts (with the officials making "equivalent"
charitable donations). All very thoughtful,
but it might be good to know a bit about the
mysterious financial relationship between the
men and sourh Tee. Developmenr Corporation.
built on local and national taxpayers' cash.
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  The Rt Hon Kwasi Kwarteng 
  Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy  

 
Via Email: beiscorrespondence@beis.gov.uk  

 

 

Dear The Rt Hon Kwasi Kwarteng 
 
A12 Major Road Network Improvement Scheme 
 

I am writing to you in reference to our recent Outline Business Case (OBC) submission to 
the Major Road Network Fund (MRN) for our proposed ‘A12 MRN Improvement Scheme’, 
submitted December 2021. 
 
The A12 MRN Improvement Scheme proposes a comprehensive package of highway 
improvement measures along the A12 corridor between its junctions with the A14 (Seven 
Hills interchange) to the south and the A1152 Woods Lane at Melton to the north, 
consisting of: 

▪ a series of local junction improvements 
▪ improvements to, and installation of new, pedestrian and cycle facilities and 

infrastructure, and 
▪ improvements to bus services, including a dedicated bus link and mobility hub site. 

 
The A12 is of major importance for our region and the significance of the proposed 
improvements in supporting housing and economic growth are crucial. 
 
Suffolk is a key part of the UK’s Energy Coast, and we are keen that the opportunities 
provided by the growth of the energy sector are fully realised for the people and 
businesses of Suffolk. As well as welcoming the economic opportunities for the Suffolk 
supply chain, a coordinated network approach that reduces environmental impacts also 
supports our visitor economy, worth £5.2bn, and recovery from the effects of the 
pandemic. The potential of a new nuclear power plant at Sizewell would add pressure to 
the existing highway infrastructure and investment in improvements, such as those 
proposed within the A12 MRN Scheme, are vital to support such development. 
 
As a part of our A12 MRN appraisal we have included both Sizewell C traffic demand, and 
network interventions, into the Suffolk County Transport Model, and for the Outline 
Business Case we have both SZC & SPR (Scottish Power Renewables) included in our 
Core Scenario as agreed with the Department for Transport (DfT), with the scheme 
returning sufficient journey time user benefits to determine the scheme as high value for 
money under the DfT’s Value for Money (VfM) framework. 
 

 
Date: 22nd June 2022 
Enquiries to: Matthew Hicks 
Tel:  
Email:   

mailto:beiscorrespondence@beis.gov.uk
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During the recent Sizewell C Development Consent Order (DCO) Examination, we made a 
number of representations in respect of transport and highway matters, including at Table 
15 of the [REP1-045] Local Impact Report (LIR) where we set out that a contribution 
towards mitigating the development’s proportional impacts on the A12 between A1152 
Woods Lane and A14 Seven Hills was considered to be required mitigation for the 
development. Further details on the development’s impact were included in our response 
[REP2-517]. 
 
We are of the opinion that there would be a significant impact on the A12 corridor, should 
Sizewell C be consented, when taking into consideration the in-combination effect of the 
changes in queueing and delay at a number of different locations, and associated increase 
in HGVs. However, we recognise that Sizewell C is only a proportion of the traffic on this 
corridor, but that it would, nonetheless, contribute towards a worsening of the operation of 
the highway network. 
 
Our assessment of the modelling data supporting the DCO submission for Sizewell C has 
reached a conclusion that the degradation of the operation of the highway network as a 
result of traffic growth requires an intervention. In our judgement, Sizewell C significantly 
contributes to traffic growth which affects delay and queuing. These also have 
consequential impacts associated with road safety and the economic impact of congestion. 
Sizewell C also results in a significant proportional increase in HGVs, which would have 
impacts on vulnerable road users, as well as a significant increase in AILs, which again 
would have impacts associated with congestion in particular. We believe these impacts in 
combination are significant. And further to this are the unquantified impacts of increased 
journey times associated with potential AIL movements along the A12 corridor. 
 
When considering all of the impacts above as a result of the additional traffic along the 
extent of the corridor, SCC is of the opinion that there is a material impact associated with 
any consents that may be considered to the construction of a new nuclear power plant at 
Sizewell, and that the A12 MRN Improvement Scheme would go some way to alleviating 
these along this section of the A12 corridor. 
 
Whilst estimated completion for the A12 MRN Improvement Scheme is currently the end of 
2025/26, that is the scheme as a whole, the scheme would be phased from start of 
construction and elements are likely to be completed throughout 2024 and 2025. Due to 
mitigation associated with the Brightwell Lakes housing development, a number of online 
A12 junction improvement schemes would be likely to be occurring throughout the entire 
construction period for Sizewell C should it be consented, with or without the SCC 
scheme. This could result in an extended period of network disruption, impacting all traffic, 
including that associated with the peak construction of Sizewell C. 
 
As an integral part of the A12 MRN construction management plan, the Council would look 
to minimise disruption along the corridor and deliver its improvements, in their entirety, 
ahead of the anticipated peak construction period for Sizewell C. This would eliminate the 
potential network disruption of development lead mitigation coinciding with the anticipated 
Sizewell C peak construction period. 
 
The Council wants to be supportive of well-developed coordinated projects, that enable the 
goal of Net Zero and the interim targets. However, this cannot be at the expense of 
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Suffolk’s environment and communities, and to the detriment of the operation of our 
transport networks. 
 
Our proposals go some way to supporting the delivery of Energy Projects consented and 
proposed in the East Suffolk area, including that of the proposed new nuclear power plant 
at Sizewell, and supporting ambitions to achieving substantive community benefits, in 
addition to the necessary mitigation and compensation, for adverse impacts of energy 
developments. 
 
Investment in major infrastructure improvements in our region will help overcome the 
effects of the succession of energy projects, on both the environment, and the 
communities of East Suffolk, and appease the direct impression of the extent and depth of 
disquiet this has generated in our communities. 
 
Investment is necessary to establish greater community consent for these projects and 
support the acceptance of the wider changes required to decarbonise the economy, 
deliver levelling up on the Suffolk coast as identified in the White Paper1, and adapt to the 
adverse impacts of climate change. 
 
My colleagues and I are happy to travel to Westminster, unless a virtual meeting is 
preferred, to meet at your convenience. We look forward to hearing from you and 
continuing a constructive dialogue. 

 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Cllr Matthew Hicks 
Leader of Suffolk County Council  
 
 

 
1 pp40-41 Levelling Up the United Kingdom - 2nd February 2022 



From:

Subject: Request to replace a document submitted to BEIS and the Planning Inspectorate on 19th June. Ref:Sizewell
C - Response to the Applicant’s document ‘SZC Co.’s Response to the Secretary of State’s Letter dated 31
May 2022’ section FR4

Date: 21 June 2022 16:31:32
Attachments: Rev.2 My response to ONR and Applicant ref docs published 17th June 2022.pdf

For the attention of Gareth Leigh, Head of Infrastructure Planning BEIS, ref: Sizewell C.
 
From: Nick Scarr Interested Party number 20025524.       21 6 2022
 
Dear Gareth Leigh,
 
Ref: Response to the Applicant’s document ‘SZC Co.’s Response to the Secretary of State’s Letter
dated 31 May 2022’ section FR4 and the ONR’s document ‘Sizewell C: Final Recommendations
from the Government of Austria - ONR Response to the Secretary of State June 2022 CM9 Ref.
2022/36295’ Section 2.4.

With specific reference to the Sizewell Dunwich Banks and marshland flood risk. Question FR4.

I have modified the last four paragraphs of the document (the Summary and one
preceding paragraph) of the document that I submitted on the 19th June.

The revised document is Rev.2 enclosed.

I apologise for my errors and I would be grateful if BEIS were to replace the document I
submitted on 19th June with the enclosed document Rev.2. enclosed.

 
Kind regards
Nick Scarr Interested Party number 20025524.
21 6 2022



Rev.2. Responses offered to the Austrian Government by the ONR and the Applicant published on 

the PINS website 17/6/2022 

Nick Scarr - Interested Party number 20025524. Modified 21/6/2022 

Head of Energy Infrastructure Planning, Department for Business, Energy, & 
Industrial Strategy, Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh, 

Ref: Response to the Applicant’s document ‘SZC Co.’s Response to the Secretary of State’s Letter 

dated 31 May 2022’ section FR4 and the ONR’s document ‘Sizewell C: Final Recommendations from 

the Government of Austria - ONR Response to the Secretary of State June 2022 CM9 Ref. 2022/36295’ 

Section 2.4. 

With specific reference to the Sizewell Dunwich Banks and marshland flood risk. Question FR4. 

NOTE:  I am grateful that the Applicant takes the trouble to reply to myself and others, however on 

inspection of its replies relevant to my area of interest I find them often self-referential and 

significantly compromised by contradictions and uncertainties. I note and accept that these 

contradictions and uncertainties do not stop the Environment Agency and the ONR from fully 

validating and supporting the Applicant. Even in the face of such compelling affirmation I am not 

satisfied with the evidence that the proposed Sizewell C, if built as currently proposed, will offer 

sufficient flood and erosion resilience into the end of the twenty-second century. Hence my need to 

respond once more, and finally, with this paper which, despite the position taken by the EA and the 

ONR, illustrates and substantiates my concerns. 

 

1 Response from the ONR to question FR4: 
 

FR4: It is recommended to use a conservative approach that should address the loss of major 

sections of the marshlands whether from depletion of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks or climate change 

sea level rise of anything above 1.5°C. 

ONR Response: This is essentially an environmental/habitats matter and therefore outside ONR’s 

vires. There is nothing we would wish to add to the response provided by SZC Co. 

My response to the ONR statement: 

• The flooding of the marshlands around Sizewell C is just an ‘environmental/habitats matter’? 

Really?  

 

2     Response from the Applicant to question FR4:  
 

2.6 FR4: It is recommended to use a conservative approach that should address the loss of major 

sections of the marshlands whether from depletion of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks or climate change 

sea level rise of anything above 1.5°C. 

Applicant’s response:  

mailto:Sizewellc@planninginspectorate.gov.uk


2.6.1 Within the SDSR, coastal flooding studies for SZC take account of conservative assumptions 

around the evolution for the coastline/geomorphology and climate change in accordance with latest 

government guidance (UKCP18). This is fully inline with ONR and Environment Agency’s expectations 

for these studies. As noted in the response to FR3, the RCP8.5 scenario used by SZC is the most 

precautionary scenario defined in UKCP18 and considers climate change where surface temperature 

exceeds the 1.5°C referred to (+4.3°C). 

2.6.2 In relation to the Sizewell-Dunwich banks, flood risk assessments and coastal geomorphology 

assessments took the precautionary approach of modelling scenarios with the banks completely 

absent [see SZC Co response to Refs 3 – 8 in SZC Co’s Response to SoS Request for Comments 25 April 

- Appendix 1]. In the response to Ref 5 in Appendix 1 SZC Co. specifically addresses potential loss of 

the banks via natural processes and explains that there is no identified scientific reason for the banks 

to be lost in the manner described. See SZC Co.’s Response to the Secretary of State’s Letter dated 31 

May 2022 

 

My response to the Applicant part 2.6.1: 

The SDSR (the Site Data Summary Report). This is not a DCO document however a draft SDSR has 

been obtained by TASC from the ONR under FOI202202052 and is quoted from below: 

SDSR “Future Geomorphology: “The rationale behind the definition and projection of a likely future 

shoreline baseline during the operational phase of SZC is set out in Reference [20].” (SDSR 2.4.2) 

• Reference [20] quoted by the SDSR is TR403, The Expert Geomorphological Assessment 

(EGA) for shoreline retreat. The EGA is a self-declared non-conservative assessment. 

 

o The EGA shoreline change assessment used RCP4.5, not RCP8.5. (See Beems TR403 

section 3.1.3). The EGA assessment only considers sea level rise until 2070.  

 

o The EGA claims that there is “no direct correlation between sea level rise and 

shoreline retreat…” (see TR403 section 3.1.3.1). It is not clear what the IPCC would 

make of such a comment. 

The SDSR continues: 

“…Shoreline change is driven by several factors whose importance and interaction cannot be 

accurately predicted several decades into the future either separately or in combination. Moreover, 

there is no current computational modelling platform able to accurately integrate the numerous 

environmental processes that drive shoreline change (especially for mixed gravel/sand beaches), 

and there is no published evidence that shoreline change models can be reliably applied over the 

required multi-decadal timescale [Ref. 14].” My bold text. 

 

• It is difficult, then, to corelate the Applicant’s comments in its SDSR with its claim in 2.6.1: 

2.6.1 claims it ‘take[s] account of conservative assumptions around the evolution for the 

coastline/geomorphology’ referring to the SDSR yet it states in the SDSR that shoreline 

change ‘cannot be accurately predicted’ there is ‘no current computational modelling’ and 

that the ‘rationale behind the definition and projection’ is based on the non-conservative 

EGA. 

 



My response to the Applicant part 2.6.2: 

• The Applicant states above that it ‘took the precautionary approach of modelling scenarios 

with the banks completely absent’. This does not tally with the well-discussed Applicant’s 

statement that “…the Baseline scenario, i.e. with the Sizewell – Dunwich bank in situ, 

resulted in more conservative (i.e. worst case) nearshore wave conditions than with their 

removal… for all scenarios and epochs as a conservative approach.” See [SZC Co’s Response 

to SoS Request for Comments 25 April - Appendix 1].  

 

• The banks (The Sizewell Dunwich bank and the nearshore longshore bars, all wave energy 

relief features) were present in the main Flood Risk assessments, the Addendum Flood Risk 

assessment, and the Expert Geomorphological shoreline change Assessment (EGA) (TR403 

3.1.6). The banks were absent in late TR reports which specifically relate to the Soft Coastal 

Defence Feature only, not the Greater Sizewell Bay as explained below: 

 

The Applicant states in 2.6.2 that it “took the precautionary approach of modelling scenarios 

with the banks completely absent [see SZC Co response to Refs 3 – 8 in SZC Co’s Response to 

SoS Request for Comments 25 April - Appendix 1].” 

 

o This is a reference to BEEMS TR544/545 ref above. BEEMS TR544 /TR545 relate only to 

the Soft Coastal Defence Feature and do not represent fully conservative modelling of 

the Greater Sizewell Bay. They also appear to be limited by the following: 

 

The Applicant has stated in [SZC Co section 7 Response to SoS Request for 

Comments 25 April - Appendix 1] “..that it is based on numerical modelling without 

the Sizewell-Dunwich Bank present (see Section 2.2.1 of BEEMS Technical Report 

TR545 [REP9-020])”. However, in TR545 the ‘2017 Titan DEM’ appears to be 

otherwise retained suggesting the inclusion of the nearshore longshore bars as 

permanent wave relief features. This would be implausible in event of the loss of the 

Dunwich bank. TR545/44 uses RCP4.5 mid-range climate data. No significant storm 

surge was used in the BofE modelling (and only a very limited consideration in other 

modelling); this reflects a true condition of the BofE storm, I acknowledge this, but 

for a fully conservative exercise significant storm surge could have been considered. 

 

It is difficult to comment as an external observer on how exactly how the modelling 

was undertaken but the above reflects best endeavour referencing responses by the 

Applicant. There is a later modelling exercise, TR553, that was “not submitted as 

part of the DCO application or examination.” See: BEEMS TR553, Appx 5 page 10. 

It appeared on the SzC portal on 11/4/22 almost two months after being made 

available to the Environment Agency.  

TR553 is difficult to interpret without discussion with the creators however, it 

extends modelling to 2140, it addresses many concerns raised TR544/5 listed above. 

It shows the SCDF design to be seemingly functional within its remit however, it is 

not at all clear in TR553 where the imagined shoreline of the Greater Sizewell Bay 

is between now and 2140. Is there any consideration given to a shoreline that has 

retreated inland across the Minsmere levels?   

TR553 illustrates therefore, in my view, the need to consider the Greater Sizewell 

Bay shoreline change analysis with the same parameters as TR553 and not those 



used by the Expert Geomorphological Assessment in the DCO which relies fully on 

the ‘natural energy dissipating effects’ of the Sizewell Dunwich and nearshore bars 

and only runs until 2070/87. The SCDF should not, in my view be treated as separate 

and distinct from the Greater Sizewell Bay. 

• If there is “no identified scientific reason for the banks to be lost in the manner described” 

then there must be ‘identified scientific reason for the banks to be maintained’; the 

Applicant has made clear in its responses to me [see SZC Co’s Response to SoS Request for 

Comments 25 April – Appendix 1] that: 

 

o  “There is good evidence to suggest that the volume of sand being supplied to the 

Sizewell – Dunwich Bank complex would rise or remain similar” 

o The EGA consensus also relies on this mechanism for “maintenance of the bar 

system (and hence the nearshore wave impacts)…” was that “…sand supply would 

not be limiting” see 4.3.4 Beems TR403.  

This would be fine but the Applicant, however, in the same document section 2 states that: 

“pebbles are confined to the system, but the sand is not.” The Marine Management 

Organisation has also made clear that “…the northern end of Dunwich bank has lowered 2 

metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend to continue.” 

See REF MMO below. 

I therefore maintain the view that there is no plausible mechanism that could justify the 

assumption for the maintenance and preservation of the Sizewell-Dunwich banks over the 

next two 100-year episodes of coastal processes the uncertainties of which can only be 

increased by climate change sea-level rise. 

• The SDSR states “…One of the plausible scenarios in Reference [22] relates to depletion of the 

Dunwich-Sizewell bank, leading to a loss of natural sea defence. However, as coastal erosion 

is a slow process that will be monitored over the lifetime of the plant, it is not considered as a 

coastal flooding initiator (see Section 3.5.1.1). 

 

• My response. I disagree with this statement based on the Applicant’s own research found in 

BEEMS pre-DCO. Loss of the Dunwich bank will result in an unknowable increase in shoreline 

erosional stress. Erosional events on the Suffolk coast can indeed be slow, however, they 

can also be sudden and severe. It would, therefore, in my view, be contrary to historical 

precedent to assume coastal erosion is necessarily a slow process. 

 

Summary 

The Applicant’s approach to the offshore geomorphology—its essential assumption of its stability 

and retention in wave limiting form could have led the Applicant to its limiting thesis that ‘coastal 

erosion is a slow process’ and hence more easily manageable by a coastal management plan than it 

turns out to be.  

In my view, the Applicant’s reliance on the CPMMP is a high-risk strategy in that it lacks a fully 

conservative shoreline recession assessment (both rate and extent) for the Greater Sizewell Bay to 

define its remit and offers no ‘Plan B’ if it finds itself unable to manage an extreme event. Dunwich 

and Slaughden, approximately 6 km to the north and south respectively of the proposed Sizewell C 



were lost to sudden storms, almost overnight. It is not clear that a CPMMP based approach to 

‘pebble recharge’ could have withstood such a rate of change and destructive force.  

In my view, Sizewell C may represent an unreasonable fiscal and environmental risk to future 

generations unless the sea defences clearly offer a plausible ‘Plan B’ if the CPMMP finds itself 

overwhelmed by a major event or series of events sometime between now and the end of the 

twenty-second century. 

 

References: 

Ref MMO: 

The Marine Management Association states: 

“5.1.7 In relation to p.20.4.77 on the future shoreline baseline geomorphic elements, it is assumed 

that the future baseline will resemble the present day. As mentioned above, the lack of assessment of 

changes to the offshore wave climate to a NE domination is a gap in the analysis. For the nearshore 

climate, it assumes the bank system is stable. However, the northern end of Dunwich bank has 

lowered 2 metres in the past 10 years; the most logical assumption would be for this trend to 

continue. This will affect the nearshore wave climate and should be included.” 

MMO Reference: DCO/2013/00021 Planning Inspectorate Reference: EN010012 MMO Registration 

Identification Number: 20025459 Page 25 Deadline 2 submission. 

Ref 2: 

The accreted part of the Sizewell shoreline is discussed in my document REP2-393 Section 2. This 

paper also shows the clear linkage between the Sizewell Dunwich banks and the shoreline. 









































PaulScully M.P.

Under Secretary of State
Department for Business, Energy and lndustrial Strategy
l Victoria Street
London
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We have never met but I hear that in a few days'time you will be responsible for taking a decision
which could determine my future. You are to decide whether EDF's Sizewell C application is given its
planning go-ahead. The reasons why this project should not go ahead as proposed are numerous
and were set out before the inspectors, Experts present advise me that they were more than
sufficient to secure either refusal or a major redesign to reduce the impact on the local environment
and economy. Senior officials in your department have privately remarked that the application is
inappropriate and that the site is not suitable for what is proposed. More recently, respected and
very senior government advisors have gone public in their condemnation. I would, therefore, not
normally be concerned that a positive decision might be possible but I hear that pressure is being
imposed to force a decision even though this might lead to a perverse outcome.

I do live locally to the Sizewell site. I am a supporter of appropriate nuclear energy development and
have worked closely with EDF staff in the past. I am a recent High Sheriff of Suffolk and am a Deputy
Lieutenant for the county with a particular interest in business. I am a very active in the business
community here and in the wider UK. I have good access to the people in this county who are
responsible for its economic success and growth. The independent research showing that Sizewell C
would be disastrous for the economy is very clear. lt is also clear that the area is thriving, with its
growth being driven by SMEs . ln spite of a shortage of available staff in this region and weak
transport links, entrepreneurs are attracted by the quality of life. Our family businesses based
nearby are having to delay investment plans because of the unavailability of vital services. We can
wait several months for even an electrician. The imposition of what would be Europe's largest
building site, in an area with very limited access to wider labour pools, would be devastating. EDF's
claims of wide support for the project locally are disingenuous. The methodology of the research
they conducted confused questions of generic support for nuclear power with views on the actual

Witrliam Kendann Dt



proposal. I attend plentiful local meetings and am yet to meet anyone who is aware of the project

detail and who still supports it. Except those who are paid to do so.

Unless a decision is taken quickly to refuse EDF's plan, this area will lose out, wha'lever else happens.

The issue will become more and more divisive. The large sums, which the well-furrded opponents

have pledged, will be deployed in years of legal battles rather than on enhancing the local economy.

The Conservative Part/s hold on the area, already under threat, will be lost indefinitely as its main

supporters are already quietly funding a united opposition movement around excessive energy

schemes. This is particularly regrettable for the numerous loyal, local party worke'rs I know, as a

former Chair of the local party. Few of us believe that Sizewell C will ever be built but we fear it

being half-built like all of the previous attempts to bring this flawed design to fruition across Europe.

There is a positive alternative for everyone if permission is refused. This area is largely pro-nuclear

and would welcome more appropriate designs especially if it involved seeing the end of the current

threat. The smaller, modular alternatives are clearly now viable as they weren't when EDF

commenced this process a decade ago. lt is almost certain that one or more of these could be

deployed and be producing energy on the Suffolk coast long before Sizewell C. That's even if one

took a generous view and assumed that EDF could complete this project as they have never done

before. At the very best there will be no energy from them before the late 2030s and no low carbon

energy untilthe mid-2040s. No contribution to net-Zero. No levelling-up given this area already

enjoys almost full employment. Of course EDF cannot be forced to choose an alternative nuclear

technology but I understand from the developers that EDF would be interested irl SMRs for their

energy interests elsewhere, so one might question why they would not see them as the ideal

solution to a very constrained east coast site.

I do not want to make light of what is clearly a difficult political decision even when EDF have so

clearly failed to make their case so you have my sympathy. I will count on your wisdom and hope we

meet someday soon. The last time the Conservative Party was in control of your r:onstituency I was a

regular campaigner for the incumbent and in subsequent elections. A great deal of hard campaigning

was not enough, sadly, to counter a significant swing nationally.

William Kendall



From:
To: Energy Infrastructure Planning
Subject: The most isolated place to live in Suffolk and the 9th in the entire UK Kelsale & Yoxford
Date: 01 July 2022 14:45:03

Dear Secretary of State, 

I appreciate that your decision on the Sizewell C DCO is imminent and that it is unlikely
any submission will influence the outcome.  

However, as the Vice Chair of a Parish Council immediately impacted by the proposals for
SZC, I feel duty bound to bring to your attention the recently published results of the
Department for Transport statistics identifying our ward (Yoxford & Kelsale) as the most
isolated place to live in Suffolk and 9th in the whole of the UK (see below for link.)

You may not have been aware, or had it pointed out to you, that I (on behalf of Kelsale-
cum-Carlton Parish Council) have long raised the issue of increased isolation arising from
the Sizewell C DCO and that as currently proposed, it will see our Parish made 'an island',
surrounded on all sides (as well as bisected by) the primary transport routes to the Main
Development Site proposed by the developer.

Whilst we have maintained our concerns from the very early days of Pre-Application, it is
with regret that I report the Applicant has made no attempt to mitigate these risks and
indeed has exacerbated the issue by determining; that the most appropriate siting for a new
'Sizewell Link Road' should be at the extreme Northern boundary of the Parish, across
some of the best farming land in East Suffolk.

Should you have time, I would implore you to look at the fate of Kelsale and Yoxford
Ward and the impacts for our residents in getting to hospitals, dental services, doctors, vets
and other essential services (including employment), should the SZC Project gain
approval. 

As a footnote, you may also wish to consider the most recent Census data indicating East
Suffolk as an area with a high 'elderly population'. A position I can confirm when
reviewing the demographic of our Parish!  

Kind regards

Edwina Galloway - Vice Chair Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council.
    

-------- Forwarded Message --------
Subject:The most isolated place to live in Suffolk and the 9th in the entire UK Kelsale &

Yoxford
Date:Fri, 1 Jul 2022 13:50:44 +0100

From:Edwina Galloway
To:Matthew Hicks 



Dear Colleagues

You will recall that during both pre-application consultations and the Planning
Inspectorate examination of the Sizewell C DCO, Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council
strenuously expressed their concern that EDFs plans would detrimentally impact the
businesses and residents of the Parish through traffic arrangements (including the 'agreed'
location of the SLR) that effectively further isolate the area, confirming my oft made
assertion that we, (KcC) would become 'an island'.  

As you will have read, the new Yoxford & Kelsale Ward has been identified as "the most
isolated place to live in Suffolk and the 9th in the entire UK" by the Department for
Transport statistics (collected in 2019) and recently published.  Please see article:   

As Friday 8th July should see an announcement by the Secretary of State for BEIS in
respect to the SZC DCO, I would like to understand what steps you and your colleagues
intend to take to protect Ward businesses and residents from further isolation, should the
outcome ride in the face of considerable local opposition (the definition of local being as
you would normally expect). 

Obviously the time for you being able to influence the SoS's decision has long passed, so I
would hope you will be open in your response, in order that all the residents and
businesses of the Ward can fully understand your position going forward.   

Kind regards 
Edwina Galloway Vice Chair Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council

Ki

This e-mail and any attached files are confidential and intended for the use of the addressee only. 
Please notify the Parish Council Clerk at  if you have received it in error

and then immediately delete it. 
It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Any opinions expressed are those of the author and not

necessarily those of Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council. 
This e-mail has been checked for viruses, however, Kelsale-cum-Carlton Parish Council will not accept

responsibility should any viruses be present.





Subject: FW: For the Attention of The Rt Hon Greg Hands MP (Case Ref: TH15168)
Date: 12 July 2022 09:57:21

 
 

From: Tom Hunt MP  
Sent: 11 July 2022 18:09
To: BEIS Correspondence <BEIScorrespondence@beis.gov.uk>
Subject: For the Attention of The Rt Hon Greg Hands MP (Case Ref: TH15168)
 
Dear The Rt Hon Greg Hands MP, 

I have recently been contacted by a constituent regarding the Sizewell C proposals. Please find the
email below.

My constituent has highlighted concerns about the delays, cost and output when it comes to the
Sizewell C project. They have also raised safety issues.

My constituent has additionally highlighted the possible impact on the environment and the local area.

They have also outlined issues regarding the renationalisation of EDF.

I would be grateful if you could please explain the position of your Department on this matter.

I look forward to your response.

Yours sincerely, 
Tom Hunt 
Member of Parliament for Ipswich 
 
 

 

________________________________________
Dear Tom Hunt,

With the huge delays, overspending and inability to deliver on promised
output, the development of Sizewell C would be a huge mistake. The only
way anyone with sense could consider this a good idea would be if they
were using it as a means to embezzle a lot of tax revenue. If this
project were to be agreed to, that would be the only conclusion I could
make.
With so many countries around the world abandoning nuclear power, why
would Britain want to team up with one of the least economically
competent companies to develop a technology that has, so far, only been
proven not to work in both Finland and in the UK at Hinkley Point?
And with two horrific disasters in Russia and Japan, why would we want
to risk this happening in our country?
The cost of building, maintaining and decommissioning these
monstrosities is insane and we have no idea of the environmental impact
that the waste will cause in years to come.
People talk of the jobs this will create, but none of these will go to
the people of Leiston, an already struggling town with young people
with little hope. However, these new workers will also bring in drugs



to sell to these children, as they did when Sizewell B was being built,
causing a heroin crisis at the time. In fact, the people of Ipswich
will also lose out on the benefits and suffer the downsides.
Traffic in Ipswich will be impossible, with the already stretched
Orwell Bridge that causes untold issues being overused by trucks. Also,
crime in Ipswich will rise with the influx of workers in the area and
drugs will be a bigger problem than it currently is.
The funding method also targets poor people through their energy bills
at a time when energy cost is at an all time high.
However, the biggest problem now is from the renationalisation of EDF
by the new French PM. Do we really want to be building a giant cash cow
for a different country's government?
Please do what you can to stop this project. It may give a few people a
lot of money right now, but there could be consequences that even the
rich cannot escape when this flawed technology goes wrong and the
fallout from the catastrophe hits London.
Thank you for taking the time to read this.



From: John Walton ; 
Received: Thu Jul 14 2022 16:10:00 GMT+0100 (British Summer Time) 
To: Enquiry Unit <enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; Enquiries @ BEIS 
<enquiries@beis.gov.uk>; 
Cc:  
Subject: FW: Sizewell C 

Dear Secretary of State, 
  
 Below is my submission to the Planning Inspectorate re Sizewell C. 
  
Amid the debate about nuclear power, there has been little or no consideration given to the 
potential risks of catastrophic harm inherent in the “unknown unknowns” associated with Artificial 
Intelligence. 
  
I should be grateful if you and your officials consider this and respond to me accordingly. 
  
With best wishes 
  
John Walton 
  
From: John Walton <j  
Sent: 11 May 2022 19:18 
To:  
Subject: Sizewell C 
  
Dear Sir or Madam, 
  
I am writing in response to your request for further comments from Interested Parties, of which I am 
one. 
  
My previous submission focused on the evidence of energy experts with unrivalled expertise in civil 
nuclear power such as Dr Paul Dorfman, Honorary Fellow of my university, UCL. 
  
It is now clear- beyond any shadow of a doubt- that the original proposal for Sizewell C was flawed 
for a number of reasons, the most important of which are: 
An out of date technology which has since proved problematic in Finland, France and now China. 
The likely costs of generation, now double or indeed treble alternative sources such as offshore wind 
(including storage). 
A net contribution to emissions in the construction phase contributing to an (increasingly likely) early 
climate “tipping point”. 
The vulnerability of the site to the impact of such effects. 
  
My focus now is the existential danger to local populations from the ever more sophisticated forms 
of hacking used by rogue and State actors. Even more chilling are the potential threat of “unknown 
unknowns”  from the malicious use of AI. 
An article in the Financial Times of 11 May states that, according to a survey by cyber security group 
Bridewell, cyber- attacks against the UK’s private sector critical infrastructure have leapt 72% since 
the start of the war in Ukraine. 
Sir Jeremy Fleming, head of GCHQ, indicated on 10 May that Russia’s invasion of Ukraine had 
created a rapidly evolving cyber battlefield to which the latter’s Western allies, including Britain, 

mailto:enquiries@beis.gov.uk


were still adapting as the implications of a nascent cyber war and the rapid public release of 
classified information influenced the conflict. 
  
The response to my worries, as expressed above, might be : “this chap is a Jeremiah; it will never 
happen, we will have the answers”. 
Forty plus years of experience in financial markets, a part of it acting for clients such as Yale, 
Columbia, Princeton and other East Coast endowments- with their ferocious attention to risk- has 
taught me that so-called “fat-tail” or “Black Swan” events occur quite frequently, and almost all of 
them in the context of a consensus which predicted that the risks were negligible. 
  
Problematic technology, extraordinarily elevated costs, short term adverse effects on emissions, a 
vulnerable site- any one of these should be sufficient to kill a project put forward years ago. It is now 
hopelessly out- dated given recent trends, not least the (unexpected) spectacular collapse in the cost 
of alternatives. 
But experience of a different kind, the increasing sophistication of cyber- attacks on infrastructure 
targets, highlight the catastrophic risks in plain sight to the people of East Anglia and beyond, and 
indeed to the security of our nation. 
  
Projects of this kind tend to move with a momentum of their own. This one has been entirely 
overtaken by events. 
  
Yours sincerely, 
  
John Walton, Fellow UCL. 
  
  
 



 

 

 

Rt Hon Kwasi Kwarteng 
Secretary of State for BEIS 
London SW1 1AA 
 

18th July 2022 

 

Dear Mr Kwarteng, 

After the extraordinary events of the last few days, including Paul Scully’s move out of 
BEIS, we understand that a new minister will need to be appointed to assume the 
responsibility for making the decision on the Sizewell C DCO application. TASC appreciate 
that it cannot be your decision due to your position having been compromised by the 
negotiations that you have had with the developer, your previous statements advising that the 
UK needs Sizewell C, and your involvement in handing over £100 million from the public 
purse to the developer. TASC is aware that, in any event, a decision cannot be justified until a 
new Prime Minister has taken office but look forward to learning who will now be 
responsible for the Sizewell C DCO decision on behalf of your department and ask you to 
pass on this letter to that person to assist their review of planning application.  

As residents of East Suffolk and as representatives of the campaign group TASC, we appeal 
to the decision maker to take into consideration the following vitally important matters before 
you make your decision:  

There is no need for nuclear power.  It is an option but not an imperative. We can meet all our 
climate change, cost and electricity generating requirements without it.  A non-nuclear 
electricity sector will allow us to meet those targets with greater certainty, more quickly, 
more cheaply and with an absence of radioactive legacy waste to pass on to future 
generations through a programme of energy conservation and efficiency, decentralisation of 
generation, the introduction of smart grids, investment in the rapid development of storage 
technology, micro-technology deployment and the ramping up of the citizen’s energy 
programme. 

The Sizewell C DCO process has been dogged by an absence of information from the 
proposed developer, EDF.  More than 20 changes to the proposed development programme 
for Sizewell C have been made during the period in which the proposal has been scrutinised 
by the planning inspector.  Even now, after all those changes and after more than a decade in 
which to refine its development proposals, EDF has still failed to provide information on 
some of the fundamental requirements.   

https://tasizewellc.org.uk/


Ground anchor trials have yet to be carried out to determine the stability of the land on which 
the plant is to be built. 

Potable water supply, estimated at an average of 2.2 million litres a day during the 60 year 
operational period of the proposed plant, following a demand of up to 4 million litres a day 
over the 12 plus years of construction, has still not been secured.  In this driest of regions, 
meeting such a potable water demand over such an extended period is not only unlikely if 
existing demand is to continue to be met, but is likely to become a near impossibility over the 
lifetime of the plant as climate change impacts reduce the amount of water available. 

The means of cooling of the proposed plant has still not been settled: ‘best available 
technology’ (BAT) which is required to be implemented should indicate that indirect cooling 
(land-based cooling towers) is employed at the proposed plant, yet the unavailability of land1 
has lead to the proposal that direct cooling by sea water is a viable alternative, providing the 
Environment Agency’s recommendation that fish are discouraged from swimming close to 
the seawater intake by the use of acoustic fish deterrent (AFD).  The Secretary of State for 
Defra has still not yet made a decision on the legality or otherwise of granting EDF’s wish to 
remove the AFD from the Hinkley Point C plans thereby leaving tens of millions of fish and 
fish fry at the mercy of the huge daily intake of seawater required to cool the twin EPRs.  

The proposed site for Sizewell C is a marsh and singularly unstable. 
This part of coastline continuously erodes.  Local cliffs recede at the rate of about a meter 
every couple of years – for example all the WW2 pill boxes which were on the cliffs are in 
the tidal zone now.  The original towns of Aldeburgh and Dunwich are now under water.  
EDF needs to excavate a 33-hectare (330,000 sq m) area in order to construct a 35m deep 
concrete platform on which to build the power station. This huge area needs to be dewatered 
before construction begins.   
 
Before EDF can build the platform, a 40m to 60m-deep, 1.5 metre thick, reinforced concrete 
‘cut off’ wall has to be constructed to enable the site to be dewatered. At present, EDF have 
not demonstrated that the ground conditions are stable enough and therefore suitable to 
support such a structure. EDF have submitted a planning application to the Local Planning 
Authority to gain permission to undergo groundwork trials to ensure the geology is suitable to 
support such an essential part of the construction. To date, no permission has been granted.  
 
EDF have still not disclosed the final design for the sea defences which will be so crucial for 
keeping the site safe for 150 years and nor have they demonstrated that the ground conditions 
are suitable to take such an immense structure as the hard coast defence feature. 
 
Waste Management Services (previously Radioactive Waste Management) estimate that at 
the end of Sizewell C’s notional operating lifetime of 60 years, some 5,600 tonnes of highly 
radioactive spent nuclear fuel will be left requiring interim storage and cooling before being 

 
1 TASC points out that in the EN6 Sizewell site assessment, the ONR agreed that an 
individual reactor required 30 – 50 hectares of land for a safe construction process.  
Paragraph C.8.89 states: ‘Nominators have indicated that in their view, the size of site 
required for the operation of a permanent site of a single nuclear power unit allowing for 
operation, maintenance, storage of spent fuel and intermediate level waste would be 30 – 50 
hectares.  The Office of Nuclear Regulation concur with this estimate.’ 

https://tasizewellc.org.uk/


removed for final disposal. The location, community approval for, construction design 
certification and safety case sign off for a geological disposal facility (GDF) to hold such a 
vast inventory of radioactive waste and its radioactive content is still decades away from 
agreement and there is no guarantee that a GDF will ever be available without the need to 
impose it on an unwilling community, no matter how much the volunteer approach is 
pursued. In the unlikely event that the stated aim of Mr Johnson for 24 Gw of nuclear 
generated electricity ever be realised, something approaching 42,000 tonnes of spent fuel 
would be generated, necessitating two or even three GDFs.  
 
The prospect is preposterous, unrealisable and absurd, as is the entire Sizewell C enterprise.  
To build a plant of this size on an eroding coast, to require the transportation of 12 million 
tonnes of aggregate from one side of the country to the other to build a plant which is not 
required at huge cost to the environment and the tax payer is as perverse a policy as can be 
conceived. 
 
We implore you to do the right thing and to refuse this development consent order.    
 

Yours sincerely, 

Pete Willkinson 

Chairman, TASC 

 

https://tasizewellc.org.uk/
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Department for Business,  
Energy and Industrial Strategy 
1 Victoria Street 
London 
SW1H 0ET 
 

 
 

 
Redgrave Court 
Merton Road  
Bootle  
Merseyside  
L20 7HS  
 

 Contact@onr.gov.uk   
 

Unique ref: 2022/43135 
 
 

19 July 2022 
 
 
Dear Gareth Leigh,  
 
ONR clarifications on points raised in letter from Together Against Sizewell C 
(TASC) 
 
We are writing to offer some clarifications on points raised to you in the letter from 
Together Against Sizewell C (TASC) dated 23 June 2022 and further to our response 
to the Secretary of State on the final recommendations from the government of Austria 
(16 June 2022).  While we wouldn’t ordinarily reply to correspondence addressed to a 
third party in this late stage of the planning process, given the letter relates to our 
previous response and makes several assertions, we thought it appropriate to offer 
some additional clarifications on.  
 
To take these substantive points in turn that we wish to clarify: 
 
In relation to the comments made about our response to FR1 on fuel storage for 
Sizewell C (SZC), it is incorrect that we are deferring to the developer on this matter. 
Fuel storage for SZC has been subject to extensive regulatory oversight and this 
scrutiny would continue if a licence were to be granted. The fuel store proposed at 
SZC is not significantly different from the design proposed for Hinkley Point C (HPC). 
Following our assessment through our category 1 modification process, we have 
accepted the principal of dry storage and the changes required to facilitate it as 
described in our published assessment report. We found that the modification was 
subject to appropriate rigorous due process in accordance with the licensee’s Licence 
Condition (LC) 20 arrangements and our assessments concluded that the proposed 
modified design will ultimately reduce the level of risk as low as reasonably practicable 
(ALARP). 
 

mailto:Contact@onr.gov.uk
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While the proposed dry store at HPC will be a ‘material change’ that would require the 
necessary planning consent, we have accepted that change in principle. However, if 
implemented, the design would be subject to comprehensive assessment under our 
permissioning arrangements to ensure it meets our stringent regulatory expectations. 
Regarding the comments about FR2 and our response to events in Taishan, it is 
incorrect to say our regulatory approach with regard to modifications to fuel 
assemblies is designed to increase anxiety in the public. Any such modifications are 
expected to be of the highest safety category and would therefore undergo detailed 
regulatory scrutiny, and require our agreement, before being implemented. Our 
regulation of modifications is based on Licence Condition 20, within our licensing 
regime, which ensures the licensee has arrangements in place that have been subject 
to our scrutiny, to classify modifications according to their safety significance. This 
empowers us to call in any modification we choose for assessment and consent.  
 
Regarding TASC’s comments on our response to FR4 in relation to the applicant’s 
assertions about flooding, we can assure you our assessment has given thorough 
consideration to flooding risks presented to the proposed nuclear licensed site. We 
have not accepted the applicant’s assertions but applied the appropriate oversight 
within our legal vires for safety. Flooding behind the SZC platform has been assessed 
and judged as not presenting a significant risk to the site, even when conservative 
estimates have been applied in line with our regulatory expectations, which are widely 
recognised to be among the highest in the world. 
 
On FR9, we would like to clarify that affordability is not a legitimate factor in the 
consideration of cost for ‘as low as reasonably practicable’ (ALARP). We do consider 
the balance of the cost of implementing measures (in time, trouble and money) 
against the level of risk reduction that will be achieved, but cost would need to be 
‘grossly disproportionate’ to the risk reduction for measures not to be implemented. 
While we cannot make a licensee go beyond the requirements of the law, with regards 
to a nuclear safety-related risk the standard is set very high. 
 
As the UK’s independent nuclear regulator, we are driven by our mission to protect 
society by securing safe nuclear operations. We are accountable to Parliament and 
are regularly subject to independent scrutiny including via the Integrated Regulatory 
Review Service (IRRS), co-ordinated through the International Atomic Energy Agency 
(IAEA), which concluded that we are fulfilling our core purpose. ONR’s independence 
is established in law, and we are unwavering in our independent, proportionate and 
consistent regulation in the public interest. Our dedicated, highly-trained inspectors 
take their responsibilities extremely seriously and approach their work with vigour and 
integrity.  
 
The UK EPRTM design has been subject to robust assessment through our 
Generic Design Assessment process in addition to our thorough assessment of the 
site licence application. If a licence were granted, we would use the powers within it to 
require the licensee to request our permission for starting nuclear safety related 
construction. Similarly, the licensee would be required to seek our permission to 
proceed to subsequent, key construction and commissioning stages up to the start of 
commercial operation and beyond, with robust regulatory scrutiny applied at each 
appropriate stage, helping to ensure the safety of workers and the public. 
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I hope this response provides clarification on the matters raised in the TASC letter. We 
meet regularly with TASC and other interested parties, and have corresponded and 
discussed these topics previously. We value our ongoing dialogue with them and 
would be happy to provide any further details at. at our regular ONR NGO Forum 
and/or other stakeholder meetings as appropriate. 
 
Please do get in touch if you require any further information. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Tim Parkes 
Superintending Inspector 
Head of Sizewell C Regulation, New Reactors Division, ONR 
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