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FOREWORD
Building Sizewell C, the proposed new nuclear power
station on the Suffolk coast, would make a major
contribution to the economy of Suffolk and beyond,
through new jobs and development opportunities. It would
also provide low carbon energy to six million homes and
help the UK to achieve its net zero commitments.
Submitting the application for development consent
for Sizewell C earlier this year was a big step forward.
It followed years of engagement with stakeholders and
local communities, whose contributions helped to shape
our proposals. But it was by no means the end of our
commitment to listening to and acting on feedback.
Supporting the creation of significant business, training
and job opportunities locally, regionally and nationally,
while minimising or mitigating any adverse effects for local
people and the environment, remains our overarching
aim. We are also continuing to learn lessons from Hinkley
Point C, which is already under construction, contributing
significantly to the Somerset economy and on track to
generate electricity from 2025.
We continue to work with the local authorities,
environmental organisations, local stakeholder groups
and the public. This process has identified potential
opportunities for changing our Application to further
minimise impacts on the local area and environment in
many cases, whilst reflecting the further design detail that
has come forward in preparation for implementation. For
example, we are now considering increasing the frequency
of freight train movements to allow more material to be
transported by rail and also proposing additional land for
fen meadow mitigation.
We are now seeking feedback on these and other changes
to our Application, which I am pleased to be able to
present for consultation.
I do hope you will contribute to the further development of
our plans by participating in this consultation, which closes
on 18 December 2020. I look forward to hearing your views.

Julia Pyke
Nuclear Development Director

1.
1.1.

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

1.1.1.   On 27 May 2020 NNB Generation Company (SZC)
Limited (SZC Co.) made an application for a Development
Consent Order (DCO) under the Planning Act 2008 to the
Planning Inspectorate (who considers such applications on
behalf of the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and
Industrial Strategy) (the ‘Application’). The Application was
accepted for examination on 24 June 2020. The Application
was then published, and stakeholders and the public were
invited to submit relevant representations to the Planning
Inspectorate by 30 September 2020.

1.1.2.   The Application seeks consent to construct,
operate and maintain the proposed Sizewell C nuclear
power station, which comprises two UK EPR™ reactor units,
giving a total site capacity of approximately 3,340MW,
along with associated development required to support its
construction or operation or to mitigate its impacts (the
‘Sizewell C Project’). The Sizewell C nuclear power station
would be located in Sizewell in East Suffolk, approximately
halfway between Felixstowe and Lowestoft; to the northeast of the town of Leiston and adjacent to the existing
Sizewell B Power Station. The locations of the elements of
development are shown in Figure 1.1.

Figure 1.1 Sizewell C Project, Suffolk
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1.1.3.   The Application is available on the Planning
Inspectorate’s website at https://infrastructure.
planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/eastern/the-sizewell-cproject/?ipcsection=docs
1.1.4.   Prior to the Application being submitted to the
Planning Inspectorate, we undertook multiple stages of preapplication consultation. We are grateful for the extensive
feedback that has already been received from the local
community, others with an interest in the project and statutory
consultees, including the local authorities. The feedback
from these consultations was considered throughout the
development of the proposals and strategies for the Sizewell C
Project and in the finalisation of the Application.
1.1.5.   Since submission we have continued to engage
with the local authorities, environmental organisations, local
stakeholder groups and the public to gather their responses
to the Application. We have also been working with our
contractors to develop our proposals to the next level of detail
in preparation for implementation, in the event that DCO
consent is granted. As a result, we have identified potential
opportunities to further minimise impacts on the local area
and environment in many cases and potential changes which
will assist with the efficient construction of the project.
1.1.6.   One of these opportunities is to establish an
independent environmental Trust to manage the ongoing
re-wilding and biodiversity of the growing Sizewell Estate.
We will commit to contributing financially to the Trust
every year during the operation of Sizewell C, with a
view to expand and connect parcels of land identified
for re-wilding and habitat creation. We will update the
community regularly on our progress.
1.1.7.   Other opportunities we have identified would
require a change to our Application. The proposed changes
in this consultation document reflect design evolution or
refinement in response to feedback from engagement, which
would deliver improvements to the Sizewell C Project and in
many cases reduce impacts. Before making these changes, we
are consulting the public, landowners and other stakeholders
so that views can be taken into account before we formally
propose changes to the Planning Inspectorate. It will be for
the Planning Inspectorate to decide if the changes can be
made to the Application before it is examined.

1.1.8.   The changes are described and explained through
this consultation document and are in summary:
• Increase in the frequency of freight train movements to
facilitate bulk material imports by rail.
• Enhanced permanent beach landing facility and options for
a new, temporary facility to import material by sea.
• Change to the Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
crossing design to a single span bridge with embankments.
• Surface water removed early in the construction process to
be discharged to the foreshore via a temporary outfall.
• Change to the sea defence to make the scheme more
efficient and resilient to climate change.
• Greater flexibility as to where certain Sizewell B facilities are
relocated to potentially avoid the need for car parking on
Pillbox Field.
• Change to certain parameter heights and activities on the
main development site to facilitate the construction process.
• Change to the location of the water resource storage area
and the addition of flood mitigation measures to lower
flood risk.
• Revisions to tree retention on the main development site.
• A new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills.
• Extension of the Order Limits to provide for additional
fen meadow habitat at Pakenham as mitigation for fen
meadow loss.
• Extension and reduction of the Order Limits for works on
the main development site and related sites (fen meadow
mitigation and marsh harrier improvement sites).
• Extension of landscaped bund, other minor changes at the
southern park and ride, including a minor reduction of the
Order Limits.
• Minor reductions to the Order Limits of the northern park
and ride.
• Extension of the Order Limits for works on the two village
bypass, change to the public rights of way around Walk Barn
Farm and additional habitat mitigation proposals.
• Extension to and reduction of the Order Limits for works on
the Sizewell link road.
• Minor reductions to the Order Limits for Yoxford
roundabout, the A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham and
the A1094/B1069 south of Knodishall.
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1.2.

Policy context

1.2.1.   The Overarching National Policy Statement (NPS)
for Energy (NPS EN – 1) (Ref 1.1) and the NPS for Nuclear
Power Generation (NPS EN – 6) (Ref 1.2) were considered by
Parliament and formally designated in July 2011. Together, NPS
EN-1 and NPS EN-6 provide the framework for development
consent decisions on applications for new nuclear power
stations which are capable of deployment by the end of 2025.
Sizewell was one of the sites listed in NPS EN-6 as potentially
suitable for the deployment of a new nuclear power station in
England and Wales by the end of 2025. Whilst SZC Co. remains
confident that Sizewell is suitable for the deployment of a new
nuclear power station, it is no longer possible for deployment
to take place by the end of 2025.
1.2.2.   The need for the Sizewell C Project is established
in NPS EN – 6 which lists Sizewell as one of eight potentially
suitable sites for the deployment of new nuclear power
stations in England and Wales before the end of 2025.
NPS EN – 1 confirms that all applications for development
consent should be assessed on the basis that the Government
has demonstrated that there is a need for those types of
infrastructure. NPS EN – 1 confirms that it is Government
policy that new nuclear power forms an important element
of the strategy for moving towards a de-carbonised, diverse
electricity sector by 2050, and that nuclear power should be
able to contribute to the UK’s need for new capacity. The need
for new nuclear power generation is described as “urgent”.
1.2.3.   In December 2017, the Government published a
Written Statement on Energy Infrastructure (ref. HLWS316)
(the ‘2017 Ministerial Statement’) which reiterated the
continuing need for new nuclear and explained that the
Government had begun the process of consulting on
the preparation of a new NPS for nuclear power stations
expected to be deployed after 2025. For projects yet to
apply for development consent and due to deploy beyond
2025, which includes the Sizewell C Project, the 2017
Ministerial Statement confirmed that: “…Government
continues to give its strong in principle support to project
proposals at those sites currently listed in EN-6” (Ref 1.3)

1.3.

Decarbonisation and the need
for new nuclear capacity

1.3.1.   Climate change is one of the greatest global
challenges we face. To meet agreed global climate change
targets, CO2 emissions from all sectors must be reduced to
near zero levels (Ref 1.5). On 12 June 2019, the Secretary of
State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy Greg Clark
announced the proposal to commit the UK to achieving a
net zero carbon economy by 2050 (Ref 1.6). This represents
a strengthening of the previous target set under the Climate
Change Act to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to at least
80% of 1990 levels by 2050 (Ref 1.7).
1.3.2.   Nuclear power is the largest source of low-carbon
electricity in the developed world (Ref 1.8) and the UK
Government recognises that new nuclear power stations
will form a prominent part of the country's transition to
a low-carbon energy system that is resilient, diverse and
value for money for end users (Ref 1.9). Nuclear generation
has a lower carbon footprint than low-carbon alternatives,
such as large-scale solar and carbon capture and storage
and a similar footprint to wind generation. It also has a
significantly lower physical footprint, requiring around 1,000
times less land than solar and 1,500 times less land than
onshore wind.
1.3.3.   The Government recognises that new nuclear
power stations are critical to the country's transition to a
more resilient, affordable, and diverse low-carbon energy
system. National Policy Statement EN-1 states that:
"Nuclear power generation is a low carbon, proven
technology, which is anticipated to play an increasingly
important role as we move to diversify and decarbonise our
sources of electricity…[i]t is Government policy that new
nuclear power should be able to contribute as much as
possible to the UK's need for new capacity."
1.3.4.   Sizewell C would provide 3,340MW (3.34GW) and
therefore be meeting over a quarter of this capacity.

1.2.4.   In July 2018, the Government published its
response to the consultation. The Government’s Response
(Ref 1.4) reiterated the statements made in the 2017
Ministerial Statement and confirmed again the important
role of nuclear in the UK’s energy future.
1.2.5.   A more detailed explanation of the legislative and
policy context of the Sizewell C Project can be found in
Chapter 3 of the Planning Statement (Doc Ref. 8.4).
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1.4. Status of the Sizewell C Project
1.4.1.   SZC Co. has prioritised consultation since the early
stages of the development of our proposals for Sizewell C.
The planning process is illustrated in Figure 1.2.
1.4.2.   Following the last stage of pre-application
consultation, SZC Co. took time to consider feedback,
further refine our proposals and conclude our environmental
assessments to make sure that the Application reflected
the proposals we considered necessary and appropriate for
the construction, operation and maintenance of Sizewell C.
Throughout this period SZC Co. continued engaging with
statutory and non-statutory stakeholders.
1.4.3.   On 27 May 2020, SZC Co. submitted the
Application to the Planning Inspectorate. The Planning
Inspectorate then used the following 28 days to review the
Application and consult with the local authorities to consider
whether to accept the Application for examination. As part
of this process the local authorities were invited to submit
Adequacy of Consultation Reports to aid the Planning
Inspectorate in concluding whether SZC Co. had carried
out its pre-application consultation appropriately and in
accordance with all legal requirements. On 24 June 2020,
the Planning Inspectorate wrote to SZC Co. confirming that
the Application was of a satisfactory standard and that it
was therefore accepted for examination.
1.4.4.   On 8 July 2020, SZC Co. published notices in
newspapers and wrote to all statutory consultees to notify
them and the public that the Application had been accepted
and could be viewed on the Planning Inspectorate’s
website. Relevant representations on the Application were
required to be submitted to the Planning Inspectorate by 30
September 2020.
1.4.5.   The time for submission of relevant representations
has now ended and all the representations received have
been published on the Planning Inspectorate’s website.
SZC Co. is currently reviewing these representations and is
grateful for the engagement by all parties in the process.
The representations have included themes which are directly
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relevant to the proposed changes to the application set out
in this consultation document.
1.4.6.   SZC Co. notified the Planning Inspectorate of its
intention to consult on these changes to the Application on
6 October 2020 and received feedback on 23 October 2020.
Following this consultation, we will consider the responses
to decide which changes should be included in our formal
application to change the Application. In January 2021, we
will submit a change request to the Planning Inspectorate,
including further environmental information.
1.4.7.   The start of the 6-month examination of the
Application is marked by a preliminary meeting. The
Planning Inspectorate will consider the most appropriate
time and setting for the preliminary meeting to take place.
During the examination the Planning Inspectorate will
examine the Application and then make a recommendation
to the Secretary of State who will ultimately determine
whether development consent is granted. As part of
that process, the Planning Inspectorate will encourage
the submission of views on the Sizewell C Project from
interested parties. The Application will be largely examined
in writing but it is likely that a series of open floor and
issue specific hearings, including compulsory acquisition
hearings, will be held so that the Planning Inspectorate can
ask questions about the written representations submitted,
and gather information and evidence to further their
understanding of important and relevant issues.
1.4.8.   If stakeholders wish to understand more
about the planning process for nationally significant
infrastructure projects, further information is available on
the Planning Inspectorate’s website: http://infrastructure.
planninginspectorate.gov.uk/

1.5.

The DCO Application

1.5.1.   Our full Application is available on the
Planning Inspectorate’s website: https://infrastructure.
planninginspectorate.gov.uk/projects/eastern/the-sizewellc-project/. Details of how to request and electronic version
of the Application are in Chapter 6 of this consultation
document.
1.5.2.   The Application includes full descriptions of
the development proposed as part of the Sizewell C
Project and a full environmental impact assessment.
It also includes explanations of the key strategies SZC
Co. proposes to adopt to ensure that Sizewell C is
constructed, operated and maintained in a way that
minimises the impacts on the environment.
1.5.3.   Throughout this consultation document
references are made to documents within the Application.
The Application is made up of 8 “Books” of documents.
A Document Reference number refers to the Book of the
Application in which that document can be found. For
example, the Planning Statement is Doc Ref. 8.4 meaning
it is the fourth document within Book 8. All of the
documents which form the Application can be found at
the links listed above.

1.6.

Process for seeking changes to
the DCO Application

1.6.1.   This consultation is occurring in the preexamination period of the process for obtaining
development consent. SZC Co. has used the time since
the submission of the Application to further engage with
stakeholders and to work with contractors to develop plans
for the construction of the project if development consent is
granted. Through this process SZC Co. has identified some
changes which would assist with the implementation of the
project and some opportunities to further minimise impacts
on the local area and the environment in many cases and
would like your views on these changes.
1.6.2.   This consultation is being carried out in accordance
with the Planning Inspectorate’s Advice Note 16, which
provides information about how to request a change to an
application after it has been accepted and before the close
of the examination.

1.6.3.   On 6 October 2020, SZC Co. wrote to the Planning
Inspectorate to provide notification of our intention to
consult on, and request changes to the Application. A
Notification Report which accompanied the letter identified
the nature of the proposed changes, the proposed
approach to consultation and submission of the request for
the changes. A response was received from the Planning
Inspectorate on 23 October 2020 accepting the Notification
Report and confirming procedural requirements.
1.6.4.   As the Application has already been submitted,
this consultation is not carried out in strict accordance
with the Updated Statement of Community Consultation
(SoCC) (2016) which applied to pre-application consultation
only. However, SZC Co. has discussed and agreed our
consultation approach with East Suffolk Council and Suffolk
County Council and has taken steps to ensure that everyone
has access to the consultation materials especially in light of
the current pandemic.
1.6.5.   This consultation will run from 18 November 2020
to 18 December 2020. Full details of the ways to respond
are set out in Chapter 6 of this consultation document.
1.6.6.   SZC Co. will consider feedback from the
consultation, the outcome of further engagement with
statutory consultees and further environmental and
modelling assessments to decide which changes to the
Application we would like to formally propose. We will
then prepare a formal change request to submit to the
Planning Inspectorate for their consideration.
1.6.7.   SZC Co. has consulted landowners whose land
was identified as being required within the Application
throughout the pre-application period and this engagement
has continued since the Application was accepted.
1.6.8.   SZC Co. is committed to acquiring all land
required for the Sizewell C Project, including additional
land added as a result of the proposed changes, by private
agreement wherever possible. This includes any additional
land required by the proposed changes set out in this
consultation document. However, SZC Co. is seeking powers
of compulsory acquisition over all such land to ensure that it
is able to deliver the project without impediment.
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1.7. Structure of this
consultation document
1.7.1.   This consultation document is structured as follows:
• Chapter 2 of this consultation document gives an overview
of the proposed development which is part of the Sizewell
C Project. It summarises the proposed and potential
changes which are presented in this consultation document
and provides sign-posts to where further information about
the Sizewell C Project and the changes can be found.
• Chapter 3 of this consultation document describes the
potential changes to the freight management strategy
that we would like your views on. It explains how
the potential changes have come about and explains
how each would operate. It also describes any new
or different likely environmental effects from those
described in the Application.
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• Chapter 4 of this consultation document describes the
proposed changes to the main development site. It
includes the reasons for each of the proposed changes
and an assessment of whether the changes have any
impact on the environmental assessment presented in
Application.
• Chapter 5 of this consultation document describes the
proposed changes to the associated development sites.
These are primarily changes to the Order Limits as a
result of design development or engagement with the
relevant stakeholders.
• Chapter 6 of this consultation document sets out the
different ways you can view this consultation document
and the Application and lists the ways you can respond
to this consultation.

2.
2.1.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

Introduction

2.1.1.
The Sizewell C Project comprises the construction,
operation and maintenance of a new nuclear power station at
Sizewell in East Suffolk, together with the proposed associated
development components. Since submission of the Application
in May 2020, SZC Co. has identified potential opportunities
to deliver improvements to the Sizewell C Project and in many
cases reduce impacts as a result of continued engagement
with stakeholders, the public and its contractors. The changes
considered and proposed in this consultation, and on which
SZC Co. is seeking views, would affect elements of the Sizewell
C Project including our freight management strategy.
2.1.2. This chapter provides a high-level overview of each
of the following elements of the Sizewell C Project:
2.2 Freight management strategy
2.3 Main development site
2.4 Northern and southern park and rides
2.5 Two village bypass
2.6 Sizewell link road
2.7 Yoxford roundabout and other highway improvements
2.8 Freight management facility
2.9 Rail
2.1.3. In respect of each element of the Sizewell C Project
described in this chapter, a short introduction section is
included which provides background and context. Where
appropriate cross references are provided to both the
Application and the relevant chapter of this consultation
document where further details are set out. Where changes
are being considered or proposed, these are then explained.
2.1.4. Further information on each of the changes is set
out in the following chapters of this consultation document:
Chapter 3 (Freight management strategy), Chapter 4
(Main development site) and Chapter 5 (Associated
development). Each of these chapters sets out further
details of the changes to that strategy or site and sets out
the relevant proposed development which was included in
the Application, a description of the proposed change and
an explanation of why the change is being considered or
proposed. Where options are being consulted on, these are
set out in the description of the change.

2.2.
a)

Freight Management Strategy

Introduction

2.2.1. To deliver Sizewell C, significant amounts of
construction material and equipment will need to be
transported during the construction phase. In developing
and designing our transport proposals, we have sought
opportunities to limit the impact of construction of Sizewell
C on the local highway network wherever possible and to
move materials by more sustainable modes (by rail and sea)
where practical.
2.2.2. Through our pre-application consultations and
engagement with stakeholders and the public, SZC Co. has
worked to find the most sustainable freight management
strategy and consulted widely on options to minimise
the impacts on local communities. Our proposals include
a comprehensive set of mitigation measures, including
investment in rail, marine and road infrastructure.
2.2.3. Chapter 6 of the Planning Statement (Doc Ref. 8.4)
describes the evolution of and justification for our freight
management strategy in the Application and sets out the
policy context for the strategy. This is further explained in
Chapter 4 of the Transport Assessment (Doc Ref. 8.5).
b) Proposed development
2.2.4. The Application includes a freight management
strategy aimed at maximising the use of rail by committing
to a range of rail works which we have confidence can be
delivered sufficiently early to have a material impact on the
movement of freight. The strategy is supported by extensive
investment in a range of transport infrastructure, including
marine infrastructure, which is listed in Table 2.1.
2.2.5. Table 2.2 describes how each of these elements
of infrastructure would be used to transport freight for the
development of Sizewell C. The Application forecasts that
approximately 40% of construction materials (by volume)
would be moved by rail or sea.

2.1.5. Preliminary environmental information has been
provided for each of the changes and options being considered
with reference to the environmental information provided in
the Application. Conclusions explaining whether there are
likely to be any new or different significant effects from those
included in the Application as a result of each change are
included at the end of each section in the relevant chapter.
Chapter 2 – Project Overview | 7
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Table 2.1 Infrastructure and works proposed
under the freight management strategy
Rail Works
Green rail route – from the Saxmundham to Leiston branch line into the
temporary construction area
Saxmundham to Leiston branch line track upgrade, including the relaying of
the track and upgrades to 8 level crossings
The construction of new railway sidings on land east of Eastlands Industrial
Estate (LEEIE)
Highway Works
Sizewell link road
Two village bypass
Four other highway improvements (including Yoxford roundabout)
Freight management facility along the A14 at Seven Hills
Marine Works
DCO Application: Beach landing facility
Proposed Change: Beach Landing Facility and additional temporary
Beach Landing Facility

Table 2.2 Rail, Heavy Goods Vehicle
(HGV) and Marine movements under
the freight management strategy
Rail Movements
Early years: up to 2 movements to, and 2 movements from, LEEIE per
24-hour period (i.e. 4 total train movements).
Overnight movements along the East Suffolk line to and from hold points
on the Saxmundham to Leiston branch line, and during the day movements
along the Saxmundham to Leiston branch line from the hold points to and
from the LEEIE, so that trains do not travel through Leiston at night.
DCO Application: When the green rail route is operational: 5 overnight
movements and 1 daytime movement directly to and from the main
construction area.
Proposed change: When the green rail route is operational: Up to
7 overnight movements and 1 daytime movement directly to and from
the temporary construction area with the potential to also run trains on
Saturdays. It may be possible to run a fifth train (two additional movements)
for a short period.
HGV Movements
Freight management facility on the A14 at Seven Hills and a Delivery
Management System to control the movements of HGVs.
Early years HGV movements: up to 300 HGVs per day (600 movements)
DCO Application
Typical day at peak: 325 HGVs (650 movements)
Busiest day: 500 HGVs (1000 movements)
Proposed change
Potential to reduce to:
Typical day at peak: 250 HGVs (500 movements)
Busiest day: 350 HGVs (700 movements)
Marine Movements
Construction and use of a Beach Landing Facility (BLF) to receive Abnormal
Indivisible loads (AILs) and rock armour for sea defences.
Proposed change: Construction and use of an additional temporary Beach
Landing Facility (BLF) to deliveries of bulk materials (in addition to the BLF above).

c)

Potential changes to the DCO Application

2.2.6. Since the submission of the Application a number
of stakeholders have urged that every effort should be made
to maximise the use of rail and sea transport and thereby
reduce HGV movements. At the same time SZC Co.’s project
and contractor teams have continued to investigate ways to
enhance the capacity for sustainable freight transport.
2.2.7. Additionally, detailed site investigation work has
continued to finalise materials volumes, including the extent
to which excavated material can be reused for infill or site
landscaping. That work is continuing and will be confirmed
at the same time as any changes arising from this consultation
are formally submitted to the Planning Inspectorate.
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2.2.8. As part of this work, contractors and transport
logistics experts have been developing the procurement
strategy for the SZC construction materials. That work
has highlighted the ability to source aggregates and other
materials from sources which are rail connected or which
could potentially allow shipment by sea. This work has
resulted in two potential changes to the Application:

2.2.13. It is possible that this work could conclude that
the additional train capacity cannot be delivered, but SZC
Co. is working hard to investigate these issues and to
maximise the rail capacity wherever practical. Although
this work is ongoing, SZC Co. is consulting on the potential
opportunities for increased rail transport (should it prove
feasible) in order to seek views.

• increase in the frequency of freight train movements to
facilitate bulk materials by rail; and

2.2.14. No extensions to the Order Limits would be
required for this change.

• enhancement of the permanent BLF and options for a
new temporary BLF to facilitate material imports by sea.

• Enhancement of the permanent BLF and options for
a new temporary BLF facility to facilitate material
imports by sea

2.2.9. SZC Co. shares the objectives of stakeholders
and the local community that goods should be moved
sustainably wherever possible and that HGV numbers should
be limited to those necessary for goods which cannot be
moved by rail or sea. SZC Co.’s contractors also strongly
favour the use of rail and sea because it can be highly
efficient, reliable and cost-effective. Implementing these
freight management changes would be likely to result
in approximately 60% of the construction materials (by
volume) being moved by rail or sea.
2.2.10. In our Stage 3 consultation prior to submission of
the Application, SZC Co. consulted on a ‘rail-led’ option, which
would have required extensive improvements to the East Suffolk
line. That option would have achieved the lowest level of
HGV vehicles of all the freight management options that were
explored and it was widely supported for that reason. However,
further work with Network Rail identified that the necessary
rail works were not deliverable within the required timescale
necessary for the project and the Application put forward the
Integrated Strategy. Some stakeholders have expressed concern
that the Integrated Strategy does not go far enough.
2.2.11. If the proposals being consulted on in this
document for increased rail movements and enhanced
BLF capacity are confirmed, SZC Co. expects that it will be
possible to reduce HGV movements to levels similar to those
associated with the rail-led strategy.

2.2.15. To increase the amount of freight that could be
brought to the site by sea, SZC Co. is consulting on:
• Enhancing the design of the permanent BLF for the
delivery of AILs; and
• Providing a new temporary BLF for the delivery
of bulk materials.
2.2.16. The Application proposes the use of the
permanent BLF for delivery of AILs only, and SZC Co. is not
proposing as part of this consultation that the permanent
BLF would be used for both AIL and bulk material imports. It
is operationally not preferable to have both activities taking
place on the same facility, whilst also working within the
limited window of time afforded by the tidal range.
2.2.17. Enhancing the design of the permanent BLF would
involve making the seabed in front of the permanent BLF
better able to receive more regular deliveries by barge
without requiring additional maintenance works. These
changes substantially increase the ability of the permanent
BLF to receive AILs; up to approximately 100 beach landings
per year could be achieved in total. The Application assesses
up to approximately 50 beach landings per year.

• Increase in the frequency of freight train movements
to facilitate bulk material imports by rail

2.2.18. Further detailed design has identified that the
coast path could be kept open during the construction and
operation of both the permanent and temporary BLFs as far
as it is reasonably practicable and safe to do so.

2.2.12. SZC Co. has continued to engage in detailed
discussions with Network Rail and with freight operating
companies to investigate the full capacity for rail freight
transport. Whilst this work is ongoing, it has identified the
potential to increase the volume of material moved by rail. This
could be 4 or even 5 trains per day for a limited peak period, 5
or 6 days a week. The trains would predominantly run at night.

2.2.19. The proposed new temporary BLF would be solely
for the delivery of bulk materials such as aggregate and
backfill soil to reduce the amount of construction material
that would otherwise need to be delivered by land. SZC Co.
is consulting on four variants to the temporary BLF design,
each with different capacities and different effects, in order
to seek views on which may be the most appropriate.
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2.2.20. In combination, the potential changes to rail and
marine capacity could substantially reduce the number of
HGV movements on local roads. In principle, it may be
possible to increase the proportion of construction materials
moved by rail and sea from 40% to 60%.

Sizewell C nuclear power station and has been split into five
components (see Figure 2.1):

2.2.21. No extensions to the Order Limits would be
required for this change.

• Sizewell B relocated facilities land and National Grid land:
the area that certain Sizewell B facilities would be moved
to in order to release existing Sizewell B land for the
construction of Sizewell C, and land required for National
Grid infrastructure;

2.3.
a)

Main Development Site

Introduction

2.3.1. The main development site for the construction
and operation of the Sizewell C nuclear power station is
located on the Suffolk coast, approximately halfway between
Felixstowe and Lowestoft (see Figure 1.1 in Chapter 1 of this
consultation document). Once constructed, the Sizewell C
nuclear power station would be located directly to the north
of the existing Sizewell A and B power station complex.
2.3.2. Volume 2 of the Environment Statement (ES) (Doc
Ref 6.3) provides a detailed description of how the proposed
Sizewell C nuclear power station would be constructed,
operated and decommissioned, and the likely significant
environmental effects that are anticipated to arise as a
result of these activities. Chapter 4 of this consultation
document explains why the proposed changes have been
suggested, describes the changes and provides preliminary
environmental information for each change.
2.3.3. The main development site encompasses the
area required for the construction and operation of the
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• power station platform (main platform): the area that
would become the Sizewell C nuclear power station itself;

• offshore works area: the area where offshore cooling water
infrastructure and other marine works would be located;
• temporary construction area: the area located primarily
to the north and west of the proposed Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI) crossing, which would be used to
support construction activity on the main platform;
• land east of Eastlands Industrial Estate (LEEIE): the area
that would be used to support construction on the main
platform and temporary construction area; and
• off-site developments: areas required for the mitigation of
the construction of the main development site including
fen meadow mitigation land, off-site sports facilities in
Leiston and a marsh harrier habitat improvement area.
2.3.4. This section describes each of the elements
of proposed development that form part of the main
development site and the changes associated with each
of them. Figure 2.2 shows the Sizewell C Operational
Masterplan and Figure 2.3 shows the Sizewell C
Construction Masterplan.

Figure 2.1 Main development site sub-areas
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ESTATE - LEEIE
5. OFFSHORE WORKS AREA
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b) Main platform

• cooling water pump houses and associated buildings and plant;

i.

• waste storage buildings, including an intermediate level
waste store and an interim spent fuel store;

Proposed development

2.3.5. The main power station platform would include
the following:
• two reactor buildings for the UK EPRTM reactor units
and associated annexed buildings containing the safety
systems, fuel handling systems and access facilities,
together with the adjacent emergency diesel generator
buildings (known as the ‘nuclear islands’);
• two sets of turbine halls and electrical buildings for
the export and distribution of electrical power (the
‘conventional islands’);
• an operational service centre;

• sea defences, comprising a new landscaped hard coastal
defence feature, an existing landscape feature, which
would be reconstructed to tie into the Sizewell C hard
coastal defence feature and would be known as the
Northern Mound, and a new artificial linear dune, known
as the soft coastal defence feature;
• a BLF used for the delivery of AILs by the sea;
• overhead power lines and pylons; and
• ancillary buildings required to facilitate the operation of
Sizewell C, including buildings for security, office use,
storage and other purposes.
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2.3.6. Access to the main platform would be provided by
a new crossing to the north constructed across an area of
land that forms part of the Sizewell Marshes SSSI and the
Leiston Drain.
ii. Proposed changes to the DCO Application
• Change to certain parameter heights and activities
on the main development site to facilitate the
construction process
2.3.7. To facilitate the proposed changes to the BLF
(which would increase the amount of material that could
be transported to site by sea) the parameter heights within
which construction activities may be carried out as provided
for in the Application would need to increase.
2.3.8. Separately, contractor input has identified the need
to relocate the marine tunnelling works within the main
construction zone, resulting in the shafts being slightly closer
to the landward side of the sea defences. The parameter
heights would need to change because of the cranes
required to lift the tunnel boring machines and individual
tunnel segments into place. This change also affects the
temporary construction area.
• Change to the SSSI crossing design to a single span
bridge with embankments
2.3.9. SZC Co. proposes to change the design to
comprise separate embankments at either end of the SSSI
crossing with a 30m long single-span bridge connecting
them, to provide additional flood relief and ecological
connectivity, alongside less SSSI land-take, compared with
the current design. Additionally, there is potential to change
the gradient of the embankments to allow taller and more
substantial trees to establish on the seaward embankment
of the SSSI Crossing.
• Surface water removed early in the construction
process to be discharged to the foreshore via a
temporary outfall
2.3.10. Early in the construction phase SZC Co. has
proposed to build a Combined Drainage Outfall (CDO)
comprising of two tunnels which would connect and
terminate approximately 300 metres offshore (see section
2.3.21). One of the functions of the CDO is to discharge
treated surface water run-off from the site to the sea in
compliance with an environmental permit.
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2.3.11. Through the current consultation, SZC Co. is
seeking views on installing a temporary outfall pipe to
discharge surface water in periods of extreme storm events
before the CDO is constructed. Under normal conditions
surface water would be collected in balancing ponds,
treated via water treatment systems and then either
infiltrated to ground or discharged to the surrounding
watercourses at greenfield rates.
2.3.12. The temporary outfall pipe would be laid below
ground as it crosses the Suffolk Coastal Path and would
terminate landward of the mean high spring water tide level.
Once the CDO is constructed the outfall would be removed.
• Change to the sea defence to make the scheme
more efficient and resilient to climate change
2.3.13. SZC Co. is proposing an alternative sheet-pile
sea defence which has similar design features to the
construction phase hard coastal defence feature but
significantly increases the amount of space within the
construction site and simplifies the construction process.
2.3.14. In response to stakeholder feedback and updated
sea level predictions, SZC Co. has progressed detailed
designs of the sea defences. We are consulting on an
increase to the heights of the permanent sea defence to
increase flood resilience and reduce reliance on secondary
measures to alleviate coastal flood risk.

Figure 2.2 Sizewell C operational masterplan
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Figure 2.3 Sizewell C construction masterplan
KEY

c) Sizewell B relocated facilities land and
National Grid land
i.

2.3.16. Land is also required for the National Grid 400
Kilovolts (kV) substation and the associated relocation of an
existing National Grid pylon and overhead lines.

Proposed development
ii. Proposed changes to the DCO Application

2.3.15. A number of existing Sizewell B facilities would
need to be either relocated from the main platform area
or relocated within the Sizewell B station because of works
on the main platform. These works are referred to as ‘the
Sizewell B relocated facilities project’. These facilities have
a broad range of functions including industrial, workplace,
education, cultural uses and associated infrastructure; some
of which would need to be upgraded to comply with current
standards and regulations.
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• Greater flexibility as to where certain Sizewell B
facilities are relocated to potentially avoid the need
for car parking on Pillbox Field.
2.3.17. An area of land within the Sizewell A complex
has potentially become available for use by the Sizewell
B relocated facilities project, subject to the completion of
a land agreement which is currently being progressed. In
addition, following further design development, the layout
of the relocated facilities has been revised to facilitate easier
and more efficient construction.

2.3.18. SZC Co. are consulting on two options for the
delivery of the Sizewell B relocated facilities project:
Option 1 and Option 2. Both options would relocate the
administration building, modify the design of the training
centre building and involve other changes to the layout of
the Coronation Wood development area. If the Sizewell A
land does become available, Option 1 would relocate the
Sizewell B outage car park to the existing Sizewell B west
car park. If the land does not become available Option 2
involves the same changes but the Sizewell B would be
located in Pillbox Field. The overall length of construction of
the Sizewell B relocated facilities project would be the same
under Option 1 and Option 2.

• temporary car park with approximately 1,000 spaces, plus
additional parking for buses;

2.3.19. No extensions to the Order Limits would be
required for this change.

2.3.23. Furthermore, during the construction period, the
following permanent infrastructure would be established
within this area:

d) Offshore works area
i.

Proposed development

2.3.20. This includes cooling water infrastructure with
two intakes and one outfall, one permanent CDO) and two
fish recovery and return tunnels for the operation of the
Sizewell C power station.
ii. Proposed changes to the DCO Application
2.3.21. There are no changes proposed in the offshore
works area.
e)

Temporary construction area

i.

Proposed development

• temporary construction worker accommodation campus
providing up to 2,400 bed spaces, supported either by
a combined heat and power facility or air source heat
pumps, and associated infrastructure, including 300
surface car parking spaces and a multi-storey car park
with approximately 1,300 car parking spaces, plus blue
badge and cycle parking spaces; and
• associated temporary construction infrastructure, activities
and machinery, including drainage, utilities, access and haul
roads, excavations, cranes and other specialist machinery.

• power station access road, linking the SSSI crossing with a
new roundabout onto Abbey Road (B1122);
• permanent car park with up to 1,370 spaces at the
eastern end of the access road to support the operation
of the Sizewell C power station;
• off-site delivery checkpoint;
• vehicular and pedestrian causeway crossing the Sizewell
Marshes SSSI;
• emergency equipment store and back-up generator at
Upper Abbey Farm;
• electrical substation south of Upper Abbey Farm;

2.3.22. The temporary construction area refers to the main
area of land that would be required largely on a temporary
basis to facilitate the construction of the Sizewell C power
station. During construction, the temporary construction
area would be used to provide:
• temporary facilities, including contractors’ compound
areas, batching plants, access and storage areas, logistical
facilities, water treatment plants, water pumping stations
and water storage facilities, fabrication and pre-cast
concrete production areas, etc.;
• material management, including borrow pits and stockpiles;
• temporary railway track with terminal facility for offloading
goods, railway sidings and a passing loop for locomotives;
• temporary water resource storage area, for the storage of
non-potable water for use in construction activities;

• improvements to the car park and access of Kenton Hills
woodland, with the provision of up to 15 additional car
parking spaces; and
• highway works including the realignment of Lover’s Lane,
the provision of a combined bridleway, cycleway and
footpath from Sizewell Gap and King George’s Avenue to
Eastbridge Road and other public rights of way diversions.
2.3.24. Once construction at the main platform has finished,
temporary facilities would be removed and the area would
be used for habitat creation, as described within the Outline
Landscape and Ecology Management Plan (Doc Ref. 8.2).
ii

Proposed changes to the DCO Application

• Change to certain parameter heights and activities
on the main development site to facilitate the
construction process
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2.3.25. Increasing the amount of material that is
transported by rail and sea would require different material
storage solutions, especially in the early years. An additional
stockpile area has been identified within the temporary
construction area which would provide flexibility to extend
the footprint of the stockpiles by a relatively small amount
and would allow more material to be delivered earlier
in the construction programme. SZC Co. is proposing to
change the parameters to allow an additional stockpile up
to approximately 15 metres above ground level. This change
also affects the main platform.
• Change to the location of the water resource
storage area and the addition of flood mitigation
measures to lower flood risk
2.3.26. The water resource storage area would be used for
temporarily storing non-potable water in the construction
phase. SZC Co. is proposing to relocate the water resource
storage area to be adjacent to the proposed attenuation
pond and proposed borrow pits and stockpiles. This
relocation would allow the storage area’s original location
to instead provide additional, permanent, fluvial flood
mitigation. Opportunities would also be taken to create
additional wetland habitats in this area. The wetland
habitats would be open water channels and wet reedbeds
to provide high quality foraging habitats for marsh harriers
during the construction of Sizewell C.
2.3.27. Once the construction of Sizewell C is complete and
compensatory marsh harrier foraging habitats are no longer
required, there would be an opportunity for the open water
and wet reedbed habitats to be transitioned to wet woodland
habitats, either through natural successional processes or
through planting. In the long term, this would compensate
for the loss of wet woodland from the Sizewell Marshes SSSI
and could form part of a wet woodland strategy.
• Revisions to tree retention on the main
development site
2.3.28. SZC Co. has identified three locations where
changes are proposed to the DCO Landscape Retention
and Site Clearance Plans. These changes have arisen from
the conflicts between retained landscape and access
required into various parts of the site as detailed design has
progressed in preparation for implementation. This change
also affects the main platform.
• A new bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and
Kenton Hills
2.3.29. Along with an extensive rights of way strategy
in the Application SZC Co. proposed a fund to improve
the local rights of way network if it is affected by the
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development of the Sizewell C Project. Engagement with
local stakeholders has raised a specific concern about
the bridleway crossing Lover’s Lane. SZC Co. is therefore
consulting on delivering a new bridleway link under the DCO
rather than it being delivered separately through the fund.
2.3.30. The new bridleway would include a crossing point
over Lover’s Lane to run from the northern field of Aldhurst
Farm towards Kenton Hills to join the existing Bridleway 19
route. The route would be constructed to bridleway standards.
• Extension and reduction of the Order Limits for
works on the main development site
2.3.31. There are a number of minor reductions and
additions proposed to the Order Limits for the main
development site to account for mapping or boundary
discrepancies, to facilitate access to surrounding sites or to
optimise highway usage.
f)

Land east of Eastlands Industrial Estate (LEEIE)

i.

Proposed development

2.3.32. This area would be used to support construction
on the main platform and the temporary construction area.
The area would comprise:
• new vehicle access points onto Valley Road, Lover’s Lane
and King George’s Avenue;
• a 400-pitch caravan park for the accommodation of
construction workers, with associated facilities for welfare
and amenity;
• a temporary single railway track with railway sidings and
a passing loop for the locomotive;
• a temporary park and ride facility comprising
approximately 600 car parking spaces, 20 bus parking
spaces and an associated terminal area;
• a freight management facility comprising approximately
80 parking spaces for heavy goods vehicles and
associated infrastructure, including a new vehicle access
onto Lover’s Lane;
• temporary material management areas, including
stockpiles and a material transfer laydown area; and
• a logistics compound to accommodate temporary
buildings, facilities, machinery and materials.
2.3.33. At the end of the construction period, all facilities
at the LEEIE would be removed and the area reinstated to
agricultural land.

ii. Proposed changes to the DCO Application
2.3.34. There are no proposed changes to the LEEIE.
g) Off-site developments
i.

Proposed development

2.3.35. To mitigate the effects of activity on the main
development site, the following off-site developments are
also proposed in the Application:
• two areas of fen meadow mitigation land, one to the
south of Benhall and one to the east of Halesworth, to
create permanent fen meadow habitats to mitigate the
loss of approximately 0.7 hectares of fen meadow habitat
from the Sizewell Marshes SSSI;
• off-site sports facilities at Leiston comprising a full-sized
3G artificial football pitch and two multi-use games areas,
for shared use between construction workers, Alde Valley
School and the local community during the construction
phase and left as a legacy for the school and community
thereafter; and
• a temporary marsh harrier habitat improvement area to
the west of Westleton, if required1. If used, at the end of
construction, this land would be returned to arable use.
2.3.36. Volume 2 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.3) identifies
no significant environmental effects as result of the
construction and operation of the off-site developments.
ii. Proposed changes to the DCO Application
• Extension of the Order Limits to provide for fen
meadow habitat at Pakenham as further mitigation
for fen meadow loss
2.3.37. Fen meadow habitats are challenging to create.
The Application identifies two sites for fen meadow
mitigation habitat at Benhall and Halesworth.
2.3.38. Further advice from Natural England as a result of
continued engagement, however, recommends that given
the rarity of fen meadow in the UK and the known difficulty
of restoring species rich fen / fen meadow habitat, that a
larger extent of land is required in order to ensure sufficient
mitigation habitat. SZC Co. is therefore proposing to include
a site at Pakenham to further increase the probability of
creating sufficient fen meadow habitat to mitigate for the
loss of fen meadow from the Sizewell Marshes SSSI.

• Extension and reduction of the Order Limits for
works on the main development sites and related
sites (fen meadow mitigation sites and marsh
harrier improvement sites)
2.3.39. SZC Co. proposes to change the design to
comprise separate embankments at either end of the SSSI
crossing with a 30m long single-span bridge connecting
them, to provide additional flood relief and ecological
connectivity, alongside less SSSI land-take, compared with
the current design. Additionally, there is potential to change
the gradient of the embankments to allow taller and more
substantial trees to establish on the seaward embankment
of the SSSI Crossing.

2.4. Northern and southern park and
rides
a)

Introduction

2.4.1. Volumes 3 and 4 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.4 and
6.5) provide a summary description of the construction,
operation, and removal and reinstatement phases of the
northern park and ride at Darsham and southern park and
ride at Wickham Market respectively, together with an
assessment of the likely significant environmental effects
that are predicted to arise as a result of these proposals.
2.4.2. The changes proposed to these sites are described
and explained in Chapter 5 of this consultation document
along with preliminary environmental information associated
with the changes.
b) Proposed development
2.4.3. The northern park and ride facility would intercept
construction workers travelling on the A12 to the main
development site from the north, whilst the southern park
and ride would intercept construction workers travelling from
the south. The park and rides would reduce the amount of
additional traffic on local roads and through local villages.
2.4.4. The northern park and ride would be situated to
the west of the A12, to the east of the East Suffolk line and
to the north of Darsham rail station (refer to Figure 2.4). The
approximately 27.9 hectare site lies within a predominantly
arable farmland landscape with scattered woodland cover.
Access to the site would be via a new temporary three arm
roundabout, with works to Willow Marsh Lane and the
temporary realignment of the A12 via the roundabout.

1
A permanent marsh harrier habitat improvement area has been established at the northern edge of the EDF Energy estate. The Shadow Habitats
Regulation Assessment Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) concludes that this is appropriate compensation for the predicted ‘loss of foraging’ habitat for marsh harriers
over the Sizewell Marshes SSSI. However, if it is determined by the Secretary of State that additional marsh harrier habitats are required then the Westleton site
would be temporarily used to provide this.
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2.4.5. The southern park and ride would be located to
the north-east of Wickham Market. Access to the site would
be off the slip road from the B1078 which leads to the
northbound A12 (refer to Figure 2.5). The approximately 26.4
ha site lies within a predominantly arable farmland landscape
with scattered woodland cover, it also extends to include a
section of the A12.
2.4.6.

Both of the park and ride facilities would comprise:

• car parking areas for up to 1,250 car parking spaces (of
which up to 40 would be accessible spaces) and up to 12
pick up only spaces;
• up to 10 spaces for minibuses/vans/buses;
• up to 80 motorcycle parking spaces;
• cycle shelters for up to 20 bicycles;
• bus terminus area, including shelters;
• security fencing and lighting;
• an amenity and welfare building comprising toilets and
staff room;
• a security building including an administration office;
• a security booth adjacent to an exit loop for errant vehicles;
• other ancillary development, including road markings,
signage, lighting, closed circuit television and utilities; and
• external areas including roadways, footways, landscaping
(including bunds) and drainage infrastructure.
2.4.7.

The southern park and ride facility would also comprise:

• a traffic incident management area; and
• a postal consolidation building.
2.4.8. Once the need for the facilities has ceased, the
buildings and associated infrastructure, would be removed
in accordance with a removal and reinstatement plan,
which would maximise the potential for re-use of building,
modules and materials. When the site has been cleared,
the area would be returned to agricultural use and, at
the northern park and ride, the A12 reinstated back to its
original alignment.
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c)

Proposed changes to the DCO Application

• Extension of landscaped bund and other minor
changes at the southern park and ride, including a
minor reduction of the Order Limits
2.4.9. SZC Co. is consulting on an opportunity to extend
the landscape bund along the north-west boundary of the
site to further aid visual and acoustic screening from the
adjacent landscape and habitat.
2.4.10. Additionally, minor design changes are proposed
to reduce the Order Limits to the south of the A12, and
to retain an existing private access along the eastern
boundaries of the site.
• Minor reductions to the Order Limits at the northern
park and ride
2.4.11. There are two minor reductions proposed to the
Order Limit boundary of the northern park and ride to
account for mapping or boundary discrepancies.

Figure 2.4 Northern park and ride masterplan
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Two village bypass

Introduction

2.5.1. Volume 5 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.6) provides a
detailed description of how the the two village bypass
would be constructed and operated, and the likely
significant environmental effects that are anticipated to arise
as a result of these activities.

DARSHAM
HALL

EXISTING PUBLIC RIGHT OF WAY

DARSHAM
OLD HALL

2.5.2. The changes proposed at this site are described
and explained in Chapter 5 of this consultation document
along with preliminary environmental information associated
with the changes.
b) Proposed development
2.5.3. The two village bypass would comprise a new,
permanent, 2.4 kilometre (km) single carriageway road, with
a design speed of 60 miles per hour (mph), that would depart
from the A12 to the south-west of Stratford St. Andrew before
re-joining the A12 to the east of Farnham (see Figure 2.6).
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Figure 2.5 Southern park and ride masterplan
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2.5.4. The two village bypass would effectively create
a new route to the south of Stratford St. Andrew and
Farnham, thus bypassing the two villages. Once operational,
the two village bypass would form a new section of the A12,
though the existing section of the A12 through the villages
would be retained for local access. It would be open for
public use as soon as it is operational.
2.5.5.

The two village bypass would include:

• provision of a four arm roundabout at the western end of
the road, east of Parkgate Farm and Stratford Plantation
to connect the road to the A12 and Tinker Brook;
• a multi-span overbridge for all traffic to allow a crossing
over the River Alde;

20 | Chapter 2 – Project Overview

• provision of flood compensation areas to the north of the
bypass, largely to the west of the River Alde;
• provision of a staggered junction between Nuttery Belt
and Pond Wood to maintain access on both sides of the
route of the proposed two village bypass;
• a cutting as the route of the bypass passes to the east of
Farnham Hall. A non-motorised user overbridge would
be provided, over the two village bypass road, would
be provided and two public rights of way diverted to
maintain connectivity across the route; and
• provision of a four arm roundabout at the eastern end of
the road, to replace the existing junction of the A12, with
the A1094 (Friday Street).

Figure 2.6 Two village bypass masterplan
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c)

Proposed changes to the DCO Application

• Extension of the Order Limits for works on the
two village bypass, change to the public right of
way around Walk Barn Farm and additional habitat
mitigation proposals
2.5.6. Following further engagement with Suffolk
County Council, there is a minor change to the Order Limits
proposed to maximise visibility of the existing access road
which will join the two village bypass at the north-west
staggered junction, east of the River Alde bridge crossing.
This proposed change is subject to the results of further
speed surveys on the access road, which may determine that
the additional land is not required.
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2.5.7. Suffolk County Council has also requested that
the route used by the public is formalised as a public
right of way route at Walk Barn Farm. In this consultation
document, SZC Co. is consulting on upgrading this right
of way to a bridleway and the two options for the route in
this location, in order to seek views on which may be the
most appropriate.
2.5.8. There is an opportunity to use land within the
Order Limits to provide additional habitat to mitigate for the
loss of the floodplain grazing marsh habitat.
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2.6.
a)

Sizewell link road

b) Proposed development

Introduction

2.6.1. Volume 6 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.7) provides a
detailed description of how the Sizewell link road would
be constructed and operated, and the likely significant
environmental effects that are anticipated to arise as a result
of these activities.
2.6.2. The changes proposed at this site are described
and explained in Chapter 5 of this consultation document
along with preliminary environmental information associated
with the changes.

2.6.3. The Sizewell link road would comprise a new,
permanent 6.8 km single carriageway road, with a design
speed of 60 miles per hour (mph), which begins at the A12
south of Yoxford, bypasses Middleton Moor and Theberton
before joining the B1122 (see Figure 2.7).
2.6.4. The proposed Sizewell link road would be used
by SZC Co. during the construction phase of the Sizewell C
main development site to transport construction workers
arriving by car, buses from both the northern park and
ride (which would only use the Sizewell link road east of
the Middleton Moor link) and southern park and ride, and
goods vehicles (both light and heavy) delivering freight to
the Sizewell C main development site. It would also be open
to the public as soon as it is operational.

Figure 2.7 Sizewell link road masterplan
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2.6.5.

The Sizewell link road would include:

• a connection with the A12, approximately 180m north of
The Red House Farm, south of Yoxford, and continuing in
an easterly direction;
• a single span bridge over the East Suffolk line;
• a new link road (referred to as the ‘Middleton Moor link’)
to allow connectivity to Middleton Moor;
• realignment of Fordley Road on the south side of
the proposed route of the Sizewell link road to allow
northbound traffic to join the new road. Fordley Road
would be stopped up on the north side of the route;
• a staggered crossroads, ghost island junction to give
access to Trust Farm located to the south and to the
existing B1122 to the north, as well an access road to
Hawthorn Cottages;
• realignment of Hawthorn Road on the south side of the
proposed route of the Sizewell link road. On the north
side Hawthorn Road would be stopped up;
• a new ghost island junction would be formed with
an extension of the B1125 and reconfiguration of the
existing B1122 (Leiston Road) to form new junctions. This
includes provision of a new link road between the route
of the proposed Sizewell link road and Leiston Road (the
‘B1125 link’);
• realignment of Pretty Road on the south side of the
proposed route of the Sizewell link road. On the north
side Pretty Road would be stopped up;
• a new overbridge for non-motorised users only
(pedestrians, cyclists, equestrians) over Pretty Road;
• a new priority junction on the west side of Moat Road
to maintain access to the existing properties including
Theberton Grange and Moat House;
• a new road and junction connecting the Sizewell link
road to the B1122 to provide access to Theberton, and a
realignment of the B1122 to the south-east of the new
junction to tie in to the route of the Sizewell link road.
Approximately 360m of the B1122 would be permanently
converted to footpath
c) Proposed changes to the DCO Application
• Extension to and reduction of the Order Limits for
works on the Sizewell link road
2.6.6. Through discussions with Suffolk County Council
(SCC), SZC Co. has established that additonal land may
be necessary to provide increased visibility at junctions

proposed along the Sizewell link road. This may involve
further works and vegetation removal to improve highway
safety. SZC Co. is currently undertaking vehicle speed
surveys and depending on the results of these and further
discussions with Suffolk County Council, this additional land
may not be necessary.
2.6.7. Following receipt of the ground investigation
results and discussions with SCC, the approach to
drainage has changed. It is now proposed to hold water
in attenuation basins and manage the release of the water
to local watercourses, in accordance with the hierarchy
within the drainage strategy located in Volume 2, Chapter
2, Appendix 2A of the ES. This has resulted in the need
for additional areas of land within the Order Limits to
accommodate additional basins and potential routes to
discharge surface water flows to local watercourses. As we
progress the hydraulic modelling of the whole length of the
Sizewell link road we will seek to optimise the number and
size of the basins and some of the additional land may not
be required.
2.6.8. Other minor design changes are proposed which
would extend or reduce the Order Limits or the length of
time the land is needed for. These changes have arisen
following further detailed design work and the results of
topographical survey Information.

2.7. Yoxford roundabout and other
highway improvements
a)

Introduction

2.7.1. Volume 7 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.8) provides a
detailed description of the off-site highway improvements
proposed to support the construction and operation of
the Sizewell C nuclear power station. It describes how
they would be constructed and operated, and the likely
significant environmental effects that are anticipated to arise
as a result of these activities.
2.7.2. The changes proposed at this site are described
and explained in Chapter 5 of this consultation document
along with preliminary environmental information associated
with the changes.
b) Proposed development
2.7.3. Four locations have been identified where there is
a need to provide highway improvement works. The works
proposed are summarised in Table 2.4. Yoxford roundabout
is shown in Figure 2.8.
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2.7.4. Road safety analysis has identified potential
highway safety issues at two additional sites (the B1078 and
B1079 junction east of Easton and Otley College and the
A140 and B1078 junction west of Coddenham). Highway
safety measures at these sites would be secured through a

legal agreement with the highway authority. It is envisaged
that these works would include improvements of visibility
splays, provision of signage and road markings.
2.7.5. All of the proposed highway improvement works
would be retained permanently.

Table 2.4 Summary of proposed highway improvement works
Highway Improvement

Summary of Works

Site area

A12 and B1122 east of Yoxford.

Provision of a new roundabout at the junction
(referred to as the ‘Yoxford roundabout’).

2.9 ha

A1094/B1069 junction south of Knodishall.

Improvements of visibility splays and provision of
signage and road markings.

1.5 ha

SZC Co. would also seek to reduce the speed limit
from 60 miles per hour (mph) to 40mph.
A12/A144 junction south of Bramfield.

Provision of central reservation island and
waiting area.

1.2 ha

A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham.

Improvements of visibility splays, alteration of the
B1119 at the junction with the A12, and provision
of signage and road markings.

0.9 ha

c)

Proposed changes to the DCO Application

• Minor reductions to the Order Limits for Yoxford
roundabout, the A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham
and the A1094/B1069 south of Knodishall
2.7.6. There are a number of minor reductions proposed
to the Order Limits for Yoxford roundabout, the A12/
B1119 junction at Saxmundham and the A1094/B1069
south of Knodishall to account for mapping or boundary
discrepancies.

24 | Chapter 2 – Project Overview

Figure 2.8 Freight management facility masterplan
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2.8.
a)

Freight Management Facility

Introduction

2.8.1. Volume 8 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.9) provides
a detailed description of how the proposed freight
management facility would be constructed, operated
and removed and reinstated, and the likely significant
environmental effects that are anticipated to arise as a result
of these activities.

b) Proposed development
2.8.2. The proposed freight management facility is
located near Seven Hills and would assist in allowing a
controlled pattern of deliveries to the main development site
with reduced movements during peak or sensitive hours on
the network (see Figure 2.9).
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Figure 2.9 Yoxford roundabout masterplan
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b) Proposed development
2.9.2. The “green rail route” comprises a temporary
rail extension of approximately 4.5km from the existing
Saxmundham to Leiston branch line to a terminal within
the main development site. Commencing at a new junction
with the existing Saxmundham to Leiston branch line at a
point 500 m east of the Saxmundham Road level crossing
and 230 m south of Buckle’s Wood, it passes southwest to

northeast to the main development site (see Figure 2.10).
Once the need for the green rail route has ceased it would
be removed and the land returned to agricultural use.
2.9.3. In addition to this, rail track upgrades and works
on up to eight level crossings would be required on the
Saxmundham to Leiston branch line to accommodate the
additional freight trains that would operate on the green rail
route. These upgrades would be permanent.

Figure 2.10 Green rail route masterplan
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c)

Proposed changes to the DCO Application

2.9.4. There are no changes proposed to the green rail
route as proposed in the Application. Chapter 3 of this
consultation document, however, explains the potential
changes to the use of rail through the construction phase
which are detailed in the freight management strategy
section (see section 2.2 of this chapter).

Chapter 2 – Project Overview | 27

This page is left intentionally blank

3.
3.1.

FREIGHT MANAGEMENT STRATEGY

Introduction

3.1.1.    This chapter describes a range of potential changes
to the freight management strategy on which we would
like your views. For each change it describes the position
set out in the Application, a description of the potential
change (including options) and an explanation of why the
change is proposed. Preliminary environmental information
has been provided for each of the changes and options with
reference to the environmental information provided in the
Application. Conclusions explaining whether there are likely
to be any new or different significant effects from those
included in the Application as a result of each change are
included at the end of each section.
3.1.2.   In this chapter the following changes are considered:
• Potential changes to rail movements from those assumed
in the Application, including:
– potential to increase train capacity
– potential to reduce Heavy Goods Vehicle (HGV)
movements
– environmental impact of additional rail movements
and reduced HGV movements
• Potential enhancements to the permanent Beach Landing
Facility (BLF) and options for a second temporary BLF to
facilitate materials imports by sea, including:
– the proposed BLF development in the Application
– potential changes and why the changes are
being considered
– environmental impact of the potential changes.
3.1.3.    One of the most distinct characteristics of the
construction phase of the Sizewell C Project is the need
to transport substantial volumes of construction material
during the 9–12 year construction programme. From
the outset, SZC Co. has been conscious of the need to
ensure that its freight management strategy optimised the
sustainable transport of material by rail or sea, whilst limiting
and mitigating the impacts of necessary road transport.
Consequently, SZC Co. adopted three guiding principles for
its freight management strategy:
• firstly, wherever practical and cost-effective, to seek to
reduce the volume of materials that require movement
off-site, either through the re-use of excavated material as
fill, landscaping or via the deployment of borrow pits to
both source material on-site and deposit other material;

• secondly, where materials must be transported to or
exported from the site, to seek to move bulk materials
and containerised goods by sea or by rail where this is
practical and cost-effective; and
• thirdly, where movement of materials by road remains
necessary, to manage this in a way which reduces local
impacts via the use of defined routes for HGVs and
systems which can monitor, manage and control the
number and timing of HGV movements to the site.
3.1.4.    Guided by these principles and extensive feedback
through consultation and engagement, the Application set
out details of a proposed Integrated freight management
strategy with the following principal characteristics:
• a BLF to enable large abnormal indivisible loads (AILs) to
be transported by barge;
• up to two freight trains per day in the early years1,
delivering material to land east of Eastlands Industrial
Estate (LEEIE) and up to three freight trains per day during
the peak construction period delivering material to the
temporary construction area via a new rail line (the green
rail route); and
• approximately 60% of construction material delivered
by HGVs, requiring up to 300 HGVs per day (600
movements) in the early years and up to 500 HGVs
per day during the peak construction period (1,000
movements), with a typical day requiring 325 HGVs
(650 movements).
3.1.5.    The strategy is supported by extensive investment
in a range of transport infrastructure, including the
two village bypass, the Sizewell link road, a freight
management facility at Seven Hills and significant
investment in rail to re-lay the Saxmundham to Leiston
branch line and construct the 4.5km green rail route
into the temporary construction area. The application
explained how these measures would achieve the transport
of approximately 40% (by weight) of construction material
by sustainable modes (rail and sea), whilst mitigating the
effects of road transport on local communities.
3.1.6.    Since the submission of the Application, SZC
Co.’s project and contractor teams have continued to
investigate ways to enhance the capacity for sustainable
freight transport. At the same time, a number of
stakeholders have urged that every effort should be made
to maximise the use of rail and sea transport and thereby
reduce HGV movements.

1
Early years are defined in the Application as a period of approximately two years from the start of construction until the opening of various facilities –
particularly the two village bypass and the Sizewell link road.
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3.1.7.    Additionally, detailed site investigation work has
continued to finalise materials volumes, including the extent
to which excavated material can be reused for infill or site
landscaping. That work is continuing and will be confirmed
at the same time as any DCO changes arising from this
consultation are formally requested.
3.1.8.    As part of this work, contractors and transport
logistics experts have been developing the procurement
strategy for the Sizewell C construction materials. That
work has highlighted the ability to source aggregates and
other materials from sources which are rail connected or
which could potentially allow shipment by sea.
3.1.9.    This work has resulted in two potential changes to
the Application:
• the potential to run 4 or possibly even 5 trains per day for
a short period, 5 or 6 days a week; and
• enhancement of the permanent BLF and potential options
for a new temporary BLF to increase the capacity to move
material by sea.
3.1.10.    These potential changes are described in this
chapter.
3.1.11.    SZC Co. shares the objectives of stakeholders
and the local community that goods should be moved
sustainably wherever possible and that HGV numbers should
be limited to those necessary for goods which cannot be
moved by rail or sea. SZC Co.’s contractors also strongly
favour the use of rail and sea for appropriate materials
because it can be highly efficient, reliable and cost effective.

3.1.12.    Some bulk materials are more able to be moved
by rail or sea than by HGV – examples include aggregates
and backfill material for ground raising and stability. Other
materials are not suitable to be moved by sea or rail and can
only realistically be moved by HGV. In an ideal world, SZC
Co.’s contractors believe that the modal split set out in Table
3.1 would be desirable, if sufficient capacity existed.
3.1.13.    Even with full rail and sea capacity, there is a
significant volume of material which will require transport by
HGV. Locally sourced material, specialist materials, non-bulk
materials or materials normally sourced at shorter notice
will all need to be transported by HGVs. It should be noted
for these purposes, however, that an “HGV” is defined in
the Application as any goods vehicle over 3.5 tonnes and a
significant number of these residual HGV movements would
be made by smaller HGVs.
3.1.14.    In combination, if there was enough capacity,
rail and sea could potentially transport up to 60% of the
total volume of materials. Even with unlimited rail and sea
capacity, however, the volume of material moved by HGV is
unlikely to be less than 40% of the total as this proportion
of materials is best suited to road transportation. If that
reduction to 40% can be achieved, however, we would
expect that HGVs could be reduced to approximately 250 on
a Typical Day (500 movements) and 350 on the Busiest Day
(700 movements). This represents a reduction of 150 HGVs
on the Busiest Day (300 2-way movements) compared to the
DCO submission.

Table 3.1 Preferred modal split for material transport
Material

Primary Mode of Transport
Rail

Sea

Concrete Aggregates





Backfill Aggregates





Cement and Lime Powders (for
Ground Improvement)



Road




Concrete Powders
Tunnel Segments





Reinforcement






Other Materials
Overall Ambition
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30%–50%

10%–30%

40%

3.1.15.    A balance also needs to be struck between the
benefits and the environmental effects of the different
transport options in order to arrive at the optimum freight
management strategy.
3.1.16.    This consultation outlines where there may be
potential to increase both rail and sea transport. These are
options for consultation and these options describe choices
– the consultation does not set out a fixed proposal.
3.1.17.    The outcome from this consultation will assist SZC
Co. to find the optimum strategy and to propose changes
to the Application, which (if accepted by the Planning
Inspectorate) will then be tested through the Examination.

3.2. Increase in the frequency
of freight train movements to
facilitate bulk material imports by rail
a) Potential changes to rail movements assumed
in the DCO Application
3.2.1.    Rail proposals in the submitted Application are
described in the Transport Assessment (Doc Ref. 8.5).
In the early years, rail operations would consist of up to
two freight trains per day operating from the main East
Suffolk Line along the upgraded Saxmundham to Leiston
branch line to newly constructed sidings in the LEEIE. It is
anticipated that the trains would arrive on the branch line at
night and be held there overnight, proceeding to LEEIE after
7am in the morning. No trains would travel through Leiston
at night. Once unloaded, the trains would leave LEEIE in the
evening, be held again on the branch line and then return to

the main East Suffolk Line at night. No change is proposed
to these early years rail operations.
3.2.2.    The green rail route is expected to be constructed
and operational within the first two years of the Sizewell C
Project construction programme and will provide a direct rail
route from the Saxmundham to Leiston branch line into the
temporary construction area on the main development site.
Once operational, trains would no longer need to be held on
the branch line and could proceed directly to new rail sidings
constructed within the temporary construction area. The
Application anticipates that these train movements would
predominantly happen at night.
3.2.3.    Figure 3.1 shows the existing rail network and the
additional infrastructure proposed in the Application.
3.2.4.    The Application indicates that up to three trains
will operate after the early years, five days a week. The three
trains would be likely to arrive in the early morning (before
07:00). For the purposes of the DCO, it was assumed that five
of these rail movements (three inbound and two outbound)
would happen at night (defined as between 23:00 and 07:00)
and one would happen during the day (i.e. after 07:00).
3.2.5.    In each case, for the early years and the peak
construction period, the trains are likely to be formed of
a Class 66 locomotive with up to 20 wagons, i.e. up to
339m in length and capable of carrying up to 1,250 tonnes
of construction material. These capacities need to be
confirmed through continuing engagement with Network
Rail. The capacity of each train is equivalent to that of 67.5
HGVs (135 two-way HGV movements).

Figure 3.1 Existing and proposed rail infrastructure for the Sizewell C Project

Branch line upgrades
Green Rail Route
LEEIE railhead

All black/blue lines existing infrastructure
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b) The potential to increase rail capacity

green rail route or travel to the LEEIE siding. If additional
trains do travel to LEEIE, they would follow the main
development site services from the East Suffolk Line and
would then be held on the Saxmundham to Leiston branch
line overnight in a similar way to the early years services
so that no additional trains would travel through Leiston
between 23:00 and 07:00.

3.2.6.    SZC Co. has continued to engage in detailed
discussions with Network Rail and with freight operating
companies to investigate the full capacity for rail freight
transport. This work is continuing but it has identified
the following potential to increase the volume of material
moved by rail:

3.2.9.    The potential is also being investigated to operate
an additional train service, bringing the total number of
trains to five return trains per day, although this is less
likely. The fifth train would travel to either the temporary
construction area or LEEIE. It is not yet known whether this
additional train would operate overnight. There may not be
enough time for all the trains to operate between the last
passenger train of the night and the first passenger train
the following morning on the East Suffolk Line. For the
purposes of this consultation and to test a worst case from
a noise perspective, it is assumed that all additional trains
would operate overnight. Additional daytime movements
would require the current passenger train service on the
East Suffolk Line to be amended. Once the operational
modelling is complete, it will be possible to quantify the
change required to the existing passenger train service to
accommodate the additional freight train movements and to
test whether this might be feasible.

• the potential to run four trains overnight, rather than
three; and
• the potential to run trains six days a week (Monday to
Saturday).
3.2.7.    It is important to explain that each of these options
is currently only potentially available. Detailed work is
underway to assess the ability of the mainline timetable
to accommodate additional train movements, whilst joint
working with Network Rail is continuing to establish the
capacity of the East Suffolk Line. It is possible that this work
could conclude that the additional train capacity cannot
be delivered but SZC Co. is working hard to investigate
these issues and to maximise the rail capacity wherever
practical. The purpose of this consultation is to ensure that
all consultees have the opportunity to express views on the
potential opportunities for increased rail transport (should
it prove feasible) and to seek views on their acceptability, so
that those views can be taken into account in any proposed
revisions to the Application.

3.2.10.    Due to limitations on the capacity to receive such
large volumes of material at the temporary construction
area and LEEIE, a fifth train would only be useful for a short
period at the very peak of the construction period when
there is maximum demand for back fill, concrete aggregate
and other bulk materials.

3.2.8.    To operate four trains per day, it is anticipated that
an additional inbound and outbound train would operate
overnight (therefore there would be seven movements
overnight rather than five and one during the day).
Depending on the materials transported, the additional pair
of train movements which make up the fourth train could
travel directly to the temporary construction area using the

3.2.11.   Our current understanding based on the
construction programme is that the optimum number of
trains to serve the Sizewell C Project to match the material
requirements for construction would be as set out in Table 3.2:

Table 3.2 Number of trains per day over the construction period
Construction Year

No. of Trains per day

2022

0

2023

2

2024

4

2025-2026

4-5

2027-2028

4

2029

3

2030 - 34

2 trains reducing to zero
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3.2.12.    For the purposes of this consultation, it is
assumed that the loading capacity of trains cannot be
improved, although we will continue discussions with
Network Rail to see whether that may be practical. It
would not be appropriate at this stage, however, to assume
that each train could increase its payload. Any increase in
payload, of course, would generate further direct savings of
HGV movements.
c)

Potential for HGV reductions

i.

Potential for HGV reductions from additional
rail movements

3.2.13.    Assuming that the Sizewell C Project uses
standard HGV aggregate construction lorries, it is estimated
that each HGV could carry a payload of 18.5 tonnes. This
may be slightly conservative, and it does not include the
potential that the HGV fleet could include a proportion of
larger vehicles. For the purposes of estimating savings in
HGV movements, however, 18.5 tonnes per movement is
considered a robust figure.

3.2.14.    It follows that each train movement (with its
assumed pay load of 1,250 tonnes) would result in a
reduction of 67.5 HGV deliveries, or 135 two-way HGV
movements. On this basis, it is possible to estimate the
number of HGV movements that could be saved by the
different opportunities to transport materials by rail as
detailed in Table 3.3.
3.2.15.    The baseline assumptions set out in the
Application provide for three train loads per day, five days
per week. This would achieve a saving of 203 HGVs per
day (406 movements) or 1,015 HGVs and 2,030 movements
per week. On an annual basis, the DCO integrated freight
management strategy would ‘save’ 57,980 HGVs (115,960
HGV movements) from using local roads.
3.2.16.    It is possible that train services could run six days
a week (Monday to Saturday), although seven days a week is
not proposed.
3.2.17.    The additional HGV savings possible from the
potential rail capacity increases described above are set out
in Table 3.3.

Table 3.3 Potential reductions in HGVs from additional rail capacity
Daily trains

Days of operation per week

Import capacity improvement
(tonnes) by rail per week

Equivalent potential reduction
in daily HGV movements

3

5

Baseline

Baseline

6

3,750

812

5

6,250

135

6

11,250

243

Variable

1,250

135 per train

4

5

3.2.18.    The balance to be struck, therefore, is to consider
the benefit of these scales of HGV reductions per day (if
they are shown to be feasible) against an understanding
of any additional environmental effects that the increased
train capacity would bring. To assist with this, the potential
environmental effects of the increased train activity
are summarised further, alongside a description of the
environmental benefits of reduced HGV movements (see
section 3.4 of this chapter).
ii.

Potential for HGV reductions from an increase
in the transport of materials by sea

3.2.19.    It is also important to take account of any
potential to increase the transport of bulk materials by
sea. As described in section 3.1 of this chapter, if a second
(temporary) BLF can be developed, the transport strategy

should seek to achieve the optimum balance between rail,
sea and road. In this consultation, we are setting out the
capability which each mode may have, to invite views to
enable us to then propose what the best balance might be.
3.2.20.    The different options for increased marine
capacity are explained in detail in section 3.3 of this chapter.
The marine options provide alternative or additional
potential to reduce HGV movements, with the scale of
potential reductions varying between the different options.
Those options are explained in detail in section 3.3 but
we have set out here the capacity of those options as
HGV equivalents, to give some measure of the theoretical
maximum HGV savings that may be achieved from the
marine options if that capacity was able to be used for
materials that would otherwise be transported by road.

2
3 trains per day over 6 days would transport 22,500 tonnes each week, the equivalent of 1,216 HGVs or 2,436 movements. This compares with 18,750
tonnes that would be transported if trains only ran 5 days a week. That represents a saving of 402 movements. Averaged over a 5 days week for HGV
movements, that equals a reduction of 81 movements each day.
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3.2.21.    The additional marine options would be
operational during the summer season due to the calmer
sea conditions (known as a “campaign”) i.e. from 1 April
until 31 October. The HGV savings they would generate,
however, can fairly be averaged across the year. Whether
the material is bought by sea in the summer or all year
round, it still directly reduces the volume of material that it
is necessary to transport by other means.
3.2.22.    It is difficult at this stage to present a definitive
picture of how the different options would in practice
impact on HGV movements, principally because:
• rail and sea are both particularly suited to the movement
of bulk materials, such as backfill and aggregates –
increased capacity by sea might reduce the requirement
for train movements, rather than HGVs;
• bulk material can only be imported to site at the rate it
can be accommodated within the stockpiles, the height
of which are limited in the Application. The balance to be
struck between rail, sea and road capacity will require careful
planning based on this limitation and the profile of demand
for construction materials over the construction period;
• the potential to use rail or sea for different construction
materials will depend in part on their origin. As an
example, it is likely that concrete making materials will
be sourced inland within the UK for which rail may be
best suited but there is the potential to import infill
material from marine sources. Other materials such as
pre-cast tunnel segments will need to be manufactured
off-site and have not yet been procured, so their origin is
unknown and a preferred mode of transport cannot yet
be determined; and

3.2.23.    It is therefore apparent that a flexible transport
strategy is appropriate – a strategy which maximises
the potential to use both rail and sea, within acceptable
environmental limits. In combination, the gross capacities for
rail and sea demonstrate considerable potential to reduce HGV
movements. In principle, they would enable HGV movements
to be reduced to account for approximately 40% of the volume
of construction materials, rather than the 60% currently
assumed in the Application.
3.2.24.    The following gives some indication of the
potential effect on HGV movements from the combined rail
and sea options, taking account of the following:
• Backfill material to provide a competent foundation for
the main development site is principally required between
2025 and 2027 on the current programme; and
• If train capacity can be increased to four trains per
day six days a week, and marine options could handle
approximately 1 million tonnes per annum during 2025
and 2026, it would not be necessary to transport any
significant quantities of backfill material by HGV.
The current DCO assumption of just three trains per day,
five days a week, however, would leave a requirement
which would exceed any of the marine options and leave
a significant continuing requirement for HGV movements.
3.2.25.    Whilst all these matters are to be worked though
in detail, Table 3.4 gives our current estimation of how these
options might affect overall HGV numbers during the peak
period. The rail and sea infrastructure would not be in place
early enough to affect the early years HGV numbers, which
are shown in the Application as a maximum of 300.

• some construction materials do not lend themselves to
transport by rail or sea (see Table 3.1 of this chapter).

Table 3.4 Potential peak HGV numbers with rail and BLF enhancements
Indicative HGV numbers (2-way movements)
Scenario

Trains

Marine

HGVs Typical Day

HGVs Busiest Day

Early Years

2

-

300 (600)

-

DCO Baseline

3

DCO BLF

325 (650)

500 (1,000)

4 Trains DCO BLF

4

DCO BLF

300 (600)

450 (900)

4 Trains BLF 1/2

4

BLF 1/2

275 (550)

400 (800)

4 Trains BLF 3/4

4

BLF 3/4

250 (500)

350 (700)
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3.2.26.    The variables relate to the different potential train
movements six days a week and the different BLF options
described further in the next section of this chapter.
3.2.27.    It is clear that increased rail and marine options can
reduce HGV numbers significantly, although there will always
be a core of material that needs to be moved by HGV.
3.2.28.    To put the numbers into perspective, at Stage 3
consultation we set out a potential rail-led option which was
widely supported by consultees but which has proven not to
be deliverable due to the extent of works necessary to the East
Suffolk rail line. Of the potential freight management strategies
consulted on at Stage 3, the rail-led option showed the lowest
HGV generation during the peak years at 225 HGVs on a
typical day and a peak of 350 HGVs per day. Table 3.4 shows
that the combined rail and BLF options consulted on here could
produce a similarly reduced level of HGV movements.
3.2.29.    Section 3.3 of this chapter describes the marine
options and their potential effects. The judgement to be made
is whether those effects are acceptable given their potential to
remove large numbers of HGV movements from local roads.
3.2.30.    Timing is also important. A second (temporary)
BLF could be in place for the short term (up to 2027/8 and
then removed) to deal with the requirement for bulk infill
material or it could be retained to around 2030 to also
be available to help manage the peak requirement for
aggregates and other bulk materials. To explain this further:
• After 2027/28, the main bulk material requirement will be
aggregates for concrete. Until now it has been assumed
that concrete aggregates would principally be sourced
from Somerset and lend themselves to transport by train;

• If alternative sources for aggregates were realised (such as
off-shore dredged aggregates or sources lending themselves
to marine transport, such as Norway) then the majority of
aggregates could be brought to site by sea via the temporary
BLF during the main civils phase through to 2030; and
• There would be limited reduction in HGV movements as
the use of the temporary BLF would divert the material
from train movements. There would, however, be no
need for the 4th daily train.
3.2.31.    Responses to this consultation giving views on
the overall acceptability of the different options will be
important to inform the judgments that need to be made.
d) Environmental impact of the additional rail
movements and reduced HGVs
i.

Preliminary environmental information (PEI)

3.2.32.    A preliminary environmental assessment of the
potential opportunities to increase rail movements and
reduce HGVs has been undertaken. This section presents the
consideration of the changes to baseline conditions (such as
potential additional receptors affected), the assessment of
impacts and mitigation required. Table 3.5 provides a summary
of the preliminary environmental assessments by reference to
the Application for environmental topics and receptors where
there is the potential for the environmental effects presented
in the Application to differ as a result of the potential change.
It also sets out further work to be undertaken to confirm the
environmental impact of the potential changes, if changes are
confirmed to be taken forward.
3.2.33.    Further detail on the noise and vibration assessment
is provided in Appendix 1 to this consultation document.

Table 3.5 Preliminary environmental information on the impact of additional rail movements
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Transport
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 10 (Doc Ref. 6.3) and the Transport Assessment (Doc Ref. 8.5)]
Level crossings

The potential change does not
affect the baseline reported in the
ES and no additional receptors
will be impacted.

Were four trains to run over 5 or 6 days, they would
operate during the night-time period and therefore the
impact on level crossings, in terms of road users, would
be unchanged from the ES and would be negligible.
Were five trains to operate per day and one of the trains
to operate during the daytime, it would require the level
crossings on the green rail route to close to let the train
route through. This would temporarily impact on road
users in terms of journey time delay but is expected to
be minimal given that it would be closed only twice per
day (i.e. one train inbound and one train outbound).

Further assessment will be
undertaken to confirm that there
would be no new or different impact
as a result of increased closure of
level crossings to allow for additional
train movements.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Rail Passengers

The potential change does not
affect the baseline reported in the
ES and no additional receptors
will be impacted.

The ES concluded that the freight trains would not
impact on rail passengers as there would be no
amendments to the current passenger train service.
The potential for a fifth train may require the current
passenger train service on the East Suffolk Line to be
amended, which would result in a lower frequency of
passenger trains at that time of the day.

Once the operational modelling
is complete, it will be possible to
quantify if any change would be
required to the existing passenger
train service to accommodate the
additional freight train movements.
Further assessment would then be
undertaken to assess the impact this
would have on rail passengers.

Traffic

The potential change does not
affect the baseline reported in the
ES and no additional receptors
will be impacted.

The potential enhancements in rail and marine capacity
would not be in place in time to significantly affect traffic
volumes during the early years.

The environmental transport
assessment will be updated to
consider the transport environmental
effects that are likely to result from
the reduction in the number of HGVs
on the road network during peak
construction. It is expected that
the assessment will show benefits
relative to the outcomes set out in
the application.

The benefit in terms of fewer HGVs on the road network
as a result of the additional trains is expected to lead to a
reduction in road traffic along the proposed HGV routes
during peak construction (i.e. A12 and Sizewell link road).
The potential HGV reduction at peak construction as
a result of the additional trains is unlikely to materially
change the effect on severance and pedestrian delay set
out in the ES as these effects are based on total volume of
traffic. Likewise, it is unlikely to materially reduce the effect
on driver delay as the HGV reduction would be spread
over the day and not only be reduced in the busiest
network periods of the day. However, it is likely to reduce
the effect on amenity and fear and intimidation as these
effects take account of the proportion of HGV traffic. It
would also enhance road safety.
If additional trains were to be combined with one or
more of the marine options, greater reductions of HGVs
would be provided, which, depending on the marine
option, would be likely to further reduce the effect
on amenity, fear and intimidation and road safety. In
addition, depending on which marine option is combined
with the additional trains, the overall reduction in
traffic could potentially reduce the effect on severance,
pedestrian delay and driver delay.

Noise and Vibration
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 11 (Doc Ref. 6.3) and Volume 9 Chapter 4 (Doc Ref. 6.10)]
Residential receptors,
and other receptors
where people may be
sleeping, along Leiston
branch line

The potential change does not
affect the baseline reported in the
ES and no additional receptors
will be impacted.
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The additional trains are not expected to materially alter the
assessment outcomes; the overall daytime and night-time
noise and vibration levels will not materially change, and
the maximum sound levels will not alter on a train-bytrain basis, although there will be a greater number of
occurrences of these maximum noise events.

The predicted railway noise and
vibration levels will be updated taking
account of both the work completed
since the application, and the
proposed additional train movements.
The noise contour plots set out in
the Volume 9 Chapter 4 Appendix
4B of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.10) will be
updated.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Residential receptors,
and other receptors
where people may be
sleeping, along East
Suffolk Line

Updated Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Work undertaken over the summer and autumn of 2020
has progressed SZC Co.’s understanding of the way in
which ground-borne vibration propagates away from
the line under the conditions found along the railway
line and the Rail Noise Mitigation Strategy, which was
proposed in Volume 9 Chapter 4 of the ES (Doc Ref.
6.10), will set out detail of how railway noise and
vibration will be controlled from an operational and
physical standpoint.

The Rail Noise Mitigation Strategy, as
proposed in Volume 9 Chapter 4 of
the ES (Doc Ref. 6.10), will be drafted
alongside the updated assessment. It
is expected that the measures likely to
be set out in that document will include
use of long-welded track, the ideal
locations of welded rail joints, the use of
under-ballast mats, or equivalent, speed
restrictions on train movements in built
up and sensitive areas, and preferences
for particular locomotive types.

It is likely that the conclusions will be broadly consistent with
the ES and that noise and vibration impacts can be controlled
consistently with the requirements of planning policy.
Further discussion of noise and vibration is set out in
Appendix 1 to this consultation document.

Pro Corda, at Leiston
Abbey (second site)

The potential change does not
affect the baseline reported in the
ES and no additional receptors
will be impacted.

Pro Corda is a high sensitivity receptor approximately
240 metres north of the green rail route.
As noted above, the outcomes are not expected to vary
materially from those set out in the ES (Doc Ref. 6.10),
however, SZC Co. will continue to engage with Pro Corda
to consider the implications in the context of their work.

An updated assessment of properties
likely to be eligible for sound
insulation under the ‘Noise Mitigation
Scheme’ set out in Volume 2, Chapter
11, Appendix 11H of the ES (Doc Ref.
6.10), will be set out.
The further assessment work will
be as detailed above. The views and
input of Pro Corda will be sought
so that the updated assessment
outcomes fully reflect the potential
impact on their operations and
activities.

Further discussion of noise and vibration is set out in
Appendix 1 to this consultation document.
Residential receptors
and other receptors of
similar sensitivity close
to roads in the study
area

The potential change does not
affect the baseline for noise and
vibration reported in the ES and
no additional receptors will be
impacted.

The benefit in terms of fewer HGVs on the road network
as a result of the additional trains is expected to lead to
a reduction in road traffic noise of up to 1.5dB relative
to the values set out in the Volume 9 of the ES (Doc Ref.
6.10) along the routes anticipated to take the majority
of SZC traffic.
This reduction could reduce the impact categories
identified in the ES (Doc Ref. 6.10) at some locations. If
additional trains were to be combined with one of the
marine options, greater reductions of up to approximately
4.5dB could occur, relative to the outcomes in the ES (Doc
Ref. 6.10).

The assessment of road traffic noise
will be updated to consider the noise
levels that are likely to result from
the reduction in the number of heavy
goods vehicles on the road network.
It is expected that the assessment
will show benefits relative to the
outcomes set out in the ES (Doc Ref.
6.10).

Further discussion of noise and vibration is set out in
Appendix 1 to this consultation document.
Air Quality
[With reference to the ES Volume 9 Chapter 5 (Doc Ref. 6.10)]
Human receptors

The potential change does
not affect the baseline for air
quality reported in the ES and
no additional receptors will be
impacted.

An additional train movement to and from the site per
weekday and the addition of weekend movements
would not result in a change to predicted short-term
impacts as there would only be one train present at any
location in any hour.

Further assessment will be undertaken
to confirm that there will be no new
or different impacts and may include
a quantitative assessment of both the
additional train movements as well as
materials movements associated with
the additional off-loading of materials
from the trains.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

The ES does not predict any significant transport
emission impacts, and the reduction in HGVs from the
additional train will only result in a marginal air quality
improvement.
There will be some additional unloading on the main
development site, as a result of increased rail use,
which could affect the construction dust assessment.
However, the current mitigation measures included in
the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11) would manage and mitigate
any additional impact, and therefore the impact is not
expected to be greater.
Historic Environment
[With reference to the ES Volume 9 Chapter 9 (Doc Ref. 6.10)]
Indirect effects on
the setting of Leiston
Abbey (second site)
and moated site (SM
1014520) / St Mary’s
Abbey, Grade I (LB
1215753).

The proposed change does not
affect the baseline reported in the
ES and no additional receptors
will be impacted.

As set out within the noise assessment, the overall
daytime and night-time noise and vibration levels will
not materially change, and the maximum sound levels
will not alter on a train-by-train basis, although there
will be a greater number of occurrences of these
maximum noise events.
An additional train movement to and from the site per
weekday and the addition of weekend movements
means that while perceptibility of the rail operations
would increase, they would still be intermittent and
infrequent. With the current mitigation measures in
place, the proposed change is not anticipated to alter
the conclusion of the DCO assessment of a moderate
adverse effect, which is considered to be significant.

No further assessment is required.
However, as set out within the
ES (Doc Ref. 6.10), additional
mitigation is proposed via the
Section 106 agreement to provide
for enhancements to the visitor
experience of the two Leiston Abbey
sites. This would enhance the historic
interest of these sites by allowing
visitors to better engage with these
assets and mitigate against the harm
caused by the loss of historic interest
arising from the perceptual presence
of the proposed development during
the construction period. Discussions
around this are continuing.

Health and Wellbeing
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 28 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Health

e)

The proposed change does not
affect the baseline reported in the
ES and no additional receptors
will be impacted.

As detailed in the related technical disciplines (air
and noise), the additional trains are not anticipated
to result in any significant change to that previously
assessed, or the significance of effects identified.
However, given these topics will include additional
assessment to demonstrate this to be the case, it is
appropriate for the Health and Wellbeing assessment
to also be updated.

Other environmental topics and receptors

3.2.34.    The potential changes to the number of trains
do not alter the baseline conditions, the assessment
of impacts or mitigation identified for any of the other
environmental assessment topic areas or receptors as
presented in the Application.
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Further assessment will be
undertaken to confirm that the
changes are not sufficient to quantify
any change in the outcome of the
health and wellbeing assessment.

3.3. Enhancement of the permanent
beach landing facility and options
for a new temporary beach landing
facility to facilitate material imports
by sea
a) The proposed development in the DCO
Application
3.3.1.    The Application includes a permanent BLF, for use in
both the construction and operational phases of the nuclear
power station. It would be located on the coast directly in
front of the Northern Mound at the northern end of the sea
defences, with an associated private access road connecting
it to the main platform. It would typically be used to import
large deliveries to Sizewell C by sea on barges, known as AILs.
3.3.2.    The permanent BLF would be in place early in the
construction phase to support construction of the power
station by enabling delivery of some AILs by sea. Annual
“campaign” periods (approximately 1 April to 31 October)
are expected for the permanent BLF during the construction
phase for a total of approximately four years. During each
annual campaign period, it is estimated that there would be
approximately 30 beach landings. However, for the purposes
of the marine environmental assessments, approximately 50
beach landings per campaign are assumed. As some AILs
are smaller than others, it is assumed in the Application that
each beach landing would contain an average of 1.5 AILs.
Offloaded AILs would access the site using a haul route into
the main construction area, which would ultimately become
part of the Northern Mound once complete.

3.3.3.    Barges that serve the permanent BLF would be
loaded with large deliveries at a transhipment port, towed
to the shore, moored in position and grounded as the tide
drops. The AILs would then be transported to site along the
BLF access road.
3.3.4.    This permanent BLF would be used infrequently
during the operational phase of the power station (i.e. post
construction), approximately every 5-10 years for a few
weeks at a time.
3.3.5.    The seabed in front of the permanent BLF, where
the barges land, would need to be surveyed and potentially
re-profiled between each delivery. This is to ensure the next
barge can land safely on a reasonably smooth surface.
3.3.6.    The permanent BLF would consist of a structure
built across the beach and out into the sea. When not in
use during the operational phase of the power station and
during the winter months of construction, the permanent
BLF deck would be dismantled and taken away for storage.
Pier and cross beam supports would remain in place and
form a permanent presence on the coast.
3.3.7.    The Application also assumed temporary closures
of the coast path during both construction and operation of
the permanent BLF. Inland diversions for pedestrians were
proposed as a result to minimise disruption.
3.3.8.    A visualisation of the permanent BLF when not in
use and the access road is shown in Figure 3.2.
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Figure 3.2 Typical visualisation of permanent BLF during the operational phase

NOT PROTECT
COPYRIGHT

Reproduced from Ordnance S
Ordnance Survey on behalf o
Stationery Office © Crown Co
reserved. NNB GenCo 01000

DOCUMENT:

SIZEWELL C
ENVIRONMENTAL STAT
VOLUME 2
CHAPTER 2
DESCRIPTION OF PERM

Chapter 3 – Freight Management Strategy | 39

DRAWING TITLE:

BEACH LANDING FACIL
ILLUSTRATIVE - FOR IN

The Sizewell C Project - Consultation on Proposed Changes

Providing a new temporary BLF

b) Description of the potential changes

ii.

3.3.9.    Since submission of the Application, further work
has been carried out between the Sizewell C project and
contractor teams which has identified that there may be
potential for more material to be brought to the site by
sea than is currently provided for in the Application. As
described in this section, this could be achieved by:

3.3.15.    To reduce the amount of construction material that
would otherwise need to be delivered by land, an additional
(temporary) BLF is also being considered solely for the delivery
of bulk materials such as aggregate and backfill soils.

• enhancing the design of the permanent BLF; and
• providing a new temporary BLF.
i.

Enhancing the design of the permanent BLF

3.3.10.    To increase the amount of AILs that could be
delivered by sea, it would be necessary to make the seabed
in front of the permanent BLF better able to receive more
regular deliveries by barge without requiring additional
maintenance works. The current design limits the permanent
BLF’s capacity to receive more regular deliveries.
3.3.11.    A potential change is to add submerged beams
that span parallel to the beach on piled foundations,
thereby creating a solid base on top of the seabed. A total
of approximately 50 timber piles are likely to be needed, or
fewer if steel is used. The addition, known as grillage, would
cover an area of approximately 100m x 30m and would still
allow the natural movement of sediment as far as reasonably
practicable. The grillage would be removed at the end of the
construction of Sizewell C.
3.3.12.    It is also proposed that the permanent BLF would
be approximately 30m longer (100m in total) to better align
the barge deck with the platform, making deliveries safer
and more efficient. This may result in approximately 10
additional permanent piles for the platform.
3.3.13.    The enhanced design would substantially increase
the ability of the permanent BLF to receive AILs more regularly
during the construction phase. Up to approximately 100 beach
landings per annual campaign could be achieved in total.
3.3.14.    The coast path would be redirected up and
down the shoreline as necessary to facilitate construction
of the permanent BLF, except in rare circumstances where
is considered unsafe to do so. In such instances, use of the
temporary inland diversion would be necessary. Compared
with the assumption made in the DCO application, which
assumes that the path is closed both during BLF construction
and when it is in use, disruption would be slight.

40 | Chapter 3 – Freight Management Strategy

3.3.16.    The temporary BLF could be in place for the short
term (up to 2027/8 and then removed) to deal with the
requirement for bulk infill material or it could be retained
up to approximately 2030 to also be available to help
manage the peak requirement for aggregates and other bulk
materials. It would be located to the south of the enhanced
permanent BLF.
3.3.17.    SZC Co. is consulting on four variants to the
temporary BLF design. They are most easily distinguished
by: their length; whether the barge would ground on the
seabed; and the rate at which they could import material.
Only Option 1 and the enhanced permanent BLF would
‘land’ on the beach. Potential options, subject to more
detailed work and this consultation, are:
• Option 1: Temporary BLF, no pier- lowest capacity
• Option 2: Temporary BLF, short pier - low capacity
• Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium pier - high capacity
• Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier - highest capacity
3.3.18.    SZC Co. is not consulting on the combined use of
the enhanced permanent BLF for both AIL and bulk material
imports. Such an option would require the permanent
BLF to be wide enough to accommodate the unloading of
both types of delivery simultaneously. It is operationally not
preferable to have both activities taking place on the same
facility whilst also working within the limited window of
time afforded by the tidal range.

Option 1: Temporary BLF, no pier- lowest capacity
3.3.19.    The design of Option 1, as illustrated in Figure
3.3, is substantially the same as the enhanced permanent
BLF, comprising a piled platform, complete with fenders,
mooring dolphins and grillage. The length of this second BLF
would be approximately 120m.
3.3.20.    It would have a single berth and approximately
half of all high tides in a campaign period are likely to have
suitable wave conditions for grounding a barge.

3.3.21.    Option 1 would have the capacity to receive up to
around 70 barge deliveries per year, which we conservatively
estimate would provide a capacity of up to around 200,000
tonnes of bulk material per year. The new temporary BLF
options would all have the capacity to operate in the night
as well as the day. All the capacity estimates presented in
this document are initial estimates and some uncertainty
is inevitable due to the dependency on tides and weather
conditions. In practice, the actual capacity may be greater. At
this stage we do not want to over-estimate the capacity that
may be achieved.
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Figure 3.3 Option 1: Temporary BLF, no pier- lowest capacity
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Option 2: Temporary BLF, short pier - low capacity
3.3.22.    Option 2, as illustrated in Figure 3.4, is essentially
the same design as the enhanced permanent BLF and
Option 1, but with a pier that is approximately 30m longer
at around 150m. The additional length means that the
seabed at the end of the pier is around -3mOD, compared
with around -2mOD for Option 1. This increased depth
allows barges to unload without becoming grounded and
makes them less sensitive to tide conditions. The seaward
end of the pier may terminate in a T-shape to allow barges
to ground parallel to the beach, increasing the rate at which
they can be unloaded.
3.3.23.    Option 2 would have the capacity to receive up
to around 100 barge deliveries per year, and we currently
estimate the capacity of option 2 at more than 200,000
tonnes of bulk material per year. Again, the actual capacity
may be greater.
Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium pier - high capacity
3.3.24.    Option 3, as illustrated in Figure 3.5, combines
Option 2 with up to approximately two modular selfelevating platforms to increase the size of the pier,
configured to allow two barges to moor and unload at
the same time. The total length of the pier would be
approximately 120m longer than Option 2, at a total length
of around 270m. The added length allows the barges to
unload in deeper water, making Option 3 less susceptible to
tide conditions than Options 1 and 2.

3.3.25.    Our current work assumes that this option (and
Option 4) can be achieved using self-elevating platforms.
A self-elevating platform is a floating structure with “spud
legs” at each of its four corners, which are metal rods that
are lowered to the seabed. They allow the platform, plus any
barge that is moored to it, to float up and down with the
tide but with minimal lateral movement. Localised dredging
may be required to create a relatively flat surface for the
spud legs.
3.3.26.    Detailed engineering feasibility studies are
being undertaken into the design of Options 3 and 4. This
consultation document assumes that the self-elevating
platforms illustrated can be deployed in this way. That work is
being undertaken in parallel with this consultation. Any change
from this technology, such as any need for additional piling,
would be determined prior to the submission of our formal
application for a change to the DCO Application and assessed
accordingly. The principle of using temporary platforms to
extend the BLF will not change but the precise technology for
the platforms is still under review.
3.3.27.    It is necessary for the landward part of Option 3
to still comprise a piled platform as the tide would be too
low for the self-elevating platforms to be effective.
3.3.28.    Option 3 would have the capacity to receive up
to around 400 barge deliveries per year, which we estimate
conservatively would generate capacity for less than
1,400,000 tonnes of bulk material per year.
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Figure 3.5 Visualisation of Option 3: Temporary BLF, medium pier - high capacity
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Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier - highest capacity
3.3.29.    Option 4, as illustrated in Figure 3.6, combines
Option 2 with the same concept of using modular selfelevating platforms to extend the pier, but with a different
configuration to that shown in Option 3. This option would
provide a substantially longer pier than any of the other
options at around 400m in length, and a single berth.
A total of approximately four platforms, plus associated
localised plough dredging, is expected to be needed in
addition to the piled section of the pier.
3.3.30.    The benefit of the additional length is that it
passes over the offshore submerged outer longshore bar,
which is a relatively shallow ridge of sand caused by tidal
movement. Extending the pier beyond this ridge would
mean that deliveries can occur largely independently of tide
conditions. This increases the potential for some deliveries to
take place during the winter months.
3.3.31.    Option 4 would have the capacity to receive up
to around 460 barge deliveries per year, which equals a
capacity for up to around 1,400,000 tonnes of bulk material
per year day. These figures would marginally increase if
conditions allowed some winter delivers.

iii. Common features
Design
3.3.32.    For each of the options, a temporary conveyor
and hopper system would be installed along the length of
the pier and directly across the beach to within the secure
construction area, where it would then travel landside of the
construction phase sea defence to the BLF access road. This
approach avoids the need for a temporary access road onto
the beach and a temporary bridge over the sea defences. In
addition to therefore being a much less intrusive alternative,
the use of a conveyor is also important for all options; for
the shorter piers it allows material to be unloaded before
the rising tide would make the barge less stable, and for
the higher capacity options it allows the full potential of
the facility to reduce traffic on the roads to be realised.
The conveyor would pass over the coast path with suitable
protection measures in place to ensure public safety. An
example of the type of conveyor system that may be used is
shown in Figure 3.7.
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Figure 3.6 Visualisation of Option 4: Temporary BLF, long pier - highest capacity
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Figure 3.7 Example of a typical conveyor system for bulk material imports

3.3.33.    Unlike the enhanced permanent BLF, the
temporary BLF would not need to provide access for very
large vehicles and would not need the strength to support
AILs. It would therefore be narrower than the enhanced
permanent BLF and structural components (such as piling)
would be reduced in size accordingly.
Operation
3.3.34.    The temporary facility has the potential to
operate in the night as well as the day, unlike the enhanced
permanent BLF. Under normal operating conditions, lighting
is expected to only be required during mooring and to
illuminate the conveyor itself when it is in operation. Light
spill would be minimised without compromising safety or
security and designed to minimise disturbance to protected
species, where reasonably practicable.
3.3.35.    The navigation routes may require a turning
circle for the barges where they adjoin the temporary BLF,
with associated dredging on parts of the seabed within
that footprint that rise above -3mOD. It is assumed at this
stage that the same type of flat-top barges would be used
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for the enhanced permanent BLF and temporary BLF, which
require tugs to tow them. They have a high carrying capacity
(approximately 3,000 tonnes) and a shallow draught,
meaning they can float close to shore with heavy loads and
without requiring extensive dredging.
3.3.36.    The temporary BLF would typically operate from
April to October (inclusive) in any given year, which is the
same campaign period as the enhanced permanent BLF.
Construction
3.3.37.    As with the construction of the enhanced
permanent BLF, localised plough or backhoe dredging
would be required to prepare the seabed for piling during
construction and to maintain a safe navigation route for the
barges during operation.
3.3.38.    The temporary BLF is likely to be built at the
same time as the enhanced permanent BLF and it has been
assumed that the rate of main piling works in total is unlikely
to increase beyond that already assumed in the application
for the permanent BLF.

3.3.39.    Visible parts of the piling would be removed
alongside the rest of the temporary BLF. At this stage this is
likely to comprise cutting off and removing the pile around
sea-bed level.

during construction and operation of the temporary BLF,
expect in rare circumstances when it is unsafe to do so – in
which circumstances the temporary inland diversion would
be available.

3.3.40.    As explained above in relation to the permanent
BLF, it is expected that the coast path could remain open

3.3.41.    The key details of each option are summarised in
Table 3.6:

Table 3.6 Summary of temporary BLF options
Temporary BLF options

Length (approx. m)

Temporary platforms

Annual capacity
(approx. max tonnes)

1: Temporary BLF, no pier -, lowest capacity

120

-

200,000

2: Temporary BLF, short pier - low capacity

150

-

>200,000

3: Temporary BLF, medium pier - high capacity

270

yes

<1,400,000

4: Temporary BLF, long pier - highest capacity

400

yes

1,400,000

c)

Why is this change being considered?

3.3.42.    As described in section 3.1 of this chapter, since
the submission of the Application SZC Co.’s project and
contractor teams have continued to investigate ways to
enhance the capacity for sustainable freight transport. At
the same time, a number of stakeholders have urged that
every effort should be made to maximise the use of rail and
sea transport.
3.3.43.    This change is being considered to import
material by sea where this is practical and cost effective, in
accordance with one of the guiding principles of our freight
management strategy.

baseline conditions (such as potential additional receptors
affected and any changes to the extent of the study area),
the assessment of impacts and mitigation required.
3.3.45.    This section, including Table 3.7, provides a
summary of the preliminary environmental assessments with
reference to the Application for environmental topics and
receptors where there is the potential for the environmental
effects as presented in the Application to differ as a result
of the potential changes. This section also sets out further
work to be undertaken to confirm the environmental impact
of the potential options, if confirmed to be taken forward.

d) Environmental impact of the enhanced
permanent BLF and options for a new temporary BLF

3.3.46.    Further details on the assessment of impacts on
coastal geomorphology and hydrodynamics and marine
ecology are provided in Appendix 2 to this consultation
document.

i.

ii.

Preliminary environmental information (PEI)

3.3.44.    A preliminary environmental assessment of
the potential options to increase the import of AILs and
bulk materials by sea has been undertaken based on the
design and operational assumptions set out in this chapter.
This section presents the consideration of the changes to

Other environmental topics and receptors

3.3.47.    The proposed options do not alter the baseline
conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the application.
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Table 3.7 Preliminary environmental information on the enhanced permanent
beach landing facility and options for a new temporary facility
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Transport
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 10 and Book 8.5 Transport Assessment]
Traffic

The potential changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors will be
impacted.

Enhanced permanent BLF

Enhanced permanent BLF

The enhanced permanent BLF would
enable more AILs to be delivered by
sea, which would result in reduced
impacts on driver delay.

The proposed management of AILs
will need to be further refined in the
Construction Traffic Management
Plan (CTMP) (Doc Ref. 8.7) based on
the preferred BLF option to be taken
forward.

Temporary BLF, Options 1 to 4
The benefits of these options and
the fewer HGVs on the road network
would be a reduction in the transportrelated environmental effects on the
proposed HGV routes during peak
construction (i.e. A12 and Sizewell
link road), particularly with regards
to amenity, fear and intimidation and
road safety.
The reduction in HGVs for Options 3
and 4 is substantially greater than for
Options 1 and 2, and therefore also
likely to lead to reduced effects on
severance, pedestrian delay and driver
delay on the HGV routes during peak
construction.

In addition, a qualitative assessment
will need to be undertaken of the
potential effect of the movement of
AILs by road on driver delay.
Temporary BLF, Options 1 to 4
The environmental transport
assessment will be updated to
confirm the transport environmental
effects are likely to result from the
reduction in the number of HGVs
on the road network during peak
construction. It is expected that the
assessment will show improvements
from the outcomes presented in
the ES (Doc Ref. 6.3) and Transport
Assessment (Doc Ref. 8.5) for all
options.

Noise and Vibration
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 11 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Residential receptors and other
receptors of similar sensitivity, close to
the main development site and roads
in the study area

The potential changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors will be
impacted.

The enhanced permanent BLF and
Options 1-4 for the temporary BLF
are not expected to materially alter
the construction and operational
assessment conclusions due to the
distance from the nearest residential
receptors.
There would be potential benefit in
terms of fewer HGVs on the road
network as a result of the options
for a temporary BLF as described in
section 3.3 of this chapter.
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The construction noise assessment
will be reviewed to include the new
options and ancillary equipment or
activities, such as a conveyor, on-site
vehicle movements and changes to
any stockpiling of material to confirm
the assessment conclusion. This would
also inform any further ecology and
amenity and recreation assessments.
The assessment of road traffic noise
will be updated to consider the
improvement in noise levels that are
likely to result from the reduction
in the number of HGVs on the road
network.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Temporary BLF, Options 1 and 2
Options 1 and 2 are expected to lead
to a reduction in road traffic noise of
up to 1dB relative to the values set out
in the ES along the routes anticipated
to take the majority of Sizewell C
traffic. This reduction could reduce the
impact categories identified in the ES
at some locations. If additional trains
as described in section 3.2 were to be
combined with these options, greater
reductions of up to approximately
2.5dB could occur, relative to the
outcomes in the ES.
Temporary BLF, Options 3 and 4
Options 3 and 4 are expected to lead
to a reduction in road traffic noise of
up to 2dB and if combined with the
additional trains, greater reductions of
up to approximately 4.5dB could occur,
relative to the outcomes in the ES.
Air Quality
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 12 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Human receptors close to the main
development site and the roads in the
study area.

The potential changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors will be
impacted.

Enhanced permanent BLF
The enhanced permanent BLF would
enable more AILs to be delivered by
sea, but is not expected to materially
alter the construction and operational
assessment conclusions of the ES.

Further assessment will be
undertaken to confirm that there will
be no new or different impact and
will include a qualitative assessment
of the reduction in HGV movements.

Temporary BLF, Options 1 to 4
The delivery and transfer of bulk
materials to the temporary BLF would
be managed in accordance with the
Code of Construction Practice (CoCP)
(Doc Ref. 8.11) and dust management
plan, and therefore no additional dust
impacts expected during construction.
No significant effects are predicted
in the ES as a result of emissions
from marine vessels, and it is highly
unlikely that additional movements
will give rise to any significant effect.
The ES does not predict any
significant effects from road traffic
emissions, however the reduction in
HGVs from the marine options would
result in a marginal improvement
to air quality along the routes
anticipated to take the majority of
Sizewell C traffic.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Enhanced permanent BLF

Enhanced permanent BLF

The change to the Nearshore Waters
Seascape Character Type (SCT), the
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB
and Suffolk Heritage Coast arising
from the introduction of the grillage,
increased length of the permanent
BLF and increased operations is not
expected to alter the construction and
operational assessment conclusions.

No further assessment is required.

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 13 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Views/visual receptors located along
the Suffolk coastline and offshore.
Landscape and seascape character
types along the Suffolk Coastline
and offshore
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast

As the potential changes are within
the existing red line boundary,
there would not be a change to the
extent of the 15km study area for
the landscape and visual impact
assessment, and there would be no
change to the baseline assessment.

The assessment conclusions of
impacts on views along the Suffolk
coastline and offshore are also not
anticipated to change.
Temporary BLF, Options 1 to 4
During the construction phase of
Sizewell C, the new temporary BLF
would introduce new tall elements
and infrastructure into the coastal
and offshore environment (Coastal
Dunes and Shingle Ridges LCT and
Nearshore Waters SCT) and increase
the visible construction works and
features (including a greater number
of vessels) in views from locations
offshore and along the coastline to
the north and south.
Each of these options has the
potential to operate at night as well
as the day and as such additional
construction phase lighting is required
during mooring and to illuminate the
conveyor when it is in operation.
These changes may increase the
significance of construction phase
effects on visual receptors in coastal
locations and offshore and alter the
nature and significance of effects on
the Nearshore Waters SCT and natural
beauty and special qualities of the
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast.
There would be no change to the
assessment of landscape or visual
impacts during the operation phase to
that presented in the LVIA.
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Temporary BLF, Options 1 to 4
Further work will be required, including:
• A review of the Zone of
Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) of
proposed parameter heights.
• Potential engagement with
consultees to determine if new
representative viewpoints and
visualisations are required.
• Field survey to determine
nature, scale and extent of
effects arising.
• Revisions to visualisations/
new visualisations if required.
• Assessment to confirm
the significance of effect
on landscape/seascape
character, visual receptors
and designated and defined
landscape/seascape.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

During the construction period, under
all options, the area of the CWS
seaward of the new power station
platform would be entirely removed
to install the new coastal defences,
before being re-established using the
techniques described in this table and
already reported in Volume 2, Chapter
14 of the ES and as previously used
to establish the vegetation across the
Sizewell B coastal defences:

No further assessment is required.

Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 14 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Suffolk Shingles Beaches County
Wildlife Site (CWS)
Shingle vegetation

The potential changes would not
affect the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors would be
impacted

“Sand and shingle substrates from
the existing surface layers of the
frontage would be stockpiled to
preserve the seedbank of the coastal
vegetation and would be incorporated
into the final landscaping of the new
sea defence to enable reinstatement
of the coastal vegetation.
A monitoring and mitigation plan
for coastal processes effects would
be developed to ensure, as far
as possible, the maintenance of
the extent of foreshore sediments
covering the HCDF”
Enhanced permanent BLF
Effects as a result of this change
would be of the same significance as
previously assessed.
The effect to the Suffolk Shingles
Beaches CWS would remain as a
moderate adverse effect, which is
considered to be significant.
Temporary BLF, Option 1 to 4
Any additional BLF option would be
temporary and there would be no
additional significant effect to the
CWS as result of the construction
of operation of the second facility,
as the vegetation would have been
removed from this area, before being
re-established.
The effect to the Suffolk Shingles
Beaches CWS would remain as a
moderate adverse effect, which is
considered to be significant.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Enhanced permanent BLF

Further assessment will be
undertaken to confirm the potential
impacts, including consideration
of noise and landscape and visual
impacts for the options, and this will
inform any mitigation proposals that
may be necessary.

Amenity and Recreation
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 15 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Recreational receptors on the coast
including users of the beach, PRoW
E-363/021/0, the Suffolk Coast
Path, Sandlings Walk and the future
England Coast Path, and marinebased receptors.

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment for amenity and
recreation resulting from the potential
changes.

The ES states that the coast path
would need to be temporarily
closed and diverted inland during
construction and operation of the
permanent BLF. Further detailed
design work has identified that it
could now be kept open as far as it
is reasonably practicable and safe to
do so. This would be an enhancement
to users of the coast path and
beach and may lead to reduction
of impacts assessed in the ES. This
would similarly apply to the enhanced
permanent BLF. No other changes to
impacts are predicted.
Temporary BLF, Options 1 to 4
The coast path would remain open
during construction, operation and
removal of the temporary BLF as far
as it is reasonably practicable and
safe to do so.
There would however be a greater
impact on experience of recreational
receptors using the coast path and
the beach (including their experience
of tranquillity), as well as offshore
water-based recreational users. The
experience of recreational receptors
would be impacted as they would
need to walk under the conveyor.
They would additionally be impacted
from the introduction of new tall
construction elements in the offshore
environment and an increase in the
visibility of construction works and
other features in views from locations
offshore and along the coast to the
north and south. Lighting would also
be visible.
Following construction all piles
and remaining infrastructure above
sea level (at lowest tide) would be
removed. As such operational phase
effects would remain as presented
in the ES.
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Enhanced permanent BLF

No further assessment is required
for the enhanced permanent BLF,
but the assessment will be reviewed
for Options 1 to 4 considering any
updated visualisations

Historic Environment
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 16 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Leiston Abbey Scheduled Monument
(first site, ref: SM 1015687)

The potential changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors will be
impacted.

There will be no change to the
assessment of impacts during the
construction or operation phases,
including indirect effects on the
setting of Leiston Abbey first site.
Temporary BLF, Options 1 to 4
There is likely to be a slight increase
in the visibility of construction works
and features from the Leiston Abbey
1st site due to new tall construction
elements associated with each of the
options, but the impact is unlikely
to change the significance of effect
reported in the ES.

Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 20 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Longshore bars (directly affected) and
the beach/shoreline (may be indirectly
affected).
Direct effect on the bars could also
affect the shoreward wave climate
and potentially the beach.

The potential changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors will be
impacted.

Enhanced permanent BLF
Dredging volumes and maximum
dredge depth will increase due to
the grounding pocket being located
further offshore and into the outer
longshore bar as a result of the longer
BLF deck and the barge turning circle.
Wider dredging requirements for
access (300 m compared to the
original 61 m) could lead to impacts
over a greater extent (800 m of
frontage compared to the original 410
m). However, the impact magnitude
is likely to be small and within the
envelope of natural variability.

Further assessment is needed,
especially for the SPA/SAC frontage
due to its conservation value.
This would be informed by numerical
modelling and scour assessment for
the updated pile, dredge reprofiling
and method, and barge occupancy.
The modelling will include both the
enhanced permanent BLF and the
temporary BLF options so that any
cumulative effects (interrelationships)
can be directly accounted for within
the assessment.

Increased levels of sediment suspension
and a net loss of sediment would occur
if the backhoe dredging were used
(compared to plough dredging).
Impact extents would be significantly
larger and impact magnitudes may
be higher in the seaward end of
the grounding pocket, potentially
affecting bar stability.
Overall, the effect significance is likely
to be minor, but further assessment is
needed, especially for the SPA /SAC
frontage due to its conservation value.
Some of the assessments may change
from negligible to minor, but it is unlikely
that a significant effect would occur.
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Temporary BLF, Options 1 , 2 and 3
All options for an additional
temporary BLF would require changes
such as additional piles, and different
dredging areas and methods that
have not been assessed in the ES.
Generally, for Options 1, 2 and 3, the
impact extents would be significantly
larger on the bars, and potentially on
the beach, due to the wider dredging
requirement on the outer bar. Impact
magnitudes may be higher due to the
seaward end of the grounding pocket,
potentially affecting bar stability.
In addition, the higher barge
occupancy could result in larger more
persistent scour pits (when in-use).
This would affect bar integrity and
potentially drawdown of subaerial
beach if scour pits form close to the
beach. There is therefore the potential
for moderate effects due to the wide
zone of bar dredging, the effect of
the grounding pocket on the outer
bar, and persistent scour from more
frequent barge groundings on the
inner bars and the beach for both
Options 1 and 2.
For Option 3, although the barges
would individually have a lesser
impact because they do not ground,
this would be countered by the large
number of barges docking per year
with potentially one barge present all
of the time which is likely to lead to
a moderate effect on the outer bar,
which due to its less dynamic nature
would take longer to recover.
If the backhoe dredging method was
used (compared to plough dredging),
there would also be an increase in the
levels of sediment suspension and a
net loss of sediment would occur.
Further detail is provided in Appendix
2 of this consultation document.
Temporary BLF, Option 4
This option would require additional
pier piles and self-elevating platforms
(SEPs) not assessed in the ES.
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Further detail is provided in Appendix
2 of this consultation document.
Overall, the assessment of significance
for the enhanced permanent BLF when
operational is likely to be minor, and
therefore not significant. Options 1,
2 and 3 have several pressures that
could, alone or in concert, produce
moderate, significant effects on the
longshore bars and/or shoreline.
These are most likely on the SPA/SAC
frontage due to its high conservation
value but could also occur on the
power station’s frontage.
The overall assessment for Option 4 is
likely to be minor and not significant
due to the use of floating barges (or
other vessels) further from shore and no
dredging requirements. Any cumulative
effects are likely to be minor or
negligible, due to the small alongshore
impact extent of the long pier.
Marine Ecology
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 22 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Plankton
Benthos
Fish
Marine mammals

[…] The potential changes do not
affect the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors will be
impacted.

Enhanced permanent BLF
Dredging volumes and maximum
dredge depth will increase with the
associated increase in suspended
sediments but impacts would be no
worse than the original assessment.
The few additional piles in the marine
environment would cause increased
noise but impacts would be no worse
than original assessment. Additional
noise from increased dredging activity
and vessels delivering to the BLF
would also not cause a change to the
original assessment.
The additional piles and grillage
would cause a very small-scale
change in habitat from sand to hard
substrate for benthos and fish. They
would also provide a small increase in
available habitat for Non-Indigenous
Species (NIS). Neither assessment
would alter compared with the
baseline assessment. They would
also potentially lead to increased
wave exposure and scour but again
effects would be within the original
assessment (possibly increased but no
worse than minor adverse).

Sediment dispersion modelling
is needed to confirm impacts of
increased dredge area.
Numerical modelling would be
required to demonstrate the predicted
assessment impacts for underwater
noise.
Assessment against Marine EvidenceBased Sensitivity Assessment (MEBSA)
benchmark is needed once grillage
design is confirmed.
Additional assessment on dredging
impacts would be required if a
backhoe dredger was used.
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Temporary BLF, Options 1, 2, 3 and 4

Detailed in-combination modelling/
assessments for underwater noise
and physical/ lighting disturbance
from vessels on marine mammals is
needed.

Dredging volumes would at worst
(Options 2 and 3) be more than
double that assessed originally but
the impacts are still expected to be
within the original assessment.
The temporary BLF would mean twice
as many piles (or slightly more for
Options 2, 3 & 4) and an associated
doubling of underwater construction
noise. However, impacts would be
no worse than originally assessed
assuming separate construction times.
Change of habitat type from
sediment to hard substrate, loss of
habitat, and habitat available for
colonisation by NIS would more than
double compared with the original
assessment but are not expected to
differ from the original assessment (a
potential increase in risk of NIS).
Since the temporary BLF would
operate more intensively, both
in terms of number of vessels
docking and working 24 hours
a day, there would be increased
physical disturbance and artificial
lighting. Again, subject to a detailed
assessment, impacts are still expected
to be the same as originally predicted.
Additional piles and increased vessel
movements would potentially lead to
increased wave exposure and scour
at the temporary BLF location but
impacts again would be localised and
within the original assessment. The
additional impacts of the elevated
platform legs would be negligible
Further detail on marine ecology
is provided in Appendix 2 of the
consultation document.
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Commercial and Recreational
Fisheries:

Increase in area of marine
infrastructure

Enhanced permanent BLF

A detailed assessment of incombination effects of the enhanced
permanent BLF and temporary BLF,
including in-combination assessments
on recreational fishing, is needed.

Loss of access to fishing area and
beach;
change in target species

There would be negligible increase in
marine infrastructure and dredging
activity. There would be an increase
(doubling) of deliveries, but all
impacts would remain within the
envelope of the initial assessment.
Temporary BLF, Options 1, 2, 3 and 4
Although the degree of marine
infrastructure and vessel movements
increases as the temporary BLF options
increase in length, with appropriate
management as laid out in the ES, the
impacts on fisheries would remain the
same as the original assessment
Further detail on fisheries is provided in
Appendix 2 of the consultation document.

Marine Historic Environment
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 23]
Archaeological remains.

The potential changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors will be
impacted.

The enhanced design of the permanent
BLF and proposed temporary BLF
options, including any dredging
activity, could result in new or different
significant effects compared to the
original scheme depending upon
revised geomorphological modelling
of the additional changes upon the
coastline and nearshore. There remains
the potential for disturbance to buried
archaeological remains, and the
overall residual effect following the
implementation of an agreed scheme
of archaeological investigation would
be of the same magnitude or greater
as presented in the ES, although
Option 4 is anticipated to have the
lowest impact.

Further assessment may be
required following a review of any
updated or additional coastal and
geomorphology assessment.

Enhanced permanent BLF

A collision risk assessment will be
undertaken to confirm collision
frequency is at an acceptable
level, and, as necessary, there will
be further engagement with key
stakeholders (MCA, TH, RYA, CA, local
fishermen and sailing clubs).

Marine Navigation
[With reference to the ES Volume 2 Chapter 24 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Passing vessels and vessels actively
fishing
Delivery vessels/tugs
Fishing and recreational vessels

The potential changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors will be
impacted.

With the increase in the number of
deliveries to the permanent BLF during
the construction period from 50 per
annual campaign (April to October) to
100 per annual campaign, there would
be increased risk of passing vessels and
vessels actively fishing colliding with
vessels using the permanent BLF. With
appropriate mitigation in place (such as
temporary safety zones, a delivery and
logistics plan, a Competent Harbour
Authority, marine procedures and Safety
Management System), the frequency of
potential collisions remains extremely
unlikely and overall ranking remains
tolerable as reported in the ES.
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There would be an increased risk
of delivery vessel/tug grounding
due to shallow water depths in the
surrounding area. With appropriate
mitigation in place (such as temporary
safety zones, dredging of the access
channel / inner sand bar, use of a
grounding platform a delivery and
logistics plan, a Competent Harbour
Authority, marine procedures and
Safety Management System), the
frequency remains extremely unlikely
and overall ranking remains tolerable.
With the increased number of
deliveries there would be increased
disruption to fishing and recreational
vessels. However, the overall ranking
would remain tolerable.
Temporary BLF, Options 1 to 4
For all options there would be
increased risk of passing vessels and
vessels actively fishing colliding with
the installation vessels; dredging
vessels; and also the vessels using
the permanent BLF. With appropriate
mitigation in place (such as temporary
safety zones, a delivery and logistics
plan, a Competent Harbour Authority,
marine procedures and Safety
Management System), the frequency of
potential collisions remains extremely
unlikely and overall ranking remains
tolerable as reported in the ES.
Similar to the enhanced permanent
BLF there would be an increased
risk of delivery vessel/tug grounding
due to the shallow water depths of
surrounding area for Option 1 only.
However, with appropriate mitigation
in place, the frequency remains
extremely unlikely and overall ranking
remains tolerable.
With the increased number of
deliveries there would be increased
disruption to fishing and recreational
vessels. However, the overall ranking
would remain tolerable.
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
[With reference to Book 5 Shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment Report]
Enhanced permanent BLF
The enhanced permanent BLF includes approximately 10 additional piles for the BLF itself and approximately 50 wooden piles for the ‘grillage’. The Shadow HRA
Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) and the ES assumed a worst case, in terms of overall duration of piling works, of installation of one pile per day. It has been assumed that
each of the main piles for the permanent BLF would be drilled in less than an hour and, therefore, the average duration of the underwater noise effects on any
day during this period would be limited to just one hour. The conclusions drawn in this focus on the additional main piles and further assessment will consider the
implications of the piling required for the grillage.
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Marine mammals: With respect to marine mammals an increase in the number of main piles would extend the piling duration. The increase in number of days is
minor and any potential effects would be temporary. Because the maximum effect area is not affected by this change, the increased number of main piles does not
alter the conclusions drawn in the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) and the ES for marine mammals.
Marine birds: For marine birds, underwater noise may have indirect effects via effects on their fish prey. The potential effects of the piling required for construction
of the permanent BLF have been determined in large part on the basis of the maximum area over which such effects may extend, and this will not change. As
discussed for marine mammals, the increased piling requirement would extend overall piling duration but because the maximum effect area is not affected, the
conclusions drawn in the Shadow HRA Report and the ES for marine birds are not likely to be affected. However, if piling occurred in the little tern breeding season,
the extension of piling duration would result in an effect occurring for a greater proportion of the breeding season than assessed. Given the scale of the proposed
piling works, it is unlikely that this extension of duration would affect the conclusions of the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) and the ES, but this conclusion will
be revisited following further assessment.
For airborne noise, because the proposed increase in the number of piles will not affect the level of noise emissions at any one point in time, the increase in the
number of piles would have no effect on the predictions of maximum airborne noise level. Consequently, the conclusions drawn in the Shadow HRA Report (Doc
Ref. 5.10) and the ES for terrestrial birds are unaffected.
Temporary BLF, Options 1-4
The construction of a new temporary BLF to the south of the permanent BLF introduces an additional source of underwater noise. It is assumed that the
construction of the temporary BLF would occur using the same piling rig used for the permanent BLF, which is a reasonable construction assumption and the piling
phases would therefore not overlap. The temporary BLF would facilitate an increased number of vessels movements.
Marine mammals: With respect to marine mammals, the maximum effect area is predicted to be no greater than that assessed in the Shadow HRA Report (Doc
Ref. 5.10) because the pile dimensions are less than those assumed for the permanent BLF. However, the overall period of time during which piling would occur
would increase. Adopting the same assumptions for installation rate (one per day as a worst case), the average duration of the underwater noise effects on any
day during this period would be limited to just one hour. While the overall duration of piling would increase, any potential effects will be temporary and would be
confined within the maximum effect area assessed in the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) and the ES. Because the maximum effect area is not affected by this
change, the increased number of piles does not alter the conclusions drawn in the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) for marine mammals.
The increased vessel movements associated with the increase in deliveries to the new temporary BLF enhances the potential for collision risk with marine mammals.
However, the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) adopted the approach of identifying a maximum area of effect and, therefore, in this respect the assessment is
not sensitive to changes in vessel numbers. While the use of the permanent BLF and temporary BLF during the construction phase of the Sizewell C Project would
increase the maximum area of effect due to vessel movements, the conclusions of the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) and the ES are not likely to be altered due
to this potential change.
Marine birds: For marine birds, underwater noise may have indirect effects via effects on their fish prey. Potential effects of underwater noise may occur,
particularly, in relation to the population of breeding little tern associated with the Minsmere-Walberswick Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar site and
the populations of breeding little tern, breeding common tern and non-breeding red-throated diver associated with the Outer Thames Estuary SPA. However, the
temporary BLF would be located further south than the permanent BLF (and also extending the potential area over which effects may occur) and the potential for
effects on the marine bird qualifying features of the Alde-Ore Estuary SPA would also have to be considered.
Of these different populations, the potential for any such effects is greatest for the Minsmere-Walberswick SPA and Ramsar site breeding little tern population.
This is because of the close proximity of one of the two nesting colonies (i.e. the Minsmere colony) for this SPA population to the proposed temporary BLF location,
combined with the relatively small predicted foraging range of this species. These factors mean that the proportion of the predicted foraging range which overlaps
with the area over which potential effects might arise is greatest for this SPA population.
Assuming sequential construction of the permanent BLF and temporary BLF, underwater noise would not extend over a greater percentage of the foraging range for
seabirds compared with that assessed in the Shadow HRA because the pile dimensions are less than those assumed for the enhanced permanent BLF. The potential
effect of the piling required for construction of the temporary BLF would be no greater than that assessed in the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10). However,
should these works coincide with the little tern breeding season, then sequential construction would mean a longer duration of effect on this SPA population, and
further assessment will be undertaken on the potential for this to have any detrimental effects on this SPA population.
Additionally, further assessment will be undertaken for underwater noise effects arising from any associated dredging operations, particularly in relation to the
implications of such activities for the overall cumulative underwater noise effects arising from the various construction activities affecting the marine environment.
For airborne noise, the piling for the temporary BLF would be no closer to SPA populations than already assessed in the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10), the noise
levels would be no greater than assessed in the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) and the ES and the conclusions drawn for terrestrial birds are unaffected.
The increased vessel movements associated with the increase in deliveries to the permanent BLF and temporary BLF enhances the potential for disturbance to the
non-breeding red-throated diver population of the Outer Thames Estuary SPA. However, the temporary BLF would typically operate from April to October (inclusive) in
any given year (this is the same basis of assessment as assumed in the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) for the enhanced permanent BLF). Consequently, the main
period of increased vessel activity would have little overlap with the period of the year in which red-throated divers are present within the SPA. On this basis, while the
level of vessel traffic would increase, the conclusions of the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) are not likely to be altered due to this potential change.
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4.
4.1.

MAIN DEVELOPMENT SITE

Introduction

4.1.1. The main development site is located on the
Suffolk coast, approximately halfway between Felixstowe
and Lowestoft; to the north-east of the town of Leiston and
within the administrative boundary of East Suffolk Council
(ESC) (refer to Figure 2.1 in Chapter 2). Once constructed,
the Sizewell C nuclear power station would be located
directly to the north of the existing Sizewell A and B power
station complex.
4.1.2. This chapter describes each of the proposed
changes to the main development site which we would like
your views on. For each change it sets out the proposed
development which was included in the Application, a
description of the proposed change and an explanation
of why the change is proposed. Where options are being
consulted on these are set out in the description of the
change. Preliminary environmental information has been
provided for each of the changes and options within the
changes with reference to the environmental information
provided in the Application. Conclusions explaining whether
there are likely to be any new or different significant effects
from those included in the Application as a result of each
change are included at the end of each section.

4.2. Greater flexibility as to where
certain Sizewell B facilities are
relocated to potentially avoid the
need for car parking on Pillbox Field
a)

4.2.2. A hybrid planning application for the Sizewell B
relocated facilities project was submitted to ESC in April
2019 by EDF Energy Nuclear Generation Limited who
operate the Sizewell B power station (Application ref.
DC/19/1637/FUL). Permission was granted by ESC on
13 November 2019, allowing for the relocation of existing
Sizewell B facilities to start prior to the determination of
the Application for the Sizewell C Project, thereby enabling
an overall earlier delivery of the Sizewell C nuclear power
station. Nevertheless, as these are such critical elements to
facilitate the construction of Sizewell C, the proposals for
the above facilities were also included in the Application
for development consent for the Sizewell C Project. A
description and an environmental assessment of the Sizewell
B relocated facilities project was included as part of the
main development site assessment within Volume 2 of the
ES (Doc Ref. 6.3). Figure 4.1 identifies the proposed layout
submitted as part of the Application.
4.2.3. As part of SZC Co.’s commitment to continue
to engage with stakeholders and explore the possibility
for re-using previously developed land within the existing
Sizewell power station complex, an area of land within the
Sizewell A complex has become potentially available for
use by the Sizewell B relocated facilities project, subject
to the completion of a land agreement. In addition,
following further design development, the layout of the
relocated facilities has been revised to facilitate easier and
more efficient construction. As a result, two options have
been identified for the delivery of the Sizewell B relocated
facilities project.

The proposed development in the Application

4.2.1. The boundary of the main development site for
the Sizewell C power station includes an area of land to
the north of the existing Sizewell B nuclear power station
which currently comprises a number of facilities associated
with Sizewell B station. As part of early works for the
construction of Sizewell C, these facilities would be removed
and replacement facilities provided. These works are referred
to as the ‘Sizewell B relocated facilities project’.
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Figure 4.1 Sizewell B Relocated Facilities Site Layout Plan
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Figure 4.2 Sizewell B Relocated Facilities revised Site Layout Plan
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b) Description of the proposed change
Option 1
4.2.4. With the provision of the additional area of
Sizewell A land, the following changes would be made to
the site configuration of the Sizewell B relocated facilities
project (also illustrated in Figure 4.2):
• Removal of the replacement Sizewell B outage car
park from Pillbox Field. If the Sizewell B outage car
park were relocated from Pillbox Field to the existing
Sizewell B west car park, there would also be no need
for the demolition of Rosery Cottages garage or the
connection for pedestrians between Pillbox Field and the
Coronation Wood development area. Therefore, only
mitigation planting would be proposed in Pillbox Field.
• Relocation of the administration building. Originally
proposed with welfare facilities within the Sizewell B
power station perimeter, this building would be moved
to the Coronation Wood development area to facilitate
easier construction. The welfare facilities, along with
replacement storage and refurbished canteen, would still
be located within the Sizewell B station perimeter.
• Design of the training centre. The width of the building
would be increased and the height reduced from three storeys
to two storeys to reduce the visual impact of the building.

• Optimisation of the Coronation Wood development
area, as identified on Figure 4.3:
– the laydown area would be moved to the newly
included Sizewell A land;
– changes would be made to the arrangement/location
of replacement operational car parking; and
– the visitor centre would be relocated to the southern
part of the Coronation Wood development area.
• Redesign of the landscaping scheme on Pillbox
Field. This would provide ecological enhancement
and mitigation planting for trees lost from Coronation
Wood. The redesigned landscaping scheme is
illustrated on Figure 4.4.
4.2.5. A separate planning application was submitted
to ESC under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
in November 2020, reflecting this revised approach to
relocating certain Sizewell B facilities. As with the existing
planning permission for the relocation of the Sizewell
B facilities, the purpose of seeking to obtain planning
permission for these works in advance of the grant of
development consent is to enable them to be carried out
earlier than would otherwise be the case, thereby expediting
the Sizewell C Project’s construction programme. Figure 4.2
illustrates the proposals for this revised application.

Figure 4.3 Image of the Revised Proposals – Coronation Wood Development Area
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Figure 4.4 Image of the Revised Proposals – Pillbox Field

Option 2
4.2.6. As the provision of the additional Sizewell A
land is subject to the completion of a land agreement,
an alternative fall-back option has been identified in
which Pillbox Field is still used for replacement Sizewell
B outage car parking, however, a number of facilities are
moved from within the Sizewell B station perimeter to the
Coronation Wood development area, in order to facilitate
easier and more efficient construction. This option would
only be implemented in the unlikely event that the land
agreement for additional Sizewell A land required for
Option 1 is not completed.
4.2.7. In summary, the following changes would be
made to the site configuration of the Sizewell B relocated
facilities project:

• Design of the training centre: The width of the
building would be increased and height reduced from
three storeys to two storeys to reduce the visual impact of
the building.
• Optimisation of the Coronation Wood development
area: relocation of the visitor centre to the southern part
of the Coronation Wood development area; and
– relocation of the visitor centre to the southern part of
the Coronation Wood development area; and
– utilisation of the remaining central area between the
proposed buildings, within the Coronation Wood
development area for the outage laydown.
4.2.8. The overall construction duration for the Sizewell B
relocated facilities project in this scenario would be the same
as for Option 1.

• Relocation of the administration building: Originally
proposed with welfare facilities within the Sizewell B
power station perimeter, this building would be moved
to the Coronation Wood development area, to the north
of the training building, to facilitate easier construction.
The welfare facilities, along with replacement storage
and refurbished canteen, would still be located within the
Sizewell B station perimeter.
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c)

Why is this change proposed?

4.2.9.

The main reasons for the changes proposed are:

1. Removal of Sizewell B outage car park from Pillbox
Field (Option 1 only):
– Pillbox Field was the only appropriate area for the
provision of the replacement Sizewell B outage car
park in the original scheme. However, due to the
opposition to this proposal from statutory consultees
and the general public, SZC Co. continued to engage
with the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority/ Magnox
to identify alternative options for site configuration.
The inclusion of the additional area of land from the
Sizewell A complex would, therefore, allow for the
proposed site layout to be reconfigured and built
development from Pillbox Field to be removed, so
that the field would be used only for the provision
of replacement planting for Coronation Wood and
ecological enhancements.
2. Relocation of the administration building
(Options 1 and 2):
– The administration building would be moved from the
outline development zone within the Sizewell B station
perimeter to the Coronation Wood development area
to facilitate easier construction, given the restrictions on
construction within the operational Sizewell B station site.
3. Modifications to the training centre building
(Options 1 and 2):
– Following further design development, it was concluded
that by increasing the width of the building slightly and
removing one storey, the building could accommodate
the facilities required. Therefore, the height of the
building could be reduced to minimise visual effects.
4. Other changes to the Coronation Wood
development area layout (Options 1 and 2):
– As a result of the relocation of the administration
building and changes to the training centre building,
the visitor centre would be moved to the south eastern
corner of the Coronation Wood development area
and the layout of replacement operational car parking
would be reconfigured for Option 1 and proposed as
outage laydown in Option 2.
4.2.10. Collectively, these changes would constitute
improvements on planning grounds and operational benefits
compared with the extant planning permission.
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d) Environmental impact of the proposed change
4.2.11. A preliminary environmental assessment of the
proposed design changes to the Sizewell B relocated
facilities project described above has been undertaken and
is presented in Table 4.1. This has included a consideration
of any changes to baseline conditions (such as potential
additional receptors affected and any changes to the extent
of the study area), the assessment of effects and mitigation
since the preparation of the Environmental Statement,
Volume 2, Chapters 8 to 28 (Doc Ref. 6.3). As the options
for the proposed change are located above the mean highwater spring mark, these would not result in direct effects
on the marine environment.
4.2.12. The preliminary environmental assessment
presented in this document has been informed by the
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) completed for the
separate Sizewell B relocated facilities planning application
submitted to ESC on 9th November 2020.

Table 4.1 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed
change to the Sizewell B relocated facilities proposals
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Conventional Waste and Material Resources
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 8 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Material resources
Waste management infrastructure

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for material resources
and waste management infrastructure
resulting from the proposed changes.

During construction, changes to
material quantities and waste generated
by either of the proposed options
would be minimal, especially within
the context of the overall effects of the
main development site. Furthermore,
due to the like-for-like replacement of
existing Sizewell B facilities in terms of
use and activities, the proposed options
would not generate additional waste
or require further material resources
compared to the existing Sizewell B
operations. Therefore, no potential for
new or different significant effects has
been identified.

No further assessment is required.

Socio-economics
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 9 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Labour market

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for socio-economics
resulting from the proposed changes.

The proposed options would not
change the peak workforce estimates
during construction. Furthermore,
due to the like-for-like replacement of
existing Sizewell B facilities in terms
of use and activities, the proposed
options would not affect operational
employment. Therefore, no potential
for new or different significant effects
has been identified.

No further assessment is required.

Transport
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 10 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Non-motorised users (pedestrians,
cyclists, equestrians) of Sizewell Gap,
Sandy Lane, B1122 and A12.
Motorised users of Sizewell Gap,
B1122 and A12.

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for transport resulting
from the proposed changes.

The proposed options would not
change the peak construction traffic
flows or construction traffic routes
considered in the Sizewell C Project’s
early years traffic modelling. Therefore,
no potential for new or different
significant effects has been identified.

No further assessment is required.

Furthermore, in the case of Option
1, where no outage car park on
Pillbox Field is proposed, any effects
associated with the use of the new
Sizewell Gap/ Sandy Lane junction to
Pillbox Field during construction and
operation would be removed. Option
1 would also result in no change to
the existing operational traffic flows
to the Sizewell B power station. As a
result, the effects would be reduced
in comparison to the assessment
presented in the ES.
The effects of Option 2 would remain
the same as presented in the ES.

Chapter 4 – Main Development Site | 65

The Sizewell C Project - Consultation on Proposed Changes

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Noise and Vibration
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 11 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Noise sensitive receptors

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for noise and vibration
from the proposed changes.

The proposed options would not
change the peak construction
traffic flows or construction traffic
routes considered in the Sizewell C
Project’s early years traffic modelling.
Therefore, no potential for new or
different significant construction
traffic noise effects has been
identified.

No further assessment is required.

Furthermore, in the case of Option 1,
where no outage car park on Pillbox
Field is proposed, the construction
noise and vibration effects on Rosery
Cottages, Home Farm, Beach View
Holiday Park and the Sizewell village
would be reduced, as construction
works would be located further away
from these noise sensitive receptors.
The residual effects at these receptors
following the implementation of
construction mitigation measures,
as described in the ES, would range
between negligible and minor adverse
(not significant).
Option 1 would also result in no
change to the operational traffic flows
associated with the Sizewell B power
station and the resulting traffic noise.
The effects of Option 2 would not
materially differ from those presented
in the ES. In addition, there would be
no material change to the operational
noise assessment for either of the
proposed options.
Air Quality
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 12 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Human receptors
Sizewell Marshes SSSI

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for air quality resulting
from the proposed changes.
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The proposed options would not
change the peak construction
traffic flows or construction traffic
routes considered in the Sizewell C
Project’s early years traffic modelling
or introduce new emission sources
during construction or operation.
Therefore, no potential for new or
different significant air quality effects
has been identified.

No further assessment is required.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 8 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Viewpoints
Landscape character types
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast

An additional viewpoint on Sandy
Lane looking north east towards
the Coronation Wood development
area has been included within the
assessment. In addition, the Zone of
Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) has been
updated for Option 1. The ZTV for
Option 2 would be the same as for
the original scheme.
There are no other changes to the
baseline assessment for landscape
and visual resulting from the
proposed changes.

As for the original scheme, the
proposed options would impact
visual amenity, Estate Sandlands and
Coastal Levels landscape character
types, the Suffolk Coast and Heaths
AONB and Suffolk Heritage Coast
due to modifications to the fabric
of landscape and the visibility
of activities associated with the
construction works and new planting.

No further assessment is required.

However, in the case of Option 1,
these effects would be reduced during
both construction and operation due
to the removal of built development
from Pillbox Field. The effects on
landscape character, the Suffolk
Coast and Heaths AONB and Suffolk
Heritage Coast are judged to be of
minimal significance, adverse (not
significant overall). The effects on
visual amenity would range between
minimal and moderate-slight
significance, adverse (not significant
overall), with any moderate-slight
effects reducing to slight significance,
neutral (not significant) with the
maturing of landscape screening.
The effects of Option 2 would remain
the same as presented in the ES.

Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 14 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Sizewell Marshes SSSI
Coronation Wood
Invertebrates
Reptiles
Bird assemblage using the Sizewell
Marshes SSSI
Bats

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for terrestrial ecology
and ornithology resulting from the
proposed changes.

As for the original scheme, the proposed
options have the potential to impact on
Sizewell Marshes SSSI and the associated
bird assemblage due to construction
activities in close proximity, and reptile,
invertebrate and bat assemblages due
to the loss of habitat and disturbance.
Both of the proposed options would also
result in the removal of Coronation Wood.
Neither of the options would require land
take from the Sizewell Marshes SSSI.

No further assessment is required.

In the case of Option 1, loss of habitat
associated with the use of Pillbox Field
would be reduced and further ecological
enhancement through landscaping
would be provided, resulting in greater
biodiversity net gain. Overall, the effects
of Option 1 on the important ecological
features would range between minor
beneficial (not significant) (due to
enhancements provided) and minor
adverse (not significant) (due to habitat
loss and disturbance).
The effects of Option 2 would remain
the same as presented in the ES.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Amenity and Recreation
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 15 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Recreational resources, including (but
not limited to) Suffolk Coast Path,
Sandlings Walk, Bridleway 19

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for amenity and
recreation resulting from the
proposed changes.

The proposed options would not
result in new or different significant
effects with regards to transport,
noise and vibration, air quality
and landscape and visual amenity.
Therefore, the combined effects
on amenity and recreation would
also not result in new or different
significant effects.

No further assessment is required.

Furthermore, the effects of Option
1 would be reduced, as with the
removal of the outage car park from
Pillbox Field, the effects associated
with the crossing of Bridleway 19
for access to Pillbox Field would be
removed. In addition, construction
activities would be located further
away from the amenity and recreation
receptors to the south of the site.
Overall, the effects would range
between negligible and minor adverse
(not significant) during construction
and would be negligible (not
significant) during operation.
The effects of Option 2 would remain
the same as presented in the ES.
Terrestrial Historic Environment
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 16 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Potential archaeological remains
Pillbox in Pillbox Field

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for historic environment
resulting from the proposed changes.

Historic landscape character

The proposed options would not result
in new or different significant effects
compared to the original scheme.
Furthermore, the effects of Option 1
on archaeological remains in Pillbox
Field and changes to the setting of
Pillbox Field would be reduced with
the removal of the outage car park.
In addition, the landscaping scheme
on Pillbox Field has been designed to
avoid archaeologically sensitive areas.
Overall, the effects on archaeological
remains and changes to the setting of
the pillbox and the historic landscape
character of the field are assessed as
minor adverse (not significant) during
construction. Changes to setting
during operation would be negligible
(not significant).
The effects of Option 2 would remain
the same as presented in the ES.
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No further assessment is required.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Soils and Agriculture
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 17 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Best and Most Versatile agricultural
land
Soil resources

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for soils and agriculture
resulting from the proposed changes.

Agricultural businesses

The proposed options would not affect
land currently in agricultural use or
land that falls within the best and most
versatile land grades. Furthermore, no
removal of uncontaminated soils from
site is proposed. Therefore, no potential
for new or different significant effects
has been identified.

No further assessment is required.

Geology and Land Quality
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 18 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Human health
Controlled Waters (groundwater and
surface water receptors)

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for geology and land
quality resulting from the proposed
changes.

Property
Physical soil features

The proposed options would not
change the source-receptor-pathways
considered in the conceptual site
model for Sizewell B relocated
facilities works. Therefore, no potential
for new or different significant effects
has been identified.

No further assessment is required.

Groundwater and Surface Water
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 19 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Controlled Waters (groundwater and
surface water receptors)
Flood Risk

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for groundwater, surface
water and flood risk resulting from
the proposed changes.

The proposed options would not
change the assessment of effects on
water quality, hydrology, hydrogeology
and flood risk for Sizewell B relocated
facilities works. Therefore, no new or
different significant effects have been
identified.

No further assessment is required.

Radiological Effects
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 25 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Human receptors
Non-human biota

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for radiological effects
resulting from the proposed changes.

The proposed options do not include
any facilities associated with work
activities or processes which involve
the handling or the production
of radioactive items or material.
Therefore, no potential for new or
different significant effects has been
identified.

No further assessment is required.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Climate Change
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 26 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Greenhouse gas emissions Global climate

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for climate change
resulting from the proposed changes.

During construction, the proposed
options would generate greenhouse
gas emissions due to material
resource use, energy and fuel use for
construction activities, fuel use for
the transportation of construction
materials, construction workers to
and from the site and disposal of
waste. However, as the material and
waste quantities, construction traffic
movements, workforce numbers
and the duration of the construction
programme are similar to the original
scheme assessed in the ES, the
change in greenhouse gas emissions
is not likely to be significant. In
addition, due to the like-for-like
replacement of existing Sizewell B
facilities in terms of use and activities,
the operational phase is not likely to
result in an increase in greenhouse
gas emissions.

Climate change resilience (CCR) - Site
users and infrastructure

The proposed options may be
impacted by extreme weather
events, such as heavy rain, high
winds, and high temperatures,
during construction and operation.
These impacts would be mitigated
through design and construction
environmental management, as
relevant, therefore, no new or
different significant effects with
regards to climate change resilience
are considered likely.

In-combination climate impacts (ICCI)
- Human, property and environmental
receptors

The ICCI assessment presented in the
ES considered the combined impact
of the Sizewell C Project and future
climate change on receptors in the
surrounding environment. As overall,
the proposed options are not likely to
increase the effects of the Sizewell C
Project, no new or different significant
ICCI effects are considered likely.
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No further assessment is required.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Major Accidents and Disasters
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 27 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Human, property and environmental
receptors

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for major accidents and
disasters resulting from the proposed
changes.

During construction, any new
hazards from the proposed options
would be mitigated through the
implementation of a safe system
of work in line with standard
industry practice and construction
management measures described
within the ES. Any new hazards
from the operation of the relocated
facilities would be addressed through
the implementation of the existing
Sizewell B management procedures
and processes, adjusted as required,
to take into account the proposed
development. Therefore, no potential
for new or different significant effects
has been identified.

No further assessment is required.

Health and Wellbeing
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 28 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Human receptors

There is no change to the baseline
assessment for health and wellbeing
resulting from the proposed changes.

As no likely new or different
significant effects with regards to
transport, noise and vibration, air
quality, amenity and recreation,
geology and land quality,
groundwater and surface water
and radiological effects have been
identified, the assessment of effects
on health and wellbeing is also
considered unlikely to result in new or
different significant effects.

No further assessment is required.

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (Book 5, Document Reference 5.10)
There is no potential for the proposed change to alter the conclusions of the Shadow HRA.

4.3. Change to certain parameter
heights and activities on the main
development site to facilitate the
construction process
a)

The proposed development in the Application

4.3.1. As with any large-scale construction project, a
range of buildings, structures, plant and associated facilities
are temporarily required, and their exact heights and
locations will vary throughout the construction process. To
ensure the environmental effects of this very wide range
of activities can be assessed, the Application includes
clear parameters to identify maximum working heights for
different parts of the construction site.

4.3.2. These heights are separated into general maximum
heights for typical working conditions and “exceptional”
maximum heights for relatively short-term activities, such as
the use of a particularly large crane to lift specific objects.
b) Description of the proposed change
4.3.3. SZC Co. is consulting on the following changes
to the proposed parameters for maximum working
heights during the construction of Sizewell C on the main
development site:
Beach Landing Facility Options
• Typical working heights: up to 25m AOD
• Exceptional working heights: up to 60m AOD
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4.3.4. The Application proposed only one (permanent)
BLF. Therefore, no working height parameters were
proposed in the location shown on Figure 4.5 where a
temporary beach landing facility is now proposed. Further
details on the potential change to allow more construction
material to be imported by sea are set out in Chapter 3 of
this consultation document.

Extension of stockpile zone
• To allow an additional stockpile area up to approximately
15m above ground level (35mAOD)

Marine shafts and tunnelling

4.3.6. The Application already applies for construction
activities up to this height in the location shown on Figure
4.6. This potential change therefore relates to a change in
activity, from primarily compound space to stockpiling.

• Typical working heights: up to 40m AOD

Reduction in the height of one pylon

• Exceptional working heights: up to 70m AOD

4.3.7. The Application includes provision for two
electricity pylons at 79mAOD. SZC Co. intends to reduce the
height of the southernmost pylon to 59mAOD. This remains
within the maximum height parameter assessed in the
application (Parameter Zone P5).

4.3.5. The location shown on Figure 4.5 is outside of
the main construction area and therefore no heights are
currently applied for in this location.
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Marine shafts and tunnelling
4.3.9. Maximum heights for the marine tunnelling works are
currently within the main construction zone in the Application.
SZC Co. intends to relocate the marine tunnelling works adjacent
to the main construction zone, meaning the shafts are slightly
closer to the landward side of the sea defences. This relocation

Drain

4.3.8. As set out in Chapter 3 of this consultation
document, SZC Co. intends to increase the amount of
material imported by sea where this is practical and cost
effective. This would help to ensure that a substantial
volume of construction material can be transported to the
site without unduly impacting the public highway network.
The proposed parameters will ensure that the facilities can
be constructed and operated with plant and equipment
operating at height as necessary for their efficient operation.
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would move the marine tunnelling works to the outside of the
“cut off wall”. The cut off wall is needed to allow dewatering
to take place alongside excavation works within the main
construction area without significant impacts on the surrounding
groundwater table. Relocation of the marine tunnelling works
means that other construction works within the cut off wall
can commence before the marine tunnelling work is complete,
thereby making construction more efficient and potentially
faster. The parameter heights would primarily relate to the
presence of cranes in this area to lift the tunnel boring machines
and the individual tunnel segments into place.
Extension of stockpile zone
4.3.10. Providing the flexibility to extend the footprint
of the stockpiles by a relatively small amount would allow
more material to be delivered earlier in the construction
programme and then stored on site until it is needed,
thereby helping to increase the rate at which materials can
be imported by rail or sea and reducing the demand that
could otherwise have been placed on the highway network.
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d) Environmental impact of the proposed change
4.3.11. A preliminary environmental assessment of the
proposed changes has been undertaken. This section
presents the consideration of the changes to baseline
conditions (such as potential additional receptors affected
and any changes to the extent of the study area), the
assessment of impacts and mitigation required.

4.3.12. Table 4.2 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application
for environmental topics and receptors where there is the
potential for the environmental effects as presented in the
Application to differ as a result of the proposed changes.
This section also sets out further work to be undertaken to
confirm the environmental impact of the proposed changes,
if they are confirmed to be taken forward.

Table 4.2 Preliminary environmental information for the proposed change
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Air Quality
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 12 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Human receptors

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment for air quality
resulting from the proposed changes.

The additional stockpiling area
may affect the construction dust
assessment, however as stockpile
heights are not being increased and
conservative mitigation measures
are included in the CoCP (Doc Ref.
8.11) no new or different impacts are
expected.

No further assessment is required.

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 13 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Views/visual receptors located along
the Suffolk coastline and offshore

Temporary Beach landing Facility
Options 1 - 4:

Landscape and seascape character
types along the Suffolk coastline and
offshore

The proposed change is located
within the Application site boundary.

Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast

The proposed change would not
require a change to the extent of the
15km study area in the LVIA.
There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the landscape
and visual impact assessment
resulting from the proposed change.
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The proposed change is to introduce
a new typical height parameter of
25m AOD and exceptional height
parameter of +60m AOD.
The new parameters will introduce
new tall elements in the coastal/
offshore environment and increase
the visibility construction works and
features in views from locations
offshore and along the coast to the
north and south. This may increase
the significance of effects on the
Coastal Dunes and Shingle Ridges
LCT and Nearshore Waters SCT,
visual receptors in coastal locations
and offshore and alter the nature and
significance of effects on the natural
beauty and special qualities of the
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast.

ZTV of proposed parameters to be
updated.
Potential consultation with LVIA
consultees to determine if new
representative viewpoints and
visualisations are required.
Field survey to determine nature,
scale and extent of effects arising.
Revisions to visualisations/new
visualisations if required.
Update to the assessment of
impacts from the change on
landscape/seascape character,
visual receptors and designated and
defined landscape/seascape will be
undertaken.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Views/visual receptors

Extension to Stockpile Zone:

Landscape character types

The proposed change allows for
an additional stockpile area up to
approximately 15m above ground
level.

No further assessment is required.

The proposed changes are located
within the Application site boundary.

Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast

The proposed change would not
require a change to the extent of the
15km study area in the LVIA.
There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the landscape
and visual impact assessment
resulting from the proposed change.

The location of the additional
stockpile area is located fully
within construction zone C3 which
has a general condition height of
+35mAOD and exceptional condition
height of +120mAOD.
The proposed change would introduce
a change of use with a lower general
and exceptional condition height
during the construction phase to the
described in the DCO.
The change would result in a
marginal change to the nature of
views, notably from elevated locations
to the north.
However, the effects of the proposed
change would remain the same as
presented in the LVIA.

Views/visual receptors located along
the Suffolk coastline and offshore
Landscape and seascape character
types along the Suffolk coastline and
offshore
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast

Marine Shafts and Tunnelling:
The proposed change are located
within the Application site boundary.
The proposed change would not
require a change to the extent of the
15km study area in the LVIA.
There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the landscape
and visual impact assessment
resulting from the proposed change.

The proposed change is to introduce
a new typical height parameter of
40m AOD and exceptional height
parameter of +70m AOD.
The additional parameters will
introduce increased physical
infrastructure into the coastal
environment and new tall
construction elements in the coastal
environment and increase the
visibility construction works and
features in views from locations
offshore and along the coast to the
north and south. This may increase
the significance of effects on the
Coastal Dunes and Ridges LCT, visual
receptors in coastal locations and
offshore and alter the nature and
significance of effects on the natural
beauty and special qualities of the
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast.

ZTV of proposed parameters to be
updated.
Potential consultation with LVIA
consultees to determine if new
Representative Viewpoints and
visualisations are required.
Field survey to determine nature,
scale and extent of effects arising.
Revisions to visualisations/new
visualisations if required.
Update to the assessment of
impacts from the change on
landscape/seascape character,
visual receptors and designated and
defined landscape/seascape will be
undertaken.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Amenity and Recreation
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 15 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Recreational receptors on the coast
including users of the beach, PRoW
E-363/021/0, the Suffolk Coast
Path, Sandlings Walk and the future
England Coast Path, and marinebased receptors.

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment for amenity
and recreation resulting from the
proposed changes.

The coast path would remain open
at all times during construction and
operation of the additional works, as
far as it is reasonably practicable and
safe to do so.

Further assessment of the change
will be undertaken to confirm the
likely significance of the impacts and
mitigation proposals.

The proposed changes would
introduce new tall construction
elements in the offshore environment
and increase the visibility construction
works and features (including a
greater number of barges) in views
from locations offshore and along the
coast to the north and south. There
would be additional noise generated
during construction and operation
of the additional works. This may
increase the effects on recreational
receptors (including their experience
of tranquillity) on the beach, using the
paths along the coast and offshore.

Historic Environment
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 16 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Setting of
Leiston Abbey 1st site and heritage
assets north of the site including
coastguard cottages.

e)

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed changes.

Other environmental topics and receptors

4.3.13. The proposed changes do not alter the baseline
conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.
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There is likely to be a slight increase
in the visibility of construction
works and features from Leiston
Abbey due to new tall construction
elements. The ES assessed changes
during construction as having an
indirect moderate adverse effect. It is
unlikely that the proposed changes
would be of a great enough scale to
increase the magnitude of effect and
therefore the conclusions of the ES
remain valid. However, these will be
considered further with reference to
updated visualisations.

Reference will be made be to revised
visualisations to inform further
consultation if required on the nature
of effects and potential mitigation if
needed.

4.4. Change to the location of the
water resource storage area and the
addition of flood mitigation measures
to lower flood risk
a)

The proposed development in the Application

b) Description of the proposed change
4.4.2. Further work with the Sizewell C Project team and
contractors has identified that the water storage area can
now be temporarily located elsewhere on the construction
site, adjacent to a proposed attenuation pond, also known
as water management zone 5, and adjacent to the proposed
borrow pits and stockpiles, as indicated on Figure 4.7.

4.4.1. The Application identifies that a temporary nonpotable water storage area would be constructed for use
in the construction process. The water would be used for
construction activities such as dust suppression on the
stockpiles. The location is shown on Figure 4.7.

Figure 4.7 Current and proposed locations of water resource storage area
N

Water Resource Storage Area potential location for Flood
Mitigation Area
Water Management Zone 5 potential location for both Water
Resource Storage Area and Water
Management Zone 5

© Copyright 2020 NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited. No part of this drawing
is to be reproduced without prior permission of NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited.
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4.4.3. SZC Co. is consulting on a change that would
allow the storage area’s original location to instead
provide additional, permanent, fluvial flood mitigation.
Opportunities would also be taken to create additional
wetland habitats in this area. The wetland habitats would
be open water channels and wet reedbeds to provide high
quality foraging habitats for marsh harriers during the
construction of Sizewell C.

processes or through planting. In the long term, this would
compensate for the loss of wet woodland from the Sizewell
Marshes SSSI and could form part of a wet woodland
strategy. Views are sought on whether, in the long term,
open water and reedbed habitats should be retained in this
location, or whether a transition to wet woodland should
be supported. The flood mitigation area would also be
linked to the proposed permanent wetland habitat corridor
immediately to the south to create a single integrated
wetland feature, as illustrated in Figure 4.8.

4.4.4. Once the construction of Sizewell C is complete
and compensatory marsh harrier foraging habitats are no
longer required, there would be an opportunity for the
open water and wet reedbed habitats to be transitioned to
wet woodland habitats, either through natural successional

4.4.5. The flood mitigation described here would provide
approximately 100,000 cubic metres of additional flood
mitigation volume.

Figure 4.8 Indicative sketch of flood mitigation area and wet woodland habitats
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Sources Ordnance Survey

4.4.6. The flood mitigation area and wetland habitats
would be constructed very early in the construction phase
to ensure no ongoing construction disturbance to foraging
marsh harriers during the following summer.
c)

Why is this change proposed?

4.4.7. The proposed change would introduce additional
flood mitigation and wetland habitat areas.
4.4.8. The additional flood mitigation area would
reduce the impact of fluvial flood storage loss caused by
development on parts of the main platform area.
4.4.9. The new habitat areas would provide additional
foraging habitats for marsh harriers in the short term. In the
long term they could also provide additional wet woodland
to help compensate for the loss of wet woodland from the
Sizewell Marshes SSSI.

4.4.10. Relocation of the water storage area creates
operational efficiencies by storing the water closer to
stockpiles, where it is needed for dust suppression, and
closer to the haul road.
d) Environmental impact of the proposed
change
4.4.11. A preliminary environmental assessment of
the proposed change has been undertaken. This section
presents the consideration of the changes to baseline
conditions (such as potential additional receptors affected
and any changes to the extent of the study area), the
assessment of impacts and mitigation required.
4.4.12. Table 4.3 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application for
environmental topics and receptors where there is the potential
for the environmental effects as presented in the Application to
differ as a result of the change. This section also sets out further
work to be undertaken to confirm the environmental impact of
the change, if it is confirmed to be taken forward.

Table 4.3 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed change
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 13 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Views/visual receptors
Landscape character types
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast

The proposed change is located
within the Application site boundary.
The proposed change would not
require a change to the extent of the
15km study area in the landscape and
visual impact assessment
There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the landscape
and visual impact assessment
resulting from the proposed change.

The flood mitigation area would be
designed to avoid damage to woodlands
and hedgerows within and bordering
the reprofiled land. This would include
avoiding excavation in the Root
Protection Areas of trees within adjacent
plantations (e.g. Sandypytle Plantation)
and recent planting. The area would
be subject to habitat creation which
would be appropriate to the surrounding
landscape context.

No further assessment is required.

There would be a marginal reduction
to the landscape and visual impacts
during the construction phase
compared to original (temporary)
water resource storage area.
The flood mitigation area would
be a permanent feature, but would
be in keeping with local landscape
character and assimilate into its
surrounding landscape context once
new planting is established.
Overall there would be no change to the
assessment of landscape or visual effects
during the construction or operation
phases to that presented in the LVIA.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 14 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Direct effects on ecological receptors

The proposed change is are located
within the Application site boundary
and there would be no change to the
baseline resulting from the proposed
change.

The additional areas of open water
and wet reedbed would provide
additional high-quality foraging
habitats for marsh harriers, during the
construction of Sizewell C.

No further assessment is required.

In the longer term, these areas
could provide further permanent
compensatory habitats for the loss of
wetland habitats from the Sizewell
Marshes SSSI and can be expected to
support a similar range of species.
Although the change is beneficial, it
would not result in new or different
significant effects compared to the
assessment presented in the ES.
Terrestrial Historic Environment
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 16 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Direct effects on historic environment

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change.

The proposed change would not
result in new or different significant
effects compared to the assessment
presented in the ES. There remains the
potential for disturbance to buried
archaeological remains, and the
overall residual effect following the
implementation of an agreed scheme
of archaeological investigation would
be of the same effect as presented in
the ES, and would not be significant.

No further assessment is required.

Groundwater and Surface Water
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 19 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Crag Formation (Principal Aquifer)

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change.
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There would be a localised change
in groundwater recharge relative
to the submitted DCO design due
to the reduced footprint of water
management zone 5, the new
location and reduced footprint of
the water resource storage area
and the new presence of the flood
mitigation area. This may result in
potential lowering of groundwater
levels in the immediate environs
of water management zone 5, and
potential raising of groundwater
levels and changes in groundwater
flow in the immediate environs of
the flood mitigation area and habitat
creation area relative to the baseline
and originally modelled scenarios
assessed in the DCO. The resulting
change to groundwater levels in the
Crag Formation would be minimal
and be localised to the temporary
construction area.

No further assessment is required.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Previous numerical modelling has
shown that the lateral extent of
effects of water level changes at
water management zone 5 do not
impact the Sizewell Marshes SSSI or
Minsmere to Walberswick Heaths
and Marshes SSSI, SAC, SPA and
Ramsar receptors, in part due to the
high permeability of the Crag and
proximity to the sea.
IDB Drain No. 7

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change.

There would be minor adverse
changes in the catchment of IDB
Drain No. 7, which would act to
modify the hydrological regime.
These would be limited due to the
relatively small area of the catchment
associated with the change, as well as
the balance of effect likely to be seen
through the presence of the flood
mitigation area and local recharge.

No further assessment is required.

Flood risk
[With reference to the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (Doc Ref. 5.2)]
Loss of flood plain storage

There will be a change to baseline
flood risk as the proposed change of
location of the water resource storage
area moves it from Flood Zone 3
(high risk) for the proposals in the
Application to Flood Zone 1 (low risk).

The assessment within the Application
concluded that the proposed location
of the water resource storage area was
appropriate in flood risk terms. The
revised location of the water resource
storage area is within Flood Zone
1 and is appropriate in flood risk terms.

Update to the assessment of impacts
on flood risk from the revised location
of the water resource storage area
will be undertaken.

Flood risk to adjacent land and
property

There would be no change to the
baseline flood risk to property in the
area.

The development on the main
development site, in particular the
permanent platform and SSSI crossing
would create some (limited) increase in
flood levels to land and a few properties
in the Minsmere area as identified in
the Main Development Site Flood Risk
Assessment (Doc Ref. 5.2).

The impact of the flood mitigation
area on flood risk would be positive,
as it would slightly reduce peak flood
levels and extent to adjacent land and
properties. No further assessment is
required to confirm that the proposal
would mitigate flood risk impact.
However, modelling and assessment
is ongoing to ascertain the extent of
flood risk reduction.

The proposed new flood mitigation
area would create a slight change
(reduction) in flood risk to the
adjacent land and properties.
This area is mitigation in addition to
the proposed SSSI crossing flood relief
channels described later in this chapter.

Assessment of the potential impact
from a breach of the newly located
water resource storage area will be
carried out.

The new proposed flood mitigation
area is a water compatible
development and therefore
appropriate for Flood Zone 3.
One property had been identified
downstream of the water resource
storage area and having the potential
to be affected by a breach.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Geology and Land Quality
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 18 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Geological receptors

Location moved to within water
management zone 5
It is assumed that the land has
always been open land as it currently
is shown on maps. From publicly
available sources, no potential
historical contamination sources have
been identified.

Construction
Excavations for construction of
the water resources storage area
are required. Physical effects
including changes in soil erosion
and soil compaction associated
with stripping of topsoil, vegetation
clearance, stockpiling, earthworks
and associated machine movements
is anticipated to be minimal and are
already assessed within the ES.

No further assessment is required.

Considering the likely absence of
contamination sources, impacts due
to contamination and physical effects
are not likely to be significant.
Operation
Impacts due to potential
contamination and physical effects
are not likely to be significant.
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
[With reference to the Shadow Habitats Regulations Assessment Report (Doc Ref. 5.10)]
As noted above, the additional areas of open water and wet reedbed would provide additional high-quality foraging habitats for marsh harriers, during the construction
of Sizewell C. This provides higher quality compensatory foraging than the equivalent enhanced dry habitats proposed for the same location in the Application.
Notwithstanding the habitat improvements, there is no potential for the proposed change to alter the conclusions of the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10).

e)

Other environmental topics and receptors

4.4.13. The proposed design changes do not alter the
baseline conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.

4.5. Change to the SSSI crossing
design to a single span bridge
with embankments
a)

The proposed development in the Application

4.5.1. The main development site needs to be accessed
from the north, from a new access road linking the site
to the B1122. The Application includes a vehicular and
pedestrian crossing over the Sizewell Marshes Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI). It is located at the narrowest
practicable location of the SSSI corridor to minimise
environmental impacts.
4.5.2. The crossing comprises an embankment structure
and culvert with the permanent access road positioned on
top. The embankment would have an approximate width
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of 40m at road level and an overall width of 70m at its
base. This would remain the same for both the construction
and operational phases of the masterplan to minimise
disturbance to the SSSI corridor. The side slopes of the
embankment in the Application have a gradient of 1:2.
4.5.3. A culvert would be incorporated into the
embankment running perpendicular to the causeway along
the existing route of Leiston Drain. The culvert would be
approximately 6m high and 3.6m wide. A ledge would be
installed to enable passage by otters. The bank and channel
of Leiston Drain would remain intact.
4.5.4. During the construction phase, roads would be
placed at the top of the embankment, including a haul road
for very large construction vehicles. The construction haul
road would be removed and planted with trees at the end
of the construction phase. The remaining access road would
be positioned to the western edge of the embankment,
away from the coastal edge. The carriageway would have
an approximate width of 12m and require 3m high safety
barriers on either side.
4.5.5. A visualisation of the currently proposed SSSI
crossing during the operational phase is shown in Figure 4.9.
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Figure 4.9 Typical visualisation of SSSI Crossing during the operational phase
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b) Description of the proposed change
4.5.6. SZC Co. proposes to change the design to comprise
separate embankments at either end of the SSSI crossing

with a 30m long single-span bridge connecting them. As
stated above, the current design is for a continuous pair of
embankments with a 3.6m wide culvert over the Leiston Drain.
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4.5.7. The bridge design would retain very significantly
more space around the Leiston Drain and would reduce the
amount of SSSI land take by approximately 450m2. The bank
and channel of Leiston Drain would remain intact.
4.5.8. A ledge would still be installed to enable passage
by otters and artificial bat roosts would be included within
or on the bridge abutments.

4.5.9. SZC Co. is also consulting on the potential to
reduce the gradient of the slope on the eastern (seaward)
side from a 1:2 gradient to approximately a 1:3 gradient.
The landward slope, which is generally less visible in views,
would become steeper meaning the overall width of the
crossing would remain unchanged.

© Copyright 2020 NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited. No part of this drawing
is to be reproduced without prior permission of NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited.

4.5.10. The access road to the power station on the SSSI
Crossing has a fixed alignment and therefore the change in
gradient of the embankments would result in the footprint
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of the SSSI Crossing also needing to move eastward slightly.
The exact alignment of Sandlings Walk would also therefore
need to move slightly further east accordingly.
4.5.11. A visualisation showing the SSSI Crossing postconstruction of the power station with the proposed
changes in place is shown in Figure 4.10.
c)

Why is this change proposed?

4.5.12. The change provides additional flood relief, which
would reduce water levels during times of increased flood
risk compared with the current design. This is the case
both local to the SSSI crossing and further afield at RSPB
Minsmere and relevant parts of Eastbridge.
4.5.13. The change in embankment slopes allows taller
and more substantial trees to establish on the seaward
embankment of the SSSI Crossing. This has the effect of
better integrating the SSSI crossing into the landscape from
coastal viewpoints.
4.5.14. The change in design from a culvert to a bridge
would provide greater connectivity for species including
water voles, otters and bats, thereby reducing the potential
for fragmentation of populations.

d) Environmental impact of the
proposed change
4.5.15. A preliminary environmental assessment of
the proposed change has been undertaken. This section
presents the consideration of the changes to baseline
conditions (such as potential additional receptors affected
and any changes to the extent of the study area), the
assessment of impacts and mitigation required.
4.5.16. Table 4.4 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application
for environmental topics and receptors where there is the
potential for the environmental effects, as presented in the
Application, to differ as a result of the proposed changes.
This section also sets out further work to be undertaken to
confirm the environmental impact of the proposed change,
if it is confirmed to be taken forward.
e)

Other environmental topics and receptors

4.5.17. The proposed design changes do not alter the
baseline conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.

Table 4.4 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed change
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 13 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Views/visual receptors located along
the Suffolk coastline and offshore

The proposed changes are located
within the Application site boundary.

Landscape character types along the
Suffolk coastline

The proposed changes would not
require a change to the extent of
the 15km study area identified in
the landscape and visual impact
assessment.

Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the landscape
and visual impact assessment
resulting from the proposed changes.

The change in slope gradients will
remove the ability to plant the
western slope with substantial
vegetation but would continue
to allow planting to the eastern
slope, ensuring integration of the
SSSI crossing and landscape to the
east. The revised design would also
reduce the land take required.
There would be a marginal increase
on the visual impacts arising during
the operation phase compared to
the original SSSI Crossing design,
principally through the introduction of
views to the single span bridge with
embankments from the realigned
Suffolk Coast Path/permissive route.
Overall there would be no change to
the assessment of landscape or visual
effects during the construction or
operation phases to that presented
in the LVIA.
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No further assessment is required.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 14 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Water vole
Fragmentation

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change.

The bridge would provide greater
connectivity for water voles and
reduce the potential for fragmentation
of populations.

No further assessment is required.

The assessment of fragmentation on
water voles presented in the ES would
be unchanged, that being that habitat
fragmentation would have a minor
adverse effect on the species, which is
considered to be not significant.
Otter
Fragmentation

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change.

The bridge would provide greater
connectivity for otters and reduce the
potential for fragmentation of populations.

No further assessment is required.

The assessment of fragmentation on
otters presented in the ES would be
unchanged, that being that habitat
fragmentation would have a minor
adverse effect on the species, which is
considered to be not significant.
Bats
Fragmentation

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change.

The bridge would provide a wider dark
corridor and enhance connectivity for
bats across the road alignment.

No further assessment is required.

The assessment of fragmentation
on bat species presented in the ES
would be unchanged. For Barbastelle
bats there would be a moderate
adverse significant effect in the short
term during the construction phase
only. Only minor adverse effects are
predicted for other bat species.
Flood risk
[With reference to the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (Doc Ref. 5.2)]
Sizewell Belts
Flood levels

Minsmere
Flood levels and properties in
Eastbridge

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the flood
risk assessment resulting from the
proposed changes.

The original assessment demonstrates
no significant impact from all sources of
flooding, with a slight lowering of coastal
/ tidal defence breach and overtopping
risk. With the inclusion of the flood relief
measures the result is to slightly raise
the flood levels within the Sizewell Belts,
although these remain slightly lower
than pre-development levels.

Update to the assessment of impacts
on flood risk from the proposed
change to the SSSI crossing will be
undertaken.

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the flood
risk assessment resulting from the
proposed changes.

The original assessment demonstrates
limited impact at off-site properties
and to Minsmere from flood risk.

Update to the assessment of impacts
on flood risk to include the effects
of the flood relief measures will be
undertaken.

However, the inclusion of the flood
relief measures further lowers the
flood levels and impacts to properties
from coastal / tidal defence breach
and overtopping risk.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

The residual flood risk at properties
remains slightly higher than predevelopment flood levels but is not
considered to be significant.
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (Book 5, Document Reference 5.10)
There is no potential for the proposed change to alter the conclusions of the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10)
Water Framework Directive (WFD) (Book 8, Document Reference 8.14)
The proposed change would not alter the conclusions of the Water Framework Directive.

4.6. Revisions to tree retention on
the main development site
a)

The proposed development in the Application

4.6.1. As detailed in the Application, whilst efforts have
been made to retain existing vegetation where practicable,
development proposals of this magnitude would inevitably
result in wholesale changes to the existing landscape fabric
with large-scale effects during the construction period.
4.6.2. The Application includes the Site Clearance and
Landscape Retention Plans (Book 2, Doc Ref 2.5 – Landscape
Plans, as well as Volume 2, Chapter 3, Figure 3.9 and 3.10)
which illustrate the sections of hedgerow and woodland
that are proposed to be retained and removed. The
Landscape Retention Plan shows the sections of woodland
and hedgerow that would be retained.
4.6.3. There would be a large magnitude of change
within the main platform site and temporary construction
area through transformation of the site from farmland (and
field boundary vegetation) to a major construction site.
4.6.4. Within the temporary construction area, the
majority of field boundary hedgerows and a large section
of plantation woodland at Goose Hill would be removed.
Arable farmland comprises the majority of land use within
the temporary construction area, and this would be
converted into a construction site with stockpiles, haul/
access roads, contractor compounds, borrow pits, water
management zones and plant.
4.6.5. The construction of the main platform would
involve the removal of the existing vegetation. A small
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area of woodland at Coronation Wood would be felled to
facilitate the Sizewell B relocated facilities project. LEEIE
would be converted from arable farmland into a temporary
construction site. The boundary hedgerows and vegetation
would be retained.
4.6.6. There would also be some localised removal of trees
and hedgerows associated with the proposed temporary rail
infrastructure and realignment of Lover’s Lane.
4.6.7. Since the submission of the Application in May
2020, there has been further contractor involvement which
has identified that a small amount of additional vegetation
may need to be removed (and amendments made to
the plans submitted in the Application) to support the
construction activity on the main development site.
b) Description of the proposed change
4.6.8. SZC Co. has identified three locations where
changes are proposed to be made to the DCO Landscape
Retention and Site Clearance Plans.

Location 1 – Important Hedgerow IH10 & IH25

4.6.9. As can be seen from Figure 4.11 the hedgerows
(IH10 and IH25) conflict with the width of the proposed access
road. The gap which has been allowed for in the Landscape
Retention Plan submitted with the Application, is proposed to
be amended and located further north. The amended location
of the gap is shown on Figure 4.12 and is the same width as
originally proposed. There is no additional net loss of trees in
this location as a result of the proposed change.
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Figure 4.11 Landscape retention and site clearance plan - Location 1
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Figure 4.12 Landscape retention and site clearance plan - Location 1 proposed change
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Mixed woodland / trees to
be retained
Hedgerow including hedgerow
trees to be removed
Mixed woodland / trees to
be removed
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Hedgerow including hedgerow
trees to be retained

IH25
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50m tohedge
the north
clearance moved
50m to the north

Location 2 - Important Hedgerow IH08

4.6.10. As can be seen from Figure 4.13 the hedgerow
(IH08) conflicts with the access route between the two
plaza car parks. The gap which has been allowed for in
the Landscape Retention Plan submitted with the DCO is
proposed to be amended and located further north. The
amended gap in shown on Figure 4.14 and is the same
width as originally proposed. There is no additional net loss
of trees in this location as a result of the proposed change.
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Figure 4.13 Landscape retention and site clearance plan - Location 2
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Figure 4.14 Landscape retention and site clearance plan - Location 2 proposed change
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Mixed woodland / trees to
be removed

iii. Location 3 – Close to Rail Route Alignment
4.6.11. There is some vegetation shown as retained on
the DCO Landscape Retention Plan, which is in very close
proximity to the proposed alignment of the rail route. More
detailed design development has shown that the vegetation
conflicts with the embankment of the temporary construction
area, extending close to the rail route, as shown on Figure
4.15. This is very likely to create an obstruction for the
construction and operation of the rail route. As a result, it is
now proposed to remove three to four trees to create enough
space for the construction works within this area, but also
for the operation of the rail route when it is in place. The
proposed amendment is shown in Figure 4.16.
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Figure 4.15 Landscape retention and site clearance plan - Location 3
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Figure 4.16 Landscape retention and site clearance plan - Location 3 proposed change
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c)

Why is this change proposed?

4.6.12. As detailed design has progressed, the enabling
works contractor has been looking in closer detail at
the Landscape Retention Plan submitted as part of the
Application. The contractor has identified these areas where
there are conflicts between retained landscape and access
required into various parts of the site to carry out necessary
construction works. These clashes have been assessed with
a particular focus on landscape constraints and ecology, in
particular bat roosts. These changes are proposed in order
to facilitate the construction works proposed.
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d)

Environmental impact of the proposed change

4.6.13. A preliminary environmental assessment of
the proposed change has been undertaken. This section
presents the consideration of the changes to baseline
conditions (such as potential additional receptors affected
and any changes to the extent of the study area), the
assessment of impacts and mitigation required.
4.6.14. Table 4.5 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application
for environmental topics and receptors where there is the
potential for the environmental effects, as presented in the
Application, to differ as a result of the proposed changes.
This section also sets out further work to be undertaken to
confirm the environmental impact of the proposed changes,
if they are confirmed to be taken forward.

Table 4.5 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed change
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 13 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Views/visual receptors
Landscape character types
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB

The proposed changes are located
within the Application site boundary.
The proposed changes would not
require a change to the extent of
the 15km study area identified in
the landscape and visual impact
assessment.
There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the landscape
and visual impact assessment
resulting from the proposed changes.

Proposed changes result in an
alteration to the location of
vegetation removal and removal of
three to four trees as described above.

No further assessment is required.

Whilst the proposed changes would
result in the loss of a small amount
of additional vegetation to that
proposed in the Application, with
marginal impacts on the fabric of
the site, the character of the Ancient
Estate Claylands/Estate Sandlands
LCTs, visual receptors and the natural
beauty and special qualities of the
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB
they will not alter the assessment of
effects presented in the LVIA.

Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 14 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Bats- Barbastelle
Habitat fragmentation (due to
habitat loss)

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed changes.

The assessment of fragmentation
on bats presented in the ES would
be unchanged as a result of these
changes, as follows:

No further assessment is required.

For Barbastelle: a moderate adverse
effect, which is considered to be
significant.
However, this is only during
the construction phase of the
development, and once the
construction is completed, and habitat
reinstated, this is considered to be not
significant.
For all other bat species: Overall,
the impact of habitat fragmentation
would have a negligible adverse
effect, which is considered to be not
significant.
Bat Roosts- general for all species

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change.

The assessment on bat roosts
presented in the ES would be
unchanged as a result of these
changes as there are no tree roosts
identified in the additional trees
removed under these changes.

No further assessment is required.
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e)

Other environmental topics and receptors

4.6.15. The proposed design changes do not alter the
baseline conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.

4.7. Surface water removed early
in the construction process to be
discharged to the foreshore via
a temporary outfall
a)

The proposed development in the Application

4.7.1.
Early in the construction phase a Combined Drainage
Outfall (CDO) is proposed to be constructed, which would
be created using a directional drilling technique under the
foreshore and seabed. Two individual tunnels would connect and
terminate in a headwork structure approximately 300m offshore.
4.7.2. One of the functions of the CDO is to discharge
treated surface water run-off from the site during the
construction period. The CDO would discharge this treated
water to the sea in compliance with the requirements of an
environmental permit.

b) Description of the proposed change
4.7.3. The proposed change is that, in the period before
the CDO is constructed, surface water would be temporarily
pumped from the construction site, over the temporary sea
defences and out towards the shoreline. A temporary outfall
pipe would be laid below ground as it crosses the Suffolk
Coast Path to ensure no obstruction and would then emerge
and terminate above the Mean High Water Spring tide
level. The temporary outfall is likely to be located south of
both the permanent and temporary beach landing facilities
described in Chapter 3 of this consultation document. The
Suffolk Coast Path would remain open during construction
and operation of the temporary outfall as far as it is
reasonably practicable and safe to do so.
4.7.4. The temporary outfall would be in use during
extreme storm events only (e.g. greater than a 1 in 30-year
storm event). Surface water under normal conditions would
be collected in balancing ponds, treated via water treatment
systems and then either infiltrated to ground or discharged
to the surrounding watercourses at greenfield rates.
4.7.5. Once the CDO is constructed the temporary
outfall would be removed. As the CDO would be complete
early in the construction phase it is plausible that water
may never need to flow through the temporary outfall. To
allow for extreme events, an environmental permit would
be sought to allow a discharge rate of up to approximately
200 litres per second via the temporary outfall pipe, in case
it is needed. A maximum total suspended solids content of
250mg/l is expected under this scenario.
4.7.6. The temporary outfall pipe itself is likely to be less
than 50cm in diameter and may look similar to the image
shown in Figure 4.17.

Figure 4.17 Example image of a similar marine outfall
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c)

Why is this change proposed?

4.7.7. During the very early stages of construction the
construction areas will be being created and the CDO will
not yet be complete. A separate approach to managing
surface water run-off is therefore required for approximately
a 2-year period in accordance with a separate environmental
permit. This would ensure surface water run-off is managed
appropriately during the very early stages of construction to
help protect both the site and Sizewell Marshes SSSI.
d) Environmental impact of the
proposed change
4.7.8. A preliminary environmental assessment of
the proposed change has been undertaken. This section
presents the consideration of the changes to baseline
conditions (such as potential additional receptors affected
and any changes to the extent of the study area), the
assessment of impacts and mitigation required.

4.7.9. Table 4.6 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application
for environmental topics and receptors where there is the
potential for the environmental effects, as presented in the
Application, to differ as a result of the proposed changes.
This section also sets out further work to be undertaken to
confirm the environmental impact of the proposed change,
if it is confirmed to be taken forward.
e)

Other environmental topics and receptors

The proposed design changes do not alter the baseline
conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.

Table 4.6 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed change
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 13 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Views/visual receptors located along
the Suffolk coastline and offshore

The proposed change is located
within the Application site boundary.

Landscape and seascape character
types along the Suffolk coastline and
offshore

The proposed change would not
require a change to the extent of
the 15km study area identified in
the landscape and visual impact
assessment.

Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the landscape
and visual impact assessment
resulting from the proposed change.

Whilst introducing new temporary
infrastructure, the proposed change
would not alter the assessment
of effects on landscape/seascape
character types, views/visual receptors
or on the natural beauty/special
qualities of the Suffolk Coast and
Heaths AONB/Suffolk Heritage Coast
(during either the construction or
operation phases) to that presented
in the LVIA

No further assessment is required.

Amenity and Recreation
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 15 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Recreational receptors on the coast
including users of the beach, PRoW
E-363/021/0, the Suffolk Coast
Path, Sandlings Walk and the future
England Coast Path, and marinebased receptors.

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment for amenity
and recreation resulting from the
proposed change.

The Suffolk Coast Path would remain
open during construction and operation
of the temporary outfall as far as it is
reasonably practicable and safe to do so.

No further assessment proposed.

The proposed change would not alter
the assessment of effects during the
construction or operation phases to
that presented in the Application.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Groundwater and Surface Water
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 19 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Crag Formation (Principal Aquifer).

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change

There would be a minor change in
groundwater level within the Crag due
to decreased infiltration as a result
of the removal of excess storm water
above the mean high water line.

No further assessment is required.

The change in disposal route does not
alter the environmental assessment
for groundwater.
Leiston Drain, Sizewell Drain and
surface watercourses which form part
of Sizewell Marshes SSSI

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change.

There would be a minor adverse
temporary alteration of the surface
water flow regime as a result of the
removal of excess storm water above
the mean high water spring.

No further assessment is required.

The change in the disposal route does
not alter environmental assessment
for surface water.
Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 20 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
The shoreline

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment resulting from
the proposed change.

Given the entire structure is above the
mean high-water spring it would not be
expected to affect sediment transport
unless a surge aligned with very high
tide. If this were to happen during the
short timescale the outfall is in place
and operational, trapped sediment
could be released by by-passing.
Very high flow rates exiting the outfall
could lead to the formation of an
eroded channel. The outfall would
only be in use for extreme storms (>1
in 30-year event) thus infrequent, if at
all, during the short time scale (2yr)
the outfall is in place. If a channel
did develop it could be mitigated by
manual infilling.
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No further assessment is required

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Flood Risk
[With reference to the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (Doc Ref. 5.2)]
Leiston Drain, Sizewell Drain and
surface watercourses which form part
of Sizewell Marshes SSSI

There would be no change to the
baseline flood risk resulting from the
proposed change

The new arrangement allows
for greater flexibility in the
management of surface water,
potentially limiting the removal of
excess flows into the watercourses.
Although beneficial in reducing
flood flows during a storm event, in
the context of the overall catchment
size and function this would
comprise a minor, temporary effect.

The new arrangement will be
considered in further review of the
flood risk assessment.

Construction site and workers

There would be no change to the
baseline flood risk resulting from the
proposed change

Given the outfall would pass
over the temporary sheet pile sea
defence (with a control structure
in place to avoid reverse flow), the
flood protection provided by the
temporary sea defences would not be
compromised. There would therefore
be no change in the assessment and
potential flood risk.

No further assessment is required.

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (Book 5, Document Reference 5.10)
There is no potential for the proposed change to alter the conclusions of the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10)
Water Framework Directive (WFD) (Book 8, Document Reference 8.14)
The proposed change would not alter the conclusions of the Water Framework Directive

4.8. Change to the sea defence to
make the scheme more efficient
and resilient to climate change
a)

The proposed development in the Application

4.8.1. The site currently benefits from protection by the
Bent Hills, a man-made bund structure constructed as part of
the landscaping scheme for Sizewell B. The Bent Hills extend
from south to north along the top of the shore, merging to
the north with an east-west feature known as the Northern
Mound. Due to seismic requirements, the existing Northern
Mound would need to be demolished and excavated down to
a suitable formation layer before being built back up.
4.8.2. For the construction of Sizewell C, a new Hard
Coastal Defence Feature (HCDF) would be required. The
HCDF would be approximately 40m east of the existing Bent
Hills and would replace them. To protect Sizewell C once the
power station is operational, the Northern Mound would
form part of the HCDF.

4.8.3. The Application includes a temporary and a
permanent HCDF. The permanent HCDF also has an adaptive
design as explained further in this section.
4.8.4. Prior to construction of the permanent HCDF, the
Application assumes a construction phase HCDF would be
built up using rock armour, with no piling proposed. This
would form the eastern part of the permanent HCDF. Sitewon fill material would be placed over the rock armour and
planted to soften views from the coastal path.
4.8.5. Towards the end of the construction phase, the
Application identifies that the permanent HCDF would
then be constructed. At this point, the western part of the
permanent HCDF would be completed, involving the raising
of the construction phase HCDF to the final permanent
level of +10.2m AoD. This would be followed by the
implementation of a landscape scheme to soften the visual
appearance through planting and varying the overall height
up to approximately +12.2m AoD.
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b) Description of the proposed change

4.8.6. The Nuclear Site Licence, which is governed by the
Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR), requires flood risk to
also be assessed against 1 in 10,000 and 1 in 100,000 year
events. The maximum height of the HCDF in the Application
is 14.2mAOD, as an adaptive design, to account for this very
unlikely scenario. The DCO assumes that this adaptation to
the permanent HCDF to increase the height may need to
take place around 2046.

i.

Temporary sea defence

4.8.7. An alternative sheet-pile sea defence is proposed
for the construction phase of the project, as illustrated in
Figure 4.18. This alternative design has similar performance
features to the construction phase HCDF within the
Application, but significantly increases the amount of space
within the construction site for marine shafts and tunnelling
and simplifies the construction process, as explained in more
detail in this section. The temporary sea defence would
have a maximum height of approximately +7.3mAOD for
the majority of its length and would then raise further (to
approximately 10.5 AOD) to meet the SZB sea defence.

Figure 4.18 Temporary sea defence
CONSTRUCTION AREA - MARINE SHAFTS & TUNNELLING

CONSTRUCTION AREA HAUL ROAD
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FOOTPATH

TEMPORARY SEA
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FIGURE 3 - TEMPORARY SEA DEFENCE

ii.

Permanent sea defence

rock armour where underlying peat is present, for stability of
this seismically qualified structure.

4.8.8. SZC Co. is consulting on an increase to the
minimum height of the permanent sea defence from
+10.2mAOD to approximately +14mAOD (plus landscaping)
for increased flood resilience.

4.8.10. The design of the buried toe of the sea defence
has been further progressed in response to stakeholder
feedback and will now be set at approximately 0mAOD at
the outset of the operational phase.

4.8.9. The foundation design has also been developed in
response to stakeholder feedback seeking more details on
the sea defence design and now comprises piling under the

4.8.11. Indicative details of the permanent sea defence are
shown on Figure 4.19.

Figure 4.19 Permanent sea defence, operational phase
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FIGURE 1 - PERMANENT SEA DEFENCE
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iii. Permanent sea defence adaptive design
4.8.12. The project retains the ability to adapt the height
of the sea defence. SZC Co. is also consulting an increase
to the maximum height of the permanent sea defence from
+14.2mAOD to approximately 15mAOD, plus landscaping,

in future to comply with the Nuclear Site Licence. This
requires flood risk to be assessed against 1 in 10,000 and
1 in 100,000 year events. The design of the toe of the
sea defence on the adapted design has also been further
progressed and is shown on Figure 4.20.

Figure 4.20 Permanent sea defence, adaptive design
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d)

4.8.13. The change in design of the temporary sea
defence allows the marine shafts and tunnelling works
to take place outside of the cut off wall. The cut off wall
is needed to allow dewatering to take place alongside
excavation works within the main construction area without
significant impacts on the surrounding groundwater table.
Relocation of the marine tunnelling works means that other
construction works within the cut off wall can commence
before the marine tunnelling work is complete, thereby
making construction more efficient and potentially faster.

4.8.15. A preliminary environmental assessment of
the proposed change has been undertaken. This section
presents the consideration of the changes to baseline
conditions (such as potential additional receptors affected
and any changes to the extent of the study area), the
assessment of impacts and mitigation required.

4.8.14. The design of the permanent sea defence has
continued to be developed using the updated UKCP18 sea
level predictions. The change consulted on here embeds
mitigation required against those predictions into the design
of the sea defence, thereby reducing reliance on secondary
measures to alleviate coastal flood risk.

Environmental impact of the proposed change

4.8.16. Table 4.6 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application
for environmental topics and receptors where there is the
potential for the environmental effects, as presented in the
Application, to differ as a result of the proposed change.
This section also sets out further work to be undertaken to
confirm the environmental impact of the proposed changes,
if they are confirmed to be taken forward.
e)

Other environmental topics and receptors

4.8.17. The proposed design changes do not alter the
baseline conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.
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Table 4.6 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed change
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 13 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Views/visual receptors located along
the Suffolk coastline and offshore

The proposed change is located
within the Application site boundary.

Landscape and seascape character
types along the Suffolk coastline and
offshore

The proposed change would not require
a change to the extent of the 15km
study area identified in the landscape
and visual impact assessment.

Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB and
Suffolk Heritage Coast

The proposed change to the design
and increase in parameter height up
to approximately +15m AOD (plus
landscaping) of the HCDF would not
alter the assessment of effects during
the construction or operation phases
to that presented in the Application.

No further assessment is required.

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the landscape
and visual impact assessment
resulting from the proposed change.

Amenity and Recreation
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 15 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Recreational receptors using PRoW

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment for amenity
and recreation resulting from the
proposed change.

The proposed change would not alter
the assessment of effects during the
construction or operation phases to
that presented in the Application.

No further assessment proposed.

Coastal Geomorphology and Hydrodynamics
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 20 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
The key receptor is beach/shoreline.

There would be no change to the
present-day baseline environment
for coastal geomorphology and
hydrodynamics (because the coastal
defence is set back from the coast).

The HCDF is still considered a
terrestrial feature during the
construction phase and will not affect
coastal processes. The 5m bund
would need to be managed carefully
due to the seaward extension of the
toe of the coastal defence.

The design of the sacrificial soft
coastal defence will be re-assessed
to maximise its longevity before
renourishment is needed (the
intended mitigation mechanism).

During the operation phase mitigation
in the form of beach maintenance
would be required. This is already
proposed in the ES but is likely to
start sooner due to the revised toe
design extending more seaward.
A further seaward HCDF would
be a more effective sediment trap,
accumulating shingle on its north
side. Over time the local shoreline
would reach an equilibrium and the
longshore transport corridor would
be largely restored.
Flood risk
With reference to the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (Doc Ref. 5.2)]
Land, people and property protected
by the temporary sea defence
structure

There would be no change to the
baseline flood risk resulting from the
proposed change
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The construction phase temporary
sea defence minimises the
safety arrangements required for
construction personnel during a flood
event. There is no change to the
outcome of the assessment submitted
as part of the DCO.

Update to the assessment of impacts
on flood risk from the revised design
of the sea defence will be undertaken.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Land, people and property protected
by the permanent sea defence
structure

There would be no change to the
baseline flood risk resulting from the
proposed change

The flood risk to the permanent
platform would be reduced due to
lower wave overtopping volumes
during extreme events caused by
climate change impacts up to the
point in the future when the adaptive
defence is provided.

Update to the assessment of impacts
on flood risk from the revised design
of the sea defence will be undertaken.

This change minimises the operational
safety arrangements and burden on
drainage systems especially during the
operational phase of the development.

4.9. Extension of the Order Limits
to provide for fen meadow habitat at
Pakenham as further mitigation for
fen meadow loss

Data will be collected over a 12-month period and analysis
will inform the development of conceptual designs and
plans to maximise the likelihood of successful fen meadow
establishment, to maximise the extent of habitat created, and
to define the longer-term management requirements.
b) Description of the proposed change

a)

The proposed development in the Application

4.9.1. As detailed in the Application, fen meadow
compensation areas are proposed to be created at
Benhall and Halesworth to compensate for fen meadow
permanently lost from Sizewell Marshes SSSI as a result of
the proposed development.
4.9.2. In order to create these habitats, minor changes to
existing watercourses and field drains and local excavations
may be required to both raise water levels and reduce
nutrient levels. Further details on these two fen meadow
compensation areas are set out in Volume 2, Chapters 2 and
14 of the ES.

4.9.5. SZC Co. has identified an additional site at
Pakenham (see Figure 4.21) in West Suffolk, which has
the potential for creating fen meadow. The site proposed
comprises approximately 32ha of land located to the
west of Fen Road, south of Thieves Lane / Broadway,
east of Thurston Road and to the north of the Street. As
identified in Figure 4.22, the site currently comprises a mix
of grassland, fen meadow, rush pasture and drier grassland
and is adjacent to the designated Pakenham Meadows SSSI
for which lowland wet grassland and fen meadow are the
primary interest features.

4.9.3. The areas within the two existing compensation
sites which seem most likely to support fen meadow habitats
(the ‘primary loci’) comprise 2.7ha, although there are
additional areas within both sites which also have potential to
support the establishment of fen meadow. Taking forward
both sites therefore significantly increases the likelihood of the
compensatory habitat creation works succeeding.
4.9.4. In October 2020 further work, including site
investigation works and long-term monitoring, commenced
on both sites to collect hydrological data. Surface water
level and groundwater level data are being collected to
determine the relationship between groundwater and surface
water levels on site, whilst flow and quality data will provide
information on potential quantum of water, and whether it
is of suitable quality for fen meadow habitat, respectively.
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Figure 4.21 Proposed location for the creation of additional fen meadow habitat
ROMAN BUILDING

Drai

n

Tollgate

(site of)

Water

Poultry
Houses
31.7m
STO

Drain
LB

W

LAN
E

Beggars Roost
Mayford

in

Nosredna

Dra

Track
Drai
n

ck

Drai
n

Tra

Mickle Mere
Dra

in

Ponds

Gemeed

A
8

ROMA
(cours N ROAD
e of)

108

A143

1.37m

RH

Dra
in
Dra

in

Torwan
House

The Willows

in

Dra

Sewage
Pumping Station
Mill View
Misty
Mere

Pond

LANE

LANE

ROA
D
1

(cou

BAILEY

3

Micklemere

Mere View

rse

Phoenix
Cottage

POOL

CK)

AN

ROM

(TRA

in

TH

Dra

HEA

WOOLP

FB

Drain

Meadow Garth

The Black Bourn

29.0m

Oakdene

IT ROAD

of)
36.0m
The Cottage

32.6m

Co
ECon
D & Ward Bdy
st,

Pond
Mill Bungalow

1

40.2m

Mill Cottages
2

OW

ST

Mill Farm

LAN

Water Mill Farm

E

CUTTE
R'S

CR

LANE
Mill House

42.1m
WB

Pakenham Watermill
Pond

Pakenham
Windmill

Pond

Sluice
Und

Sl

e of)

Millers Meadow

N ROAD

(cours

FB

THIE

ROMA

38.4m

Track

VES
LANE

Mill View

31.7m
41.8m
Blackbourne

Workings (dis)

TCB

Millrise

& ED Bdy

LANE

Pond

Track

Watlands

Co Const, CP

BAILEYPOOL

Drain

Fulmer Bridge

Anglo-Saxon Pottery Kiln
(site of)

Roses
Roost

Drai
Strathcona

n
Def

Baileypool
House
Brook Cottage

Grimstone End
Farm
35.7m

Well

1

Grimstone
Cottage

2

Brenricke

Pond

Withindale

Grimstone End
in

Pp

Dra

AY
DW
OA
BR

The Old
Shop

Little Dene

Guide Post

LB

Riverside

Summer
Cottage

Pond
rs Yard

Builde

43.6m

Eight Acre Plantation

Ppg
Sta

GRIMSTONE END
Rivendell

Bailey Pool
Farm
SANDY

LANE

1.37m

RH
Lime Kiln Cottages

Pond

3
A 1088

38.1m

CR

A14

ROMAN ROAD
(course of)
FB
Hill
House

CR

Rosedene

Pelambeech

The
Dower
House

Track

Baileypool
Bridge
in

Pond

Dra
Deraleen

Greycot

1

Track

Workings (dis)
34.2m
Drain

Old Hall Cottages

46.3m

Tweenaway

2

Drain

1

Pond
Ponds

Workings (dis)

Wentworth

Grimstone End
6

Prebends

Lanick
Pensilva

Ridgeway

Drain

Pond

FB
Pond

Drain
45.7m

Track

Swingletree
Cottage

Park Plantation

FB

CR
Track

Broom
Covert

Orca

Track

Old Hall Farm

The
Gables

Willowdene

Oakfield
Cottage

Pond
Willow
Cottage
Bram
Cotta
ble
ge

32.1m

Vine
Cotta
ge

Babbacombe

Drain

FB

40.5m

Meadow
View

Trelawne
Foxgloves

Oak
Cottage

Bourn

Pakenham
Fen

ED Bdy

The Black

Well

CP &

Nursery
Plantation

Walnut Tree
Cottage

FEN ROAD

Oxbury

Track

Lambert
Sedge

Middle

s Cottage
Cottage

Cottage

View

Track

Fen

Cottage

Willowbank

Drain

Drain

The
Elders

Bridge Farm
Newbury

FB

The
Paddocks

The Birches

32.6m

Ruin

Thornacre

Pond

FB

FB
Jumbana

ck

Tra

in
Dra

Emilia

33.8m

Belvedere

FB

Drain

Autumn Lodge

Pond

Und

The Rowans

FB

Pond
Wheelwrights
Cottage

Track
Dra
in
33.5m
Pond

Pond
Pond

Dra

Drain

in

Dra

Drai

n

in

FB

Moat

FB

Drain

RH

ck

Tra

FB

m

1.37

Pakenham Fen

FB

ck
Tra

in

Maulkin's Hall

Workings (dis)

Dra

Track

Pond

Jerayn
Cottage

Pond

Dove
House

34.0m

Drain
Briar
House

Ponderosa

2

Drain

Greenwood
Cottage

44.6m

Squires
Gate

Drain

44.3m
Pond

Pond

Drain
Cotswold

Bull Bridge
Def
BULL ROAD

Fen House

Well
Beaumont House

40.5m
Bull Cottage

Drai

Pond

Jubilee
Grange

n

Drain

Osier
Holt

Drai

itin
Wh

gs

Pond

n

Drain

Drain

Drain

in

Dra

Whitings
Farm
Cottage

Drai

n

Pakenham Fen
Trac

Drain

k
D

Dra

4

5

Drain

FEN
ROA

in

Maulkin's
Cottages

3 4

6

Pakenham
Fen

Dra

Upper Town

in

7

8

Track

3

47.1m

Manor Farm House

Drain

Dra

The

n

Black

Drai

Bourn

in

Pakenham
Manor

Dra
in

20

13

Play
Area

Pond

Allot Gdns

GARTH

Ford

D
ROA
BULL

50.8m

FB

Boundary
House

THE
OWE

34.8m

22

LL

CR

29

MANOR

15

62

Telephone

Drai

Exchange

n

CP

Little Park

Track

Drain

Pakenham
PAKENHAM
Recreation Ground

PAKE
NHA

&

Tank
D

ED

M ROA

in

Christmas House

35
36

69

55
76

37
38

5

Woodstock
Bungalow

1

43.9m

Drain

LL
OWE

NWO

1

THE

ST

16

1

ODS

1
The
Bungalow

49

Montacute
House

44

The Dell
6

GREE THE

45

Mayford

Pond

40

4

El Sub

6

Woodstock
House

39

Sta

GP

Silverwood

Fenhurst

8

Upper House

Bdy

Dra
48.6m

46.2m

Hamling House

MAR
YS

Elmwood

Rose View

The Dell

VIE

4

Beaumont's Hall

W

12

14

Wil
low

rd

Pond

Wa

8

wold

Cot

na
Bell

Home Farm

8

Beehi
The

Lily

ve

FB
Spring

102 | Chapter 4 – Main Development Site

Stable Yard
The
Willows

Path (um)

gna
PO

Hall

Riverside

Wansbeck
Cottage

CG

Newe
Barn

The Lowe
e

Roma

TCB

Hous

33.3m

in
Dra
36.3m

Cott
The
Shutters

Poppy
Cottage

Will
Hou ow
se

Raven

1

e

e River

ge
Teleg
Cottagraph
e

Meadow
House
Garden
House

Rivendell
Barfield
House

Brooksid

The

The
Willow
Old
Cottag
dene

Ho

Talisma
n

High
Apple
Cottag
e

White
Cottage

Cottage

Halrose
Farthing
Cottage Tinkers
The
PlummerThimble
Cottage s

Pightle
House
Bridge
House

Cotta

New

New

ge

ge

Cotta

Cotta

dry

Pip's
The
Old Farm
House

The Meadows
4

CR

Tennis Court

Laun

Nether
Hall
Lodge

The
Store
The
Old
s
Shop

Cots

The Firs

LB

The
Old Barn

5

Hedge
Rise

39.7m
Home Farm
House

Tank
1

54

53

ET

Garden
House

w
Vie

THE
STRE

Pakenham Lodge

Pond

4

Track

Bdy

Figure 4.22 Locations of vegetation types
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4.9.6. The site has been identified as being potentially
suitable for the creation of fen meadow as it lies in a
shallow basin bisected by the Pakenham Stream, and is in
close proximity to other areas of fen meadow habitat. The
site can be distinguished as two parts, ‘north’ and ‘south’,
that lie either side of a ‘tongue’ of upland that divides the
surface hydrology. Within the site identified, a total of 4.9ha
is considered the primary locus for the creation of new fen
meadow habitat, and some of the wider areas on the site
may also have the potential for the creation of new fen
meadow habitat (see Figure 4.23).

4.9.7. The primary locus for fen-meadow creation in the
north part of the site is along the western slope and around
the north side of an existing area of fen meadow, which
together comprise an approximate area of 3.2ha. If control
is exerted over the central drain, then large areas of rush
pasture and improved grassland also have the potential to
act as fen meadow compensation.
4.9.8. The greatest potential for developing fen meadow
on the south part of the site lies in controlling the internal
ditches connected to the central drain, which would
encompass an approximate area of 1.7ha. The potential also
exists to detain water in the topsoil within the surrounding
improved grassland.

Chapter 4 – Main Development Site | 103

The Sizewell C Project - Consultation on Proposed Changes

Figure 4.23 Areas of fen meadow habitat creation potential
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4.9.9. Works to create the fen meadow habitat at
Pakenham would be similar to those described in Volume 2,
Chapter 3 of the ES in relation to Benhall and Halesworth,
commencing at the outset of construction on the main
development site, and could include:
• Installation of water control structures, to maintain /
manipulate water levels.
• Removal of any existing field drains, to reverse historic
patterns of drainage.
• Local excavation to reduce local ground levels, create low
bunds and /or create minor surface watercourses to help
distribute surface water and reduce nutrient levels.
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• Translocations of some turfs from the fen meadow areas
of the Sizewell Marshes SSSI that would otherwise be lost
through construction works.
• Limited planting of other locally sourced native species
and use of appropriately sourced ‘green hay’ from Sizewell
Marshes SSSI or potentially adjacent Pakenham Fen SSSI to
accelerate colonisation by key fen meadow species.
4.9.10. Figure 4.21 also identifies a number of potential
access points between existing roads and the site
which would be required to enable access to the site by
construction vehicles and workers.

4.9.11. Although there is significant potential for fen
meadow habitat to be deliverable on one or both parts of
this site, further detailed studies will determine the suitability
of the areas identified. The presence of existing good quality
fen meadow habitats on the adjacent SSSI, immediately
to the north of the north site and in the south-western
corner of the south site is encouraging for this location. It is
recognised, however, that the development of the proposals
for habitat creation at the site and any future management
of the site will need to ensure these existing areas of fen
meadow habitats are not put at risk by, for example,
disruption of the existing water supply mechanisms.
4.9.12. SZC Co. will engage with environmental
stakeholders to help inform the development of the detailed
design and plans.
c)

Why is this change proposed?

4.9.13. The additional fen meadow habitat is proposed
to provide a greater area of habitat than would to be lost
during construction. This will increase the chances successfully
creating habitat of the same quality and distinctiveness.
4.9.14. The Application considers that in the unlikely
event of failure to deliver the fen meadow compensatory
habitats at either the Benhall and Halesworth sites, funding
of other fen meadow habitat creation projects would be
implemented at alternative locations in Suffolk to ensure
the effects on fen meadow habitats as a result of Sizewell
C would be fully compensated.
4.9.15. Further advice from Natural England, however,
recommends that given the rarity of fen meadow in the UK and
the known difficulty of restoring species-rich fen / fen meadow

habitat, that a larger extent of land is required in order to provide
sufficient compensatory habitat. SZC Co. is therefore proposing
to include the site at Pakenham to further increase the probability
of creating sufficient fen meadow habitat to compensate for the
loss of fen meadow from the Sizewell Marshes SSSI.
4.9.16. Even with the inclusion of the site at Pakenham,
SZC Co. would, in the unlikely event of failure to deliver
sufficient fen meadow compensatory habitats, provide
funding of other fen meadow habitat creation projects to be
implemented at alternative locations in Suffolk.
d) Environmental impact of the proposed change
4.9.17. A preliminary environmental assessment of
the proposed change has been undertaken. This section
presents the consideration of the changes to baseline
conditions (such as potential additional receptors affected
and any changes to the extent of the study area), the
assessment of impacts and mitigation required.
4.9.18. Table 4.7 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application
for environmental topics and receptors where there is the
potential for the environmental effects, as presented in the
Application, to differ as a result of the proposed changes.
This section also sets out further work to be undertaken to
confirm the environmental impact of the proposed change, if
it is confirmed to be taken forward.
e)

Other environmental topics and receptors

4.9.19. The proposed design changes do not alter the
baseline conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.

Table 4.7 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed change
Topic / Receptor

Baseline Environment

Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further Assessment

Noise and Vibration
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 11 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Receptors close to
Pakenham site

A predominantly rural area, with few major
sources of noise nearby, other than the
A143; the A14 lies approximately 4km to the
south. There are residential receptors along
Fen Road to the east, some of which are
located adjacent to boundary of proposed
Pakenham site, as well as on Broadway
to the north. The village of Pakenham lies
approximately 300m to the south.

No significant noise and vibration
effects likely due to short duration of
works in the vicinity of any particular
noise sensitive receptor.

An assessment will be undertaken to predict,
assess and report noise levels at nearby
receptors.
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Topic / Receptor

Baseline Environment

Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further Assessment

Air Quality
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 12 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Human receptors

The predominant land use is open
farmland, and farming activities are
expected to contribute to a baseline
rate of dust deposition. The site is not
anticipated to change the baseline
assessment for air quality in the ES.

Construction of the fen meadow
compensation site is not expected to
result in significant effects on air quality
at sensitive receptors. Earthworks
and materials used for construction
are expected to give a negligible level
of risk of dust impacts. Traffic related
to construction of the fen meadow
compensation site is not expected to meet
criteria that determine that an assessment
of traffic emissions is needed. There would
be no emissions associated with the site
once the habitat is created.

No further assessment is required.

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 13 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
The site of the
proposed fen meadow
compensation would
introduce new landscape
and visual receptors such
as local residents, users
of rights of way close to
and within the site and
on local roads.

The site is located almost entirely within
the Valley Meadows and Fens Landscape
Character Type identified, mapped and
described in the Suffolk Landscape
Character Assessment.
The site is located in relatively close
proximity to residential dwellings off Fen
Road and Thurston Road (Old Hall). A
single footpath crosses the site (between
Thurston Road and Fen Road at Old Hall
and there are other footpaths in proximity.

The design of the fen meadow
compensation area would retain
established boundary vegetation
where practicable and the creation
of the fen meadow habitat would
contribute to the enhancement of
landscape character and improve
biodiversity interest.
During construction there are likely
to be views of plant and works for
the duration of the construction
phase from visual receptors in close
proximity to the site including on
motorists, residents and pedestrians
using local footpaths. The effects
would be small scale, over a relatively
short duration and experienced over
a limited area. The works are also
likely to have temporary effects on the
character of the site and its immediate
surroundings. However, because of
their temporary nature the effects are
not likely to be significant.
Following the establishment of the fen
meadow site, there would be no effects
on landscape and visual receptors.
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Update to the assessment of impacts from
the change on landscape, character, visual
receptors and designated and defined
landscape will be undertaken.

Topic / Receptor

Baseline Environment

Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further Assessment

Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 14 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Pakenham site
Habitat change

Sizewell Marshes SSSI
Habitat loss

The existing site comprises a mix of
grassland, fen meadow, rush pasture and
drier grassland and is adjacent to the
designated Pakenham Meadows SSSI for
which lowland wet grassland and fen
meadow are the primary interest features.
Other than the existing fragments of fen
meadow and the wetland channels and
ditches, the other habitats are generally of
low ecological value
The existing baseline is more fully
described in the Volume 2, Chapter 14,
Appendix 14C4 of the ES.

Creation of the fen meadow habitats
would lead to a change to wet grassland
habitats which would be of greater
ecological value than those present.
The addition of this new site should
increase the quantum of compensatory
fen meadow habitat provided, and
provide greater certainty that sufficient
compensatory habitat will be provided.

Further assessment of the existing ecological
value of the site and of the hydrological
conditions is ongoing. This will enable a
more detailed strategy for fen meadow
creation at this site to be developed.

The assessment of the loss of fen
meadow habitats from Sizewell
Marshes SSSI would be unchanged
from that presented in the ES, that
being that the residual effect would be
minor adverse and not significant.

Amenity and Recreation
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 15 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Recreational receptors
using PRoW

The site is beyond the study area of
the assessment presented within the
Application.
There are a number of PRoW located
within the study area including footpaths
W-425/003/0 and W-425/002/0 which
are within the order limit and footpaths
W-425/001/0,
W-425/005/0 and
W-425/005/4 which are within 1km of
the proposed development.

The proposals would result in minor
changes to the setting of PRoW
by replacing existing land uses
with new fen meadow habitat.
Construction works themselves would
not significantly affect recreational
amenity. Once construction works
are complete the proposed changes
are likely to enhance the landscape
surrounding receptors and enhance
the recreational experience.

Further assessment will be undertaken to
understand whether any additional effects
will be felt at nearby receptors.

Footpaths W-425/003/0 and
W-425/002/0 cross the site.
These would not be temporarily or
permanently diverted or closed during
the construction or operational phases
of the proposed development.
None of the effects described above
would result in significant adverse or
beneficial effects during construction
or operation.
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Topic / Receptor

Baseline Environment

Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further Assessment

Terrestrial Historic Environment
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 16 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
‘Unknown’ heritage
assets.

The site is beyond the study area of
the assessment presented within the
Application. There are no designated
heritage assets within the site; however,
there are a few listed buildings along Fen
Road, the majority of which are separated
from the proposed development by
dense mature trees. Those closest to
the development are the Grade II Listed
Oak Cottage (LB 1031472) and The Old
Royal Oak (LB 1181430). Grimstone End
multi-period site (PKM028) with burials,
buildings and artefacts is recorded in
the Suffolk Historic Environment Records
as lying at the northern end of the site,
along with other Roman sites. There is
potential for additional non-designated
heritage assets and previously unknown
archaeological features and deposits
within the site, particularly those
associated with the Grimstone End site.

The proposed works could give rise to
disturbance of archaeological remains,
resulting in, at worst, a medium
magnitude of change to remains of
a medium heritage significance. This
would represent a moderate adverse
effect which would be significant in
the absence of mitigation.

Further assessment (evaluation work) would
be needed to fully understand the nature and
location of potential archaeological remains
within the site and be able to inform detailed
design proposals, and/or an agreed scheme
of archaeological investigation.

Once complete, no change to the
setting of designated assets is
anticipated during the operation phase.
No direct effects are anticipated
during the operation of the proposed
development.

Soils and Agriculture
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 20 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Agricultural Land
Classification (ALC).
Soil resources.
Agricultural businesses.

The land appears to be grazed and is
not under an environmental stewardship
agreement.
The site is underlain by Chalk Formations
overlain by peat deposits, supporting the
fen peat soils mapped as being present.
These soils are organic and naturally wet.
Available Provisional ALC mapping shows
the land is mapped as Grade 4 (poor
quality agricultural land).
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During habitat improvement works,
the site would be temporarily excluded
from agricultural use. However, due
to the short duration of any works
required, the effects are not considered
to be significant. Following completion
of works, it is anticipated that grazing
of the land would continue, albeit
with a possible reduction in intensity.
This is not considered likely to result
in a significant effect on existing
farming operations. However, further
consultation with landowners will be
undertaken to reduce the impacts from
both construction and operation as far
as practicable.

Further consultation with landowners will
be undertaken to reduce the impacts from
both construction and operation as far as
practicable

Topic / Receptor

Baseline Environment

Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further Assessment

Geology and Land Quality
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 18 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Geological receptors
Land contamination

The site is beyond the study area of
the assessment presented within the
Application.
It is assumed that the land has always
been open land as it currently is shown
on maps. From publicly available sources,
sand and gravel pits were present to the
north east and east and are likely now
infilled as well as an old chalk pit and
refuse tip to the east. Further clarification
of historical use would be required
by reviewing desk study information
including historical maps.

Limited excavation is proposed to
reduce local ground levels, create low
bunds and/or create minor surface
watercourses to help distribute surface
water. Physical effects including
changes in soil erosion and soil
compaction associated with stripping
of topsoil, vegetation clearance,
stockpiling, earthworks and associated
machine movements are anticipated
to be minimal. However, these effects
would be mitigated by measures to
be included within a Construction
Environmental Management Plan.

No further assessment is required.

Impacts associated with ground
contamination, if identified, would
similarly be mitigated by good
practice construction management
measures to be included within
a Construction Environmental
Management Plan. With appropriate
mitigation in place, no significant
effects are considered likely.
Following the establishment of the
fen meadow site, effects relating to
ground conditions are not likely to
be significant.
Groundwater and Surface Water
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 19 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Surface water

An additional watercourse, the Pakenham
Stream, is within the new site, including
floodplain areas and the associated land
drainage network. Pakenham Stream is a
tributary of the River Blackbourn.
The proposed fen meadow site is
immediately adjacent to the Pakenham
Stream, which is classified as a Main
River by the Environment Agency and
is a reportable reach under the Water
Framework Directive (GB105033043300).
The site lies within the functional
floodplain of the Pakenham Stream.

There is opportunity for the proposal
to deliver significant beneficial effects
to the surface water environment.
However, there are risks of
significant effects through changes
in land drainage, flood risk and
morphological processes.

Further assessment will be required to
consider impacts to land drainage, water
quality, geomorphology and the Water
Framework Directive.

A minor adverse, short-term impact
is predicted during the creation of
the fen meadow habitat. Physical
effects including erosion and sediment
transport associated with stripping
of topsoil, vegetation clearance,
stockpiling, earthworks and associated
machine movements is anticipated to
be minimal. The impact would not be
significant.
Once complete there is the potential
for an adverse, long-term impact on
the conveyance of flows through the
surface drainage network within the
floodplain. The local effect would be
to reduce the effectiveness of drainage
within the site. However, the effect
would not be significant.
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Topic / Receptor

Baseline Environment

Environmental Assessment

The morphology of the Pakenham Stream
is of sufficient quality to support a
classification of Good. The ecological status
of the waterbody has been classified as
‘Moderate’ under 2019 Water Framework
Directive reporting. Physico-chemical data
for the Pakenham Stream indicates that it
is at High status for all quality elements,
with the exception of phosphate, which
is at Poor status, and dissolved oxygen,
which is at Bad status. This is likely to be
due to high nutrient loadings from treated
sewage effluent. The Moderate physicochemical status is likely to be the result of
the Poor phosphate status and Bad status
of dissolved oxygen. The physico-chemical
quality of the Pakenham Stream will remain
moderate due to the continued consented
sewage discharge, meaning phosphate
levels within the system will remain elevated
and dissolved oxygen will remain low.

A potentially moderate, beneficial
effect is predicted in respect of surface
water systems. It is anticipated that the
design will complement the existing
floodplain and riverine habitats and,
consequently, should give rise to
beneficial significant effects for surface
waters, especially in consideration of
Water Framework Directive attributes.

Next Steps and Further Assessment

The Environment Agency’s Flood Map for
Planning indicates that the majority of the
site is located in Flood Zone 2 and 3.
Pakenham Stream provides a direct
hydrological connection to the Pakenham
Meadows SSSI, which lies immediately
east of parts of the proposed fen meadow
compensation site.
Flood risk
[With reference to the Main Development Site Flood Risk Assessment (Doc Ref. 5.2)]
Flood risk to adjacent
areas

The Pakenham Stream, an Environment
Agency controlled main river, and tributary
of the Black Bourne, flows northwards
along the eastern edge of the proposed
Packenham fen meadow. A network of
ordinary watercourses flow within the
proposed fen meadow.
The proposed fen meadow is primarily
within Flood Zone 3 (High risk). The flood
plain is well defined and has no properties
within it.

The proposed fen meadow is primarily
within Flood Zone 3 (High risk) and
a fen meadow is a water compatible
development which is appropriate for
this location.
The impact of measures to increase
the wetness of the meadow should
be limited to the meadow area if kept
within the ordinary watercourses.
Any measure which would have the
effect of directly restricting the flow
of the Pakenham Stream would have
the potential to impact beyond the
meadow and would require more
detailed assessment and engagement
with the Environment Agency. Any
measure that forms a weir, culvert
or like structure within the ordinary
watercourses may require the consent
of the LLFA (Suffolk County Council).

Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (Book 5, Document Reference 5.10)
There is no potential for the proposed change to alter the conclusions of the Shadow HRA Report (Doc Ref. 5.10).
Water Framework Directive (WFD) (Book 8, Document Reference 8.14)
The proposed change would not alter the conclusions of the Water Framework Directive.
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Assessment of impacts on flood risk will be
undertaken for the proposed Pakenham site.

4.10. A new bridleway link between
Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills
a)

The proposed development in the Application

4.10.1. The Sizewell C Project would have an impact on
various Public Rights of Way (PRoW), including a number of
temporary and permanent closures and diversions around the
main development site. SZC Co. has therefore committed to
the re-provision of affected PRoW and developed a Rights of
Way and Access Strategy, which includes descriptions of the
main temporary and permanent PRoW diversions, as described
in Appendix 15I of Volume 2 of the ES. The strategy explains
the status of existing permissive footpaths, and existing and
proposed PRoW and Open Access Land around the proposed
development. It notes that additional access provision comprises:
• The north-south combined bridleway, cycleway and
footpath from Sizewell Gap and St George’s Avenue to
the northern end of bridleway 19 on Eastbridge Road
(approximately 4.5km in length) created during the
construction phase which would be retained for the
operational phase;
• The bridleway connection to the off-road route from
Valley Road created during the construction phase which
would be retained for the operational phase; and
• The southern section of the public right of way diversion
around the Green Rail Route immediately west of
Abbey Road which would have been implemented
during construction would be retained as a permanent
definitive footpath.

4.10.2. In addition, a new linear and public access area will
be created at Aldhurst Farm forming part of the planning
permission for the construction of the new wetlands
(Reference DC/14/4224/FUL) and would include a definitive
footpath and approximately 27ha of Open Access Land.
4.10.3. In summary, approximately 5km of new definitive
PRoW (comprising 4.6km of new off-road bridleway and
0.4km of new public footpath) and 27ha of new Open
Access Land will be provided through the delivery of Sizewell
C, within the vicinity of the main development site during
the construction and operational phases.
4.10.4. Full details of the PRoW proposals can be found in
the application at the following locations:
• Access and Rights of Way plans (Doc Ref. 2.4)
• Draft DCO, Schedule 10 and 11 (Doc Ref. 3.1)
b) Description of Proposed Change
4.10.5. A crossing point will be created over Lover’s Lane
from the northern field of Aldhurst Farm into the arable field
to the north. The route will then run through an existing field,
parallel to the field boundary towards Kenton Hills. It will
then join the existing Bridleway 19 route. The route will be
constructed to Bridleway standards, as shown in Figure 4.24.
4.10.6. It is anticipated that this crossing point will
be available following completion of the construction
phase. However, opportunities to provide this link during
construction will be sought with the aim of maximising
access into Kenton Hills.
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Figure 4.24 New bridleway link between Aldhurst Farm and Kenton Hills
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c)

Why is this change proposed?

4.10.7. This route would provide substantially improved
recreational connectivity in the surrounding area and
enhance the north-south recreational routes within the
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB.
4.10.8. Part of the mitigation package provided by the
Application would be the provision of an off-road bridleway
route between Sizewell Gap and Eastbridge Road during
the construction and operation phases, running parallel to
Lover’s Lane, the B1122 and Eastbridge Road. This additional
connection would provide an alternative, slightly shorter,
bridleway route separated from Lover’s Lane, the B1122
and Eastbridge Road, with fewer road and no rail crossings,
enhancing the recreational experience of users. It would also
create a more direct west-east connection between Aldhurst
Farm (and Leiston to the south-west) and the permissive
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footpath network within and adjacent to Kenton Hills and to
the coast, bringing further amenity benefits.
4.10.9. Engagement with local stakeholders has identified
that they consider that there would be an unplanned desire
line that people would seek to use across Lover’s Lane
between the proposed off-road bridleway within the Aldhurst
habitat creation area and Bridleway 19 near Kenton Hills car
park. This would be prevented by including a safe crossing
point and therefore reducing risk in this area.
4.10.10. This addition to the network has been requested
by stakeholders. SZC Co. had intended that it would be
funded through a s.106 contribution so that it might be
provided by the County Council. However, that would
require the Council to take additional powers. Inclusion of
the proposal would ensure its delivery.

d) Impacts of Proposed Change
4.10.11. A preliminary environmental assessment of
the additional bridleway link as described above has
been undertaken and is presented in Table 4.8. This has
included a consideration of any proposed changes to
baseline conditions (such as potential additional receptors
affected and any changes to the extent of the study area),
any updated environmental assessment and any further
assessment requirements.

e)

Other environmental topics and receptors

4.10.12. The proposed design changes do not alter the
baseline conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.

Table 4.8 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed change
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Further Assessment

Landscape and visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 13 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Views/visual receptors
Landscape Character Types
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB

The proposed change is located
within the Application site boundary.
The proposed change would not require
a change to the extent of the 15km
study area identified in the landscape
and visual impact assessment.
There would be no change to the
baseline assessment in the landscape
and visual impact assessment
resulting from the proposed change.

The proposed change may result in
the removal of hedgerow vegetation,
albeit this would be minimal and
would have no impact upon screening
relied on for the assessment.

No further assessment is required

There will be no change to the
assessment of landscape or visual
impacts during the operation phase to
that presented in the LVIA.

Amenity and recreation
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 15 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
A new Bridleway would be created
within the exisiting order limits

An additional Bridleway connection
between Aldhurst Farm (Bridleway 19
diversion) and existing Bridleway 19.

A beneficial effect would be expected
through increased connectivity of
the existing Public Rights of Way
network. This can only be guaranteed
during the operational phase. There
would therefore be no change to
the assessment of effects during the
construction phase presented in the ES.

No further assessment is required.

This additional connection lies within
receptor groups 14 Northwest Site
and 15 Sizewell Belts. The ES assesses
effects on users of these receptor
groups to be of major beneficial
effect during the operational phase
primarily due to the new and improved
recreational resources. This additional
connection would strengthen the
beneficial effects but not change the
overall assessment of effects during
the operational phase.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Further Assessment

Soils and agriculture
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 2 Chapter 17 (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
Agricultural Land Classification (ALC).
Soil resources.
Agricultural businesses.

The proposed changes are located
within the Application site boundary.
The proposed footpath would run
alongside the field boundary and
would require limited agricultural land.

The proposed footpath would require
limited agricultural land. The detailed
ALC mapping as presented in the DCO
suggests that the land would not be
classed as best and most versatile

No further assessment is required

The proposed permanent land required
is limited and so is not considered
likely to result in a significant effect
on existing landowner operations.
However, further consultation with the
landowner will be undertaken to reduce
the impacts from both construction and
operation as far as practicable.

4.11. Extension and reduction of the
Order Limits for works on the main
development site and related sites
(fen meadow mitigation sites and
marsh harrier improvement sites)
a) The proposed development in the DCO
Application
4.11.1. The Order Limits for the main development
site, as presented in the Application, comprises five
components as presented in Figure 2.1 of Chapter 2 of
this consultation document:
• Main platform: the area that would become the power
station itself;
• Sizewell B relocated facilities and National Grid land: the
area that certain Sizewell B facilities would be moved
to in order to release Sizewell B land for the proposed
development and the area required for the National Grid
transmission network;

• offshore works area: the area where offshore cooling
water infrastructure and other marine works would
be located;Temporary Construction Area (TCA): the
area located primarily to the north and west of the
proposed Sizewell Marshes Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI) crossing, which would be used to support
construction activity on the main platform, including
the accommodation campus and the part of the green
rail route comprising a rail extension from the proposed
B1122 (Abbey Road) level crossing and the terminal
within the main development site; and
• Land east of Eastlands Industrial Estate (LEEIE): the area
to the north of Sizewell Halt and King George's Avenue,
which would be used to support construction on the
main platform and TCA.
4.11.2. In addition, there are a number of related sites
included in the Application, including:
• Permanent off-site sports facilities at Leiston, which
would be used during the construction stage as a shared
outdoor sports facility for Alde Valley School, the local
community and construction workers.
• Permanent fen meadow compensation sites to the south
of Benhall and to the east of Halesworth.
• Temporary marsh harrier habitat improvement area1 to
the west of Westleton

1 The conclusion of the main DCO Shadow Habitats Regulation Assessment Report (Doc Ref. 5.10) and the DCO Shadow Habitats Regulation Assessment
Volume 4 – Compensatory Measures Report is that the permanent habitat improvement area of 47.8ha that has been established, but is being further
improved, at the northern edge of the EDF Energy Estate (UK grid reference: TM 46318 65222) would provide sufficient foraging to be regarded as appropriate
compensation for the predicted ‘loss of foraging’ over the Sizewell Marshes SSSI, arising as a result of a barrier effect created by the temporary construction
area. This effect is assessed within Chapter 14 of Volume 2 and also in the DCO Shadow Habitats Regulation Assessment Report.
However, if it is determined by the Secretary of State that additional marsh harrier habitats are required, then the marsh harrier habitat improvement area
(Westleton) would be temporarily used to provide this.
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b) Description of the proposed change
4.11.3. The proposed changes described in this section
relate to:
• Fen meadow compensation sites to the south of Benhall
and to the east of Halesworth;
• Marsh harrier habitat improvement area to the west of
Westleton; and
• Temporary construction area.
4.11.4. There are a number of minor reductions and
additions proposed to the Order Limits for the main
development site and the off-site habitat creation sites.
It has been determined following engagement with
landowners and review of the development proposals that

a number of small parcels of land are not necessary for
the construction and operation of Sizewell C. In addition,
further development of the design of the proposals has
identified a requirement to make minor extensions to the
Order Limits. These areas are set out in Table 4.9 and in
Figures 4.25 to 4.29 which identify in green the area to be
removed, and in orange the areas to be added, together
with the revised Order Limits for that location.
c)

Environmental impact of the proposed changes

4.11.5. The proposed changes do not alter the baseline,
mitigation proposals, the assessment of potential impacts
and residual effects identified for any of the other
environmental assessment topic areas as presented in the
ES, or any other environmental assessments included in
the Application.

Table 4.9 Changes to the Order Limits for the main development site.
Figure

Location of the Change

Reduction or Addition

Why is the Change Proposed

4.25

Land to the west of the Main
Development Site, adjacent to Bridleway
19, north of the Green Rail Route.

Reduction

Minor reduction to the red line
boundary due to a mapping/boundary
discrepancy

4.25

Land west of the B1122 Abbey Road
to the south of the Green Rail Route
prior to the crossing of the road.

Reduction

Partial reduction to the red line
boundary to avoid access to adjoining
property.

4.25

Lover’s Lane to the east of the
Aldhurst Farm Habitat Creation
Scheme south of the pegasus crossing
and north of the Valley road access.

Addition

Extension of the red line to allow for a
temporary construction area to enable
works to be undertaken to the highway
and allow for the construction of the
bridleway and cycle way diversions, whilst
retaining the existing hedgerow in place
and minimising disruption to the road.

4.25

Lover’s Lane to the east of the
Aldhurst Farm Habitat Creation
Scheme opposite the Leiston
Household Waste Recycling Centre

Addition

Minor extension of the red line to allow
for a proposed right turn lane into the
recycling centre

4.26

Land to the north-west of the Fen
Meadow Habitat Creation Site at
Halesworth.

Reduction

Minor reduction to the red line
boundary due to a mapping/boundary
discrepancy.

4.26

Access along Blyth Road and A144
at the Fen Meadow Habitat Creation
Site at Halesworth.

Addition

Increase to the red line boundary to
facilitate access to the site primarily
within the highway boundary.

4.27

Access to the south from the A1094 in
addition to an access off Aldecar Lane
to the north west of the Fen Meadow
Habitat Creation Site at Benhall.

Addition

Increase to the red line boundary to
facilitate access to the site primarily
within the highway boundary.

4.28

Access to the northern and southern
boundary of the Marsh Harrier Habitat
Improvement Area in Westleton

Addition

Increase to the red line boundary to
facilitate access to the site primarily
within the highway boundary.

4.29

North Western boundary of the SZA site

Reduction

Partial reduction to the red line boundary
to exclude an area of land which is not
suitable for Relocated Facilities
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Figure 4.25 Change to the main development site red line boundary

KEY:
DCO ORDER LIMITS
AREAS REMOVED FROM DCO ORDER LIMITS
AREAS ADDED TO DCO ORDER LIMITS
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Figure 4.26 Change to the red line boundary at the Halesworth fen meadow habitat site
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Figure 4.27 Change to the red line boundary at the Benhall fen meadow habitat site
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Figure 4.28 Change to the red line boundary at the marsh
harrier habitat improvement area in Westleton
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Figure 4.29 Change to the main development site red line boundary at Sizewell A
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5.
5.1

ASSOCIATED DEVELOPMENT

Introduction

5.1.1.    The associated development sites are sites located
outside of the main development site where additional
proposals are required to support the construction
of Sizewell C. They include park and ride facilities for
construction workers, new road schemes and improvements
to the existing highway network, a freight management
facility to control the movements of HGVs and the green
rail route and rail infrastructure improvements to the
Saxmundham to Leiston branch line, contributing to the
transportation of materials to the main development site.
5.1.2.    This chapter describes each of the proposed
changes to the associated development sites which we
would like your views on. For each change we set out the
proposed development that was included in the Application,
a description of the proposed change and an explanation
of why the change is proposed. Where options are being
consulted on these are set out in the description of the
change. Preliminary environmental information has been
provided for each of the changes at the end of each section.

5.2 Southern park and ride at
Wickham Market - Extension of
landscaped bund and other
minor changes
a)

Introduction

5.2.1.   The southern park and ride at Wickham Market
forms part of SZC Co.’s strategy for transporting the
construction workforce in order to reduce the amount
of traffic generated during the construction phase. The
southern park and ride would be located to the north-east of
Wickham Market. Access to the site would be off the slip road
from the B1078 which leads to the northbound A12 (refer to
Figure 2.5 in Chapter 2 of this consultation document). The
site is approximately 26.4ha and lies within a predominantly
arable farmland landscape with scattered woodland cover, it
also extends to include a section of the A12.
5.2.2.    Full details of the southern park and ride facility
can be found in the Application at the following locations:
• Land Plans, Sheet 16 (Doc Ref. 2.1);
• Works Plans, Sheet 16 (Doc Ref. 2.3);
• Southern Park and Ride Plans (Doc Ref. 2.7), including the
location plan of the southern park and ride at Wickham
Market; and

• A detailed description of the southern park and ride,
including an environmental assessment, in Volume 4 of the
ES (Doc Ref. 6.5).
b) The proposed development in the Application
5.2.3.    As detailed in the description of the southern
park and ride provided in Volume 4, Chapter 2 of the ES,
the southern park and ride at Wickham Market would
be screened by a landscape bund. Additionally, a buffer
distance of 10m is proposed between the site boundary
and the landscape bund to the east of the site, and there
would be 10m buffers to the west where the site is adjacent
to woodland blocks. Within these 10m buffer zones, no
construction or permanent development would take place.
5.2.4.    The landscaping strategy for the site has been
designed to minimise potential impacts on noise, ecological,
amenity and recreational, and landscape and visual receptors
through the provision of landscape bunds and planting.
5.2.5.    The landscape bund would be 3m high around
the Traffic Incident Management Area (TIMA) at the northeast section of the site. The landscape bund would screen
the TIMA to the north-west, north-east and south-east
boundaries of the site. The purpose of the landscape bund
is to aid the visual and acoustic screening of the southern
park and ride from the adjacent landscape and habitats.
5.2.6.    In the Application, the arm of the landscape bund
to the north-west of the site runs for only half the length of
this boundary, forming a screen around the TIMA itself but
not alongside the access to the TIMA.
c)

Description of the proposed change

i.

Extension to north-west landscape bund

5.2.7.   The bund adjacent to the north-west boundary is
now proposed to be extended to run almost the full length
of the adjacent boundary, stopping short of the 10m buffer
zone to the south-west. The bund would be 3m high for this
additional length. The proposed change would ensure that the
bund runs alongside the access to and from the TIMA.
5.2.8.    The area is already well screened from views to
the west. However, the addition of the bund would provide
some additional screening to views from the B1116 and a
nearby footpath. Figure 5.1 shows the updated masterplan
subject to this consultation and shows a comparison of
the landscape bund in the Application and the proposed
extension to the bund.
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B111

6

Figure 5.1 Southern park and ride masterplan updated to show the extended landscape
bund along the north-west boundary
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5.2.9.    The existing drainage plan for the site in the
Application shows a ditch around the base of the bund.
This would be lengthened to extend around the full base
of the bund and its maintenance would be factored into
the drainage strategy of the site. The bund extension is not
envisaged to result in a detrimental effect on drainage as it
would increase surface water storage on site.
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5.2.10.    Badger fencing is proposed to be installed
around the base of each landscape bund to prevent
badgers establishing setts within the site boundary and so
minimise constraints during removal and reinstatement. The
badger fencing around the landscape bund would also be
lengthened to extend around the full length of the bund.

Figure 5.2 Southern park and ride – Comparison of the bund in the Application and
the proposed extension to the bund
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ii.

Accommodation works

5.2.11.   Other minor design changes, including additional
landscaping and accommodation works, are also being
explored by SZC Co. This includes the retention of an existing
private access along the eastern boundaries of the site.
5.2.12.    The private access to be retained would run
alongside the boundary within the buffer zone on the east
side of the landscape bund. The access would maintain
connectivity for the landowner to the adjoining field to the
north-east.

EXTENSION TO THE
LANDSCAPE BUND

5.2.13.    There would be no change to the landscape
bund, ecological or security fencing or the retained
hedgerow as a result of the retention of the access.
iii. Reduction to the Order Limits change
5.2.14.    A reduction to the Order Limits to the south of
the A12 to remove the thin strip of land as identified in
Figure 5.3 is also proposed.
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Figure 5.3 Change to the southern park and ride Order Limits
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d) Why are these Changes Proposed?
i.

works, allowing the landowner to retain a private mean of
access. However, it has been included for completeness.

Extension to north-west landscape bund
iii. Reduction to the Order Limits

5.2.15.    The layout of the site, including the positioning of
the bunds, was designed to maximise the benefit of existing
screening provided by Whin Belt and the other blocks of
woodland to the north, west and east of the site and to
maintain a cut-and-fill equilibrium.
5.2.16.    Since the submission of the Application, further
calculations of cut-and-fill balance for the project have been
undertaken as the design of the proposals was developed.
The latest calculations indicate that there would be more
material available than was originally anticipated at the
Application stage, which would enable the proposed bund
to extend along the full length of the north-west boundary.
5.2.17.    The bund in this area is proposed to screen the
proposed TIMA. The TIMA would only be used in the event
of disruption on the local highway network or at the main
development site, in which case HGVs travelling towards
Sizewell C would be diverted to wait in the holding area
until such time as the disruption has cleared.
ii.

Accommodation works

5.2.18.   The access track to be retained does not represent
a change to the Application as it concerns accommodation

5.2.19.   It has been determined following engagement with
landowners and review of the development proposals that the
thin strip of land to the south of the A12 (as identified in Figure
5.3) is not necessary for the construction, operation or removal
and reinstatement phases of the southern park and ride. It is
therefore proposed to be removed from the Order Limits.
e)

Environmental impact of the proposed changes

5.2.20.    Table 5.1 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application
for environmental topics and receptors where there is the
potential for the environmental effects, and mitigation where
relevant, as presented in the Application to differ as a result of
the potential changes. This section also sets out further work
to be undertaken to confirm the environmental impact of the
potential options, if confirmed to be taken forward.
f)

Other environmental topics and receptors

5.2.21.    The proposed changes do not alter the baseline
conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.

Table 5.1 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed changes to the
Southern Park and Ride
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Noise and Vibration
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 4 Chapter 4 (Doc ref. 6.5)]
Residential receptors close to
the site.

The proposed changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES and no
additional receptors will be impacted.

No material change in predicted
effects is anticipated and therefore
the conclusions of the ES remain
valid. However, these will be
considered further with reference to
updated noise predictions.

The noise predictions will be updated
to include the bund and the outcomes
reported.

Air Quality
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 4 Chapter 5 (Doc ref. 6.5)]
Human receptors

There would be no change to the
baseline assessment for air quality
resulting from the proposed change.

The extension of the bund would
increase the total amount of
earthworks, but does not change the
risk at sensitive receptors and therefore
the assessment conclusions remain
unchanged. The mitigation included in
the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11) to manage
potential dust impacts would still apply.

No further assessment is required.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 4 Chapter 6 (Doc ref. 6.5)]
Landscape and visual receptors,
including users of the B1116 to
the north and users of bridleway
E-288/008/0 along the western
boundary of the site.

The extension of the proposed landscape
bund on the northern boundary and the
minor amendments to the site boundary
would not extend the study area, change
the landscape baseline, or result in
any changes to the zone of theoretical
visibility. As a result, there would be no
changes to the baseline environment
identified in the ES.

The proposed changes would not
result in a change to the assessment
of landscape effects during
construction, operation or removal
and reinstatement.

The landscape design for the site will
be updated to reflect the proposed
change.

Effects on users of the B1116 to the
north of the southern park and ride
(as part of receptor group 3) are
assessed to be minimal and neutral
during construction, operation and
removal and reinstatement as visibility
of the proposed development would
be limited. The extension of the
proposed landscape bund would not
reduce this any further.
The proposed change would not alter
the assessment of visual effects for
users of the bridleway (E-288/008/0)
along the western boundary of the
site during construction or the early
years of operation. It could reduce
visual effects for these footpath users
in the later years of operation and
during removal and reinstatement.
However, effects for other rights of
way within receptor group 1 would
remain unchanged and consequently
the assessment of effects for this
receptor group as a whole would
remain unchanged.

Amenity and Recreation
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 4 Chapter 8 (Doc ref. 6.5)]
Recreational users of Public Rights
of Way and the bridleway in close
proximity to the site.

The proposed changes would not extend
the study area or introduce any new
recreational receptors. As a result, there
would be no changes to the baseline
environment identified in the ES.

The proposed changes would not
result in a change to the assessment
of effects during construction,
operation or removal and
reinstatement from the assessment
presented in the ES for Footpaths
E-288/007/0 and E-387/008/0,
Footpath E-288/016/0 or Footpath
E-288/016/0.
The proposed changes would not
result in a change to the assessment
of effects on noise and tranquillity,
air quality or transport for users of
Bridleway E-288/008/0. The proposed
changes would reduce visual effects
on users of the bridleway over
time, during operation. However,
the extent of these changes would
not be sufficient to alter the overall
assessment of effects on users of this
route during construction, operation
or removal and reinstatement.
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No further assessment is required

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Historic Environment
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 4 Chapter 9 (Doc ref. 6.5)]
Setting of heritage assets
including Marlesford Conservation
Area.

The proposed change does not affect the
baseline reported in the ES.

The proposed changes would
not result in a change to the
assessment of historic environment
during construction, operation or
removal and reinstatement from the
assessment presented in the ES. The
additional length of bund would only
be discernible from the north. Assets
at Hacheston are over 800m to the
north; the intervening topography,

No further assessment is required.

landscape and planting means
that the site is not readily visible and
no effects are anticipated to arise.

5.3 Sizewell link road - Extension to
and reduction of the Order Limits
a)

Introduction

5.3.1.    The Sizewell link road would comprise a new,
permanent 6.8km single carriageway road, with a design
speed of 60 miles per hour (mph), which begins at the A12
south of Yoxford, bypasses Middleton Moor and Theberton
before joining the B1122 to the east. The Sizewell link road
would help to reduce the amount of traffic on the B1122
through Middleton Moor and Theberton during the peak
construction phase of the Sizewell C Project, and beyond.
5.3.2.    Full details of the Sizewell link road can be found
in the Application at the following locations:
• Land Plans, Sheets 19-22 (Doc Ref. 2.1);
• Work Plans, Sheets 19-22 (Doc Ref. 2.3);
• Sizewell link road Plans (Doc Ref. 2.7), including the
location plan of the Sizewell link road; and
A detailed description of the Sizewell link road, including an
environmental assessment in Volume 6 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.7).

b) The proposed development in the Application
5.3.3.    The Sizewell link road would be constructed in the
early years and be used for Sizewell C construction traffic
travelling to the main development site and would also be
open to the public.
5.3.4.    The Sizewell link road would include new
junctions with the existing highway network along the
length of its route. It would run from a new three-arm
roundabout with the A12, approximately 180m north
of The Red House Farm and south of Yoxford, to a new
junction where it will tie-in with the existing B1122 to
the east. There would also be tie-ins with the B1122 at
Middleton Moor via a new three-arm roundabout, and a
new junction to link to the B1125 west of Theberton.
5.3.5.    Along the route running from west to east, the
Sizewell link road would pass over the East Suffolk Line via
a single span bridge, and under a new overbridge for nonmotorised users at Pretty Road.
5.3.6.    Several areas for new planting and drainage
infrastructure (including swales and drainage basins) are
proposed along the route, and various new junctions with
existing roads and property accesses are proposed north and
south of the link road. Portal culverts would be provided
where the route of the proposed Sizewell link road crosses
watercourses, and two flood relief culverts are also proposed.
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5.3.7.    The full length of the Sizewell link road as
submitted in the Application is shown on the overview
plan at Figure 2.7 (refer to Chapter 2 of this consultation
document). For description purposes, we have divided
the link road into six areas from the A12 south of Yoxford
heading east to the new junction to link to the B1125 west
of Theberton.
c) Description of the proposed changes and why
these changes are proposed
5.3.8.    A number of changes are now proposed to be
made to the Order Limits of the Sizewell link road. Figures
5.4–5.9 show the location and extent of the proposed
changes to the Order Limits, including the indicative
location of previously proposed and additional drainage
basins along the route. Where specific location references
(e.g. “SLR1/1”) are given below, this relates to locations
shown on these figures.
i.

Highways changes

5.3.9.    Through discussions with SCC, SZC Co. has
established that additional land may be necessary to provide
increased visibility at junctions proposed along the Sizewell
link road for highway safety in accordance with the design
speed of 60mph. However, SZC Co. is currently undertaking
vehicle speed surveys and depending on the results of
these and further discussions with SCC, this additional land
may not be necessary. The potential changes that may be
necessary for highway reasons are as follows:
• Extensions of the Order Limits in eleven locations to allow
the removal of vegetation. This is to ensure clear forward
highway visibility and is proposed in Area 1 (SLR1/1), Area
3 (SLR3/1, SLR3/3), Area 4 (SLR4/2, SLR4/3, SLR4/4), Area 5
(SLR5/1, SLR5/2, SLR5/4) and Area 6 (SLR6/2 and SLR6/3).
• In Area 3, additional temporary land is required north
of the existing farm access track at SLR3/2 to allow the
design to tie in the realigned farm access track with
the west arm of the Middleton Moor Link Roundabout.
Additional land is also required in Area 3 to allow for
the turning movement of farm vehicles from and to a
realigned farm access track (SLR3/7).
• Additional land is permanently required in Area 4 (SLR4/8)
to facilitate the removal of hedgerows to accommodate
the potential realignment of the Hawthorn Road. This is
to ensure vehicular access to Hawthorn Cottages and for
the construction of culverts.
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ii.

Drainage changes

5.3.10.    Ground investigation has been undertaken to
determine local infiltration rates and validate the drainage
strategy in the Application. Infiltration rates were found to
be very low, such that the removal of all highway surface
water runoff by infiltration alone is not possible. Following
receipt of the ground investigation results and discussions
with SCC, the approach to drainage has changed to hold
water in attenuation basins and manage the release of the
water to local watercourses, as per the hierarchy within
the Drainage Strategy proposed in Volume 2, Chapter 2,
Appendix A of the ES.
5.3.11.    This has resulted in the need for additional areas
of land within the Order Limits to accommodate additional
basins. As we progress the hydraulic modelling of the whole
length of the Sizewell link road, we will seek to optimise the
number and size of the basins and some of the additional
land may not be required. The potential changes that may
be necessary for this reason are as follows:
• Extension of the Order Limits to allow additional and
revised drainage features to be provided following
the results of ground investigation. Compared to the
Application, this includes:
– one revised basin in Area 1 (SLR1/2) and one additional
basin in Area 1 (SLR1/3) (and additional permanent
land take to access SLR1/3 (SLR1/6)), two additional
basins in Area 2 (SLR2/3, SLR2/4) (and additional
permanent land take to access basin SLR2/3 (SLR2/6
and SLR3/8)), three additional basins in Area 3 (SLR3/4,
SLR3/5 and SLR3/6), four additional basins in Area 4
(SLR4/1, SLR4/5, SLR4/7 and SLR4/9) (and additional
permanent land to provide for an outfall from basin
SLR4/9 (SLR4/6)), one additional basin in Area 5
(SLR5/5) and one additional basin in Area 6 (SLR6/1);
– potential routes to discharge surface water flows to local
watercourses (in Areas 1 (SLR1/4) and 2(SLR2/5)); and
– there may be a requirement for a pumping station
and rising main on the west side of the railway bridge
in Area 1. This would be needed to pump surface
water over the railway bridge to the eastern side to be
discharged. It would not require a further extension
to the Order Limits above what is shown in this
consultation. The rising main would be located within
the highway and cross the railway within the bridge
structure. It would likely be located near to the basin
at SLR1/2 and the above ground elements would likely
comprise a kiosk approximately 1.2m long, 1.2m high
with 0.4m depth.

iii. Changes as a result of topographical survey
information

d) Environmental impact of the proposed
change

• As a result of topographical survey information and to
ensure the proposals can be constructed, additional
temporary land area is required to be able to remove
hedgerows to deliver a proposed field access gate in Area
1 (SLR1/5) and additional temporary land take is required
to the north and south of the Sizewell link road, where it
crosses the East Suffolk Line in Area 2 (SLR2/1 and SLR2/2).

5.3.14.    A preliminary environmental assessment of
the proposed changes has been undertaken. This section
presents the consideration of the changes to baseline
conditions (such as potential additional receptors affected
and any changes to the extent of the study area), the
assessment of impacts and mitigation required.

• The Order Limits on the southern side of B1122 link have
been adjusted eastwards where shown at SLR5/3 to align
with the latest topographical survey data and to permit
field access.
iv. Reductions in permanent land take
5.3.12.    Following detailed design work, land has been
identified as not being required for either the construction
or operation (or both) of the Sizewell link road which
enables SZC Co. to reduce the Order Limits in these
locations. The potential changes that may be necessary for
this reason are as follows:

5.3.15.    Table 5.2 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application
for environmental topics and receptors where there is the
potential for the environmental effects as presented in the
Application to differ as a result of the potential changes.
This section also sets out further work to be undertaken to
confirm the environmental impact of the proposed changes,
if they are confirmed to be taken forward.

• Reduction of land within the Order Limits that is not
required during construction or operation of the proposed
development (this is proposed in Area 3 (SLR3/9), Area 4
(SLR4/10) and Area 5 (SLR5/6)).
5.3.13.    The updated illustrative masterplan for Areas 1 to
6 of the Sizewell link road is presented in Appendix 3 of this
consultation document.
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Figure 5.4 Change to the Sizewell link road Order Limits (Area 1)
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Figure 5.5 Change to the Sizewell link road Order Limits (Area 2)

SLR 2/5

SLR 2/1

SLR 2/3

SLR 3/8

SLR 2/6

SLR 3/4

SLR 2/2
SLR 2/4

KEY:

SLR 1/4

130 | Chapter 5 – Associated Development

DCO ORDER LIMITS
AREAS REMOVED FROM DCO ORDER LIMITS
AREAS ADDED TO DCO ORDER LIMITS
CHANGE REFERENCE

Figure 5.6 Change to the Sizewell link road Order Limits (Area 3)
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Figure 5.7 Change to the Sizewell link road Order Limits (Area 4)
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Figure 5.8 Change to the Sizewell link road Order Limits (Area 5)
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Figure 5.9 Change to the Sizewell link road Order Limits (Area 6)
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SLR 6/2

Table 5.2 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed changes to the
Sizewell link road
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline Environment

Updated Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Noise and Vibration
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 6 Chapter 4 (Doc Ref. 6.7)]
Receptors close to the
Sizewell link road

The proposed changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES and no
additional receptors will be impacted.

The changes are generally minor and relate
to visibility splays or drainage. Changes to
the width of the road and the alignment of
Hawthorn Road are also proposed, but the scale
of the changes would not result in any material
change in construction noise. There would also
be no effect on the assessment of road traffic
noise as a result of the proposed changes.

The noise predictions will be
revised to take account of the
proposed changes, including the
proposed pumping station at SLR
1/2, and the assessment updated
accordingly.

The proposed pumping station at SLR
1/2 will be 180 to 200m from the closest
noise-sensitive properties (Buskie Farm and
Fir Tree Farm) and no adverse effects are
expected as a result of this separation and
the quiet operation of the plant.
However, these will be considered further
with reference to updated noise predictions.
Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 6 Chapter 6 (Doc Ref. 6.7)]
Landscape Character Types

The proposed changes to the temporary and
permanent site boundaries would extend
the study area by a few metres around each
proposed change. However, this would not
extend the study area into any landscape
character types not already assessed
within the ES. As a result, there would be
no changes to the baseline environment
identified in the ES for landscape character.

The proposed changes would not result
in new or different significant effects on
landscape character.

The landscape design for the site
will be updated to reflect the
proposed amendments.

Visual receptors, including
residents of Theberton and
Middleton Moor, and users
of PRoW

The proposed changes to the temporary and
permanent site boundaries would be unlikely
to change the overall zone of theoretical
visibility as the proposed lighting columns
are the main contributing factor to the
overall extent of theoretical visibility and the
proposed changes would all be relatively
low lying. However, there are likely to be
localised increases in visibility as a result of
vegetation removals, beyond those described
in the ES.

The proposed changes would result in increased
visibility of the proposed development,
particularly during construction and in the
short to medium term while proposed planting
becomes established and performs a screening
function. Proposed changes SLR3/1 and
SLR3/5 would increase the visibility of the
proposed development from Middleton Moor;
SLR4/5, SLR4/6, SLR4/7 and SLR4/9 have the
potential to increase visibility of the proposed
development from properties at Annesons
Corner; SLR5/5 would increase visibility of the
proposed development from public footpath
E-515/004/0 west of Theberton; and SLR6/1
and SLR6/2 would increase the visibility of the
proposed development from Theberton during
this period.

The landscape design for the site will
be updated to reflect the proposed
amendments.

The Special Landscape Areas identified and
assessed in the ES are no longer identified
within policy, following the adoption of the
Suffolk Coastal Local Plan in September 2020.

The proposed changes would not result in
a change to the assessment of effects on
designated landscapes during construction
or operation.

No further assessment is required.

Designated landscapes

Proposed change SLR6/1 would be
visible in the visualisation included
at Figure 6.15 of the ES, which may
need to be updated.
Mitigation measures listed within the
CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11) that would be
incorporated into the updated design
including the extensive planting of
woodland and hedgerows. Therefore,
the overall magnitude of impact and
significance of effects in the long
term would be the same as in the ES.

The proposed changes to the temporary and
permanent site boundaries do not reduce
the separation between the site and the
Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline Environment

Updated Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 6 Chapter 7 (Doc Ref. 6.7)]
Habitat loss

The amendments to the temporary and
permanent site boundaries would change
the extent of the baseline environment
described in the ES. The additional areas
now within the site boundary include small
areas of woodland, short additional lengths
of hedgerow and small areas of arable fields.

The proposed changes would result in the
loss of short additional lengths of hedgerow
and additional areas of arable fields of
relatively low ecological value.

No further assessment is required.

Approximately 0.17ha of additional
woodland would be permanently lost as a
result of the proposed changes comprising
0.025ha of woodland at Bobbett’s Wood
(Change SLR2/5) as well as 0.099ha at
Change SLR3/3, 0.0026ha at Change
SLR5/3 and 0.041ha at Change SLR5/4.
The ES reported a total of 0.41ha which
would be permanently lost and the changes
increase this to approximately 0.58ha.
Taking account of the primary mitigation
identified in the ES including the extensive
planting of replacement woodland (a total
of 13.1ha of woodland planting) as well
as hedgerow habitats to compensate for
habitat loss, the overall magnitude of impact
and significance of effects would be the
same as reported in the ES.

Amenity and Recreation
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 6 Chapter 8 (Doc Ref. 6.7)]
Recreational receptors
including users of PRoW

There would be a slight increase in the area
covered by 1km study area due to additions
to the Order Limits. However, this would
not change baseline described in Volume 6,
Chapter 8 of the ES.

The proposed changes would not alter
existing or proposed routes of PRoW from
that presented in the DCO.
Vegetation removal would increase visibility
of the proposed development from some
locations.

No further assessment is required.
Mitigation measures listed within
the CoCP (Doc Ref. 8.11) that
would be incorporated into the
updated design including the
extensive planting of woodland
and hedgerows.
Therefore, the overall magnitude of
impact and significance of effects
in the long term would be the
same as in the ES.
The changes would not change the
assessment of effects presented in
Volume 6, Chapter 8 of the ES.

Terrestrial Historic Environment
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 6 Chapter 9 (Doc Ref. 6.7)]
Buried archaeological
remains

The amendments to the temporary and
permanent site boundaries would result in
small areas of additional land take which
may include intrusive ground works.

While there may be small additional areas of
ground disturbance, these are immediately
adjacent to land considered within the ES.
The proposed changes are not anticipated to
result in new or different significant effects
compared to the original scheme.
There remains the potential for disturbance
and direct impact to buried archaeological
remains, and the overall residual effect
following the implementation of an agreed
scheme of archaeological investigation
would be of the same significance as
presented in the ES.
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The site specific Written Scheme of
Investigation will take into account
the additional areas to ensure any
disturbance can be appropriately
mitigated.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline Environment

Updated Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Soils and Agriculture
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 6 Chapter 12 10 (Doc Ref. 6.7)]
Agricultural Land Classification
(ALC)
Soil resources

Agricultural businesses

Some of the proposed changes will
affect land which was not surveyed in
detail in relation to ALC grade. Based
on the available survey and desk study
information it is considered likely that
these changes would affect additional
areas of best and most versatile (BMV)
land (Grades 1, 2 or 3a).

There will be additional loss of
agricultural land from individual
landowners. This will comprise land in use
as arable and pasture land.

The assessment presented in the ES
concluded there would be a major adverse
effect on BMV land (in relation to both
construction phase and permanent land
take). As such the proposed additional
land take of BMV land (either temporary
or permanent) would not change the
assessment outcome for this receptor or
change the proposed mitigation.

As the additional land areas are
minor in proportion to the full
scheme footprint it is proposed
that no additional ALC surveys are
undertaken. The assessment will
be updated based on revised area
measurements, including land not
surveyed.

An assessment is presented in the ES for each
individual landowner. Additional land take has
the potential to alter the assessment outcome,
potentially resulting in additional significant
effects. This is likely to be a result of additional
land take increasing the proportion of the total
land holding affected rather than fragmentation
effects as the land is within existing land parcels.

An analysis of additional land
take areas by landowner will be
undertaken to update Tables 10.7,
10.9 and 10.10 in the ES. The
overall assessment will be updated
based on these tables.

However, further soil surveys would
be required to ensure sufficient
information is available to inform
the Soil Management Plan (SMP)
prior to soil stripping activities
commencing. These surveys can
also be used to report on ALC
grade where land is required
temporarily and will be returned to
agricultural use by the end of the
construction phase.

The proposed mitigation will not need to be
updated. Consultation with landowners affected
by additional land take will be undertaken to
reduce the impacts from both construction and
operation as far as practicable.
Groundwater and Surface Water
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 6 Chapter 12 (Doc Ref. 6.7)]
Groundwater: Principal and
Secondary Aquifers

There is no change to the baseline presented
within the ES chapter.

Additional basins are consistent with the
overall drainage strategy. They will minimise
effects to groundwater receptors from any
reduction in infiltration associated with the
development.

No further assessment is required.

Surface water receptors

There is no change to the baseline presented
within the ES chapter.

Additional basins are consistent with the
overall drainage strategy. They will minimise
effects to surface water receptors from
increased runoff.

Further assessment is being
undertaken and is iterative with
the design process.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline Environment

Updated Environmental Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Flood risk
[With reference to the Sizewell Link Road Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (Doc Ref. 5.6)]
Watercourses which pass
under proposed Sizewell
Link Road

The proposed change does not affect the
baseline reported in the FRA.

Additional attenuation basins SLR 3/5 and
SL 5/5 would discharge new flows into
Environment Agency’s main rivers, while
additional attenuation basins SLR 3/6, 4/5,
4/6, 4/7 and 4/9 would discharge new flows
into ordinary watercourses.

Further assessment is being
undertaken and is iterative with
the design process.

These flows are not considered in current
flood risk assessment. While the impacts of
these new flows on the peak levels at the
watercourses are likely to be limited, they
would need to be assessed. Impact of any
such flows are likely to be less significant if
the discharge is on the downstream side of
the crossings.

e)

Other environmental topics and receptors

5.3.16.    The proposed changes do not alter the baseline
conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.
f)

Conclusions

5.3.17.    In summary, a number of changes are proposed
to be made to the Order Limits of the Sizewell link road.
These include increases and decreases in land take for
highways and drainage reasons and as a result of more
detailed design work being undertaken.
5.3.18.    The proposed changes would result in increased
visibility of the proposed development particularly during
construction and in the short to medium term while
proposed planting becomes established and performs a
screening function. However, taking account of revised
mitigation measures that can be incorporated into the
updated design including the extensive planting of
woodland and hedgerows, the overall magnitude of
impact and significance of effects in the long term would
be the same as in the Environmental Statement. The
proposed changes may result in the loss of additional areas
of woodland, short additional lengths of hedgerow and
additional areas of arable fields of relatively low ecological
value. As the drainage and highways proposals are refined,
they would be designed to ensure the least amount of
woodland loss as practicable. Taking account of the primary
mitigation identified in the Environmental Statement,
including extensive planting of trees, shrub and hedgerow
habitats to mitigation for habitat loss, the overall magnitude
of impact and significance of effects would be the same as
in the Environmental Statement.
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5.3.19.    Vegetation removal would increase visibility of
the proposed development from some locations. However,
taking account of revised mitigation measures that can be
incorporated into the design including the extensive planting
of woodland and hedgerows, the overall magnitude of
impact and significance of effects in the long term would be
the same as in the Environmental Statement.
5.3.20.    Additional land take has the potential to alter
the assessment outcome, potentially resulting in additional
significant effects. Consultation with landowners affected by
additional land take will be undertaken to reduce the impacts
from both construction and operation as far as practicable.
5.3.21.    Further assessment work in terms of surface
water and flood risk is underway as additional basins SLR3/5
and SLR5/5 would discharge new flows into Environment
Agency’s main rivers, while additional basins SLR3/6, 4/5,
4/6 and 4/9 would discharge new flows into ordinary
watercourses. These flows are not considered in the current
flood risk assessment. While the impacts of these new
flows on the peak levels at the watercourses are likely to
be limited, this needs to be assessed. Impact of any such
flows are likely to be less significant if the discharge is on the
downstream side of the crossings.

5.4 Two village bypass – Extension
of the Order Limits and other changes
a)

Introduction

5.4.1.    The two village bypass of Farnham and Stratford St
Andrew would be a single carriageway road, approximately
2.4km in length, proposed to divert both construction traffic
and local traffic around the two villages, reducing traffic
flows through Farnham and Stratford St Andrew.
5.4.2.    The proposed alignment of the highway runs
across land to the south of the existing A12. In a west to
east direction, it would begin at the A12 to the west of
Stratford St. Andrew via a new four-arm roundabout, east of
Parkgate Farm and Stratford Plantation, and re-join the A12
also via a new four-arm roundabout to the east of Farnham
at the A12 and A1094 Friday Street junction.
5.4.3.    Full details of the two village bypass can be found
in the Application at the following locations:
• Land Plans, Sheets 17 and 18 (Doc Ref. 2.1);
• Work Plans, Sheets 17 and 18 (Doc Ref. 2.3);
• Two village bypass plans (Doc Ref. 2.8), including the
location plan of the two village bypass; and
• A detailed description of the two village bypass, including
an environmental assessment, in Volume 5 of the ES
(Doc Ref. 6.6).
b) The proposed development in the Application
5.4.4.    The two village bypass would be constructed in
the early years and would form a new permanent section
of the A12. The existing section of the A12 through the
villages would be retained.
5.4.5.    The two village bypass would run from a proposed
four-arm roundabout on the existing A12, pass to the south
of Stratford St Andrew and then rejoin the existing A12 to
north-east via a new four-arm roundabout.
5.4.6.    A multi-span overbridge for all traffic is proposed
to cross over the River Alde. The land north and south of
the proposed bridge in this location consists of floodplain
grazing marsh, and land to the north of the bridge is
proposed for indicative flood compensation areas on both
sides of the river.

existing access road between Nuttery Belt and Pond Wood.
This junction is referred to as the ‘north-west staggered
junction’.
5.4.8.    On either side of the two village bypass there are
various PRoW which are proposed to be retained, upgraded
and diverted as required to maintain connectivity on the
PRoW network.
c)

Description of the proposed changes

5.4.9.    The proposed route for the two village bypass
remains largely unchanged from the Application, though we
are proposing the following amendments as shown at Figure
5.10 as a result of more detailed design work and feedback
from stakeholders.
i.

Changes to the Application Order Limits

Highway changes
5.4.10.   It is proposed to expand the Order Limits to the
west of the existing access road which will join the two village
bypass at the proposed ‘north-west staggered junction’ shown
in Figure 5.10. The additional land would be to the north of the
bypass, on the eastern side of Nuttery Belt woodland, requiring
the removal of approximately 245sqm of existing woodland.
5.4.11.    It is also proposed to widen the verge along the
two village bypass itself, to the west of the ‘north-west
staggered junction’ on the approach to the junction. This
change falls within the existing Application Order Limits and
thus would not result in an expansion of the Order Limits.
5.4.12.    The changes are proposed to ensure a 215m
visibility distance is maintained, as required for 60 mph
roads. The changes have been made at the request of SCC
to ensure compliance with highway design standards.
5.4.13.    We are undertaking further speed survey work on
the access road that would join the two village bypass at this
junction. Should the surveys confirm that the access road
does not require 215m visibility splays and shorter visibility
distances would be acceptable, we will agree shorter
visibility distances with SCC and the highway changes
detailed above would not be required.

5.4.7.    To the north-east of the proposed bridge, a
staggered junction is proposed to maintain access to an
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5.4.15.    Option 1 (see Figure 5.11) would be to formalise
the existing PRoW as it is used in practice and stop up the
formal route of the PRoW which is not currently used in
practice by the public.

Public rights of way changes
5.4.14.    Two options for a proposed change to the PRoW
around Walk Barn Farm are being considered. The alignment
of the existing PRoW E-243/011/0 continues west in a straight
line between the two properties in this area. However, the
PRoW as it is used in practice by the public curves to the
south, away from the northern property’s front garden, which
falls within the current Application Order Limits. Therefore a
change is required to formalise the PRoW route in this area.

5.4.16.   Option 2a (see Figure 5.12) would be to provide a
longer diversion to the south of Walk Barn Farm before curving
back north to meet the existing PRoW network. Option 2b
would be to provide a longer diversion to the north of Walk
Barn Farm before returning to existing PRoW network.

Figure 5.10 Change to the Two village bypass Order Limits
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Additional floodplain habitat mitigation
5.4.17.   Figure 5.13 shows the land around the River Alde
crossing. Following discussions with Natural England and
both East Suffolk and Suffolk County Councils, there is a
concern over the loss of floodplain grassland around the River
Alde associated with the embankment in the river valley.
5.4.18.    The two village bypass would result in the
permanent loss of 2.91ha of floodplain grassland and this
would be of agriculturally improved grassland of relatively
low ecological value. Whilst the Terrestrial Ecology and
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Ornithology assessment in the Application (Volume 5,
Chapter 7 of the ES) indicated that the impact on the
floodplain grasslands here was minor adverse and thus
not significant, SZC Co. recognises that the site provides
a linkage to the wider, higher quality floodplain grazing
marsh habitats on the River Alde network. Therefore, SZC
Co. proposes the creation of new and enhanced habitats to
mitigate the loss of the floodplain grazing marsh habitat.

Figure 5.11 Two village bypass – PRoW Option 1
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5.4.19.    It is proposed that the area shown on Figure
5.13, of approximately 2.77ha, would be used to create
these mitigation habitats. There would be no expansion of
the Application Order Limits to accommodate the creation
of this habitat. The existing floodplain glassland within
this area is of low value, comprising predominantly a sown
agricultural ley of perennial ryegrass and the focus would
be on the creation of higher quality habitats, through
improving both the diversity of the grassland sward and the
habitats within ditches close to the River Alde. New wetland
channels to be created in this area would mitigate the loss
of approximately 143m of ditch associated with the landtake
from the bypass in this location which form the most
valuable element of the existing floodplain grassland.

c)
i.

Why is this change proposed
Changes to the Application Order Limits

Highway changes
5.4.20.    As stated above, the highway changes to the
two village bypass are proposed to meet highway design
visibility requirements for 60 mph roads, as requested by
SCC. Surveys of the speed and usage of the access road
that would join the two village bypass at the north-west
staggered junction will determine whether full 215m
visibility distances will be required both on the two village
bypass (within the existing Order Limits) and on the access
road, which would require an expansion to the Order Limits,
encroaching on Nuttery Belt and the adjacent land.
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5.4.21.    Should the additional survey results not require
215m visibility splays, then these changes may not be required.
Public right of way changes
5.4.22.    For the PRoW change, SCC has requested
that the existing PRoW route is formalised to match the
route used by the public, following the Application Order
Limits. The Application proposes to upgrade the PRoW
to a bridleway at the request of SCC, and this additional
request from SCC would formalise the existing use of the
route as presented in Option 1.
5.4.23.    Option 2a and 2b for the longer diversions of the
PRoW to the south and north are being proposed due to a
request from the landowner to seek alternative routes. SZC
Co. therefore presents these options for consideration.
Additional floodplain habitat mitigation
5.4.24.    The change to provide enhanced floodplain
grassland is required to mitigate the permanent loss of this
habitat in the vicinity of the River Alde. The improvement

in quality of the floodplain grassland in this area will make
a positive contribution to the wider network of floodplain
grazing marsh habitats along the River Alde, ensuring the
linkage between these habitats on the river network is
maintained and enhanced.
ii.

Impact of the proposed change

5.4.25.    A preliminary environmental assessment of
the proposed changes has been undertaken. This section
presents the consideration of the changes to baseline
conditions (such as potential additional receptors affected
and any changes to the extent of the study area), the
assessment of impacts and mitigation required.
5.4.26.    Table 5.3 provides a summary of the preliminary
environmental assessments with reference to the Application
for environmental topics and receptors where there is the
potential for the environmental effects as presented in the
Application to differ as a result of the potential changes.
This section also sets out further work to be undertaken
to confirm the environmental impact of the potential
options, if confirmed to be taken forward.

Figure 5.12 Two village bypass – PRoW Options 2a and 2b
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Table 5.3 Preliminary Environmental Information for the proposed changes to the
two village bypass
Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Noise and Vibration
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 5 Chapter 4 (Doc Ref. 6.6)]
Receptors close to two village bypass

The proposed changes do not affect
the baseline reported in the ES
and no additional receptors will be
impacted.

The changes are minor and relate
mostly to visibility splays and not the
road alignment itself.

No further assessment is required.

The scale of the changes would not
result in any material change in
construction noise.
There would be no effect on the
assessment of road traffic noise as
a result.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Landscape and Visual
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 5 Chapter 6 (Doc Ref. 6.6)]
Landscape and visual receptors

The proposed changes to the site
boundary, Public Rights of Way and
addition of the floodplain grassland
compensation area would not extend
the study area, change the landscape
baseline or result in any changes to
the zone of theoretical visibility. As a
result, there would be no changes to
the baseline environment identified
in the ES.

The proposed changes to the DCO
boundary and addition of the
floodplain grassland compensation
area would not result in new or
different significant effects compared
to the original scheme.

The landscape design for the site
would need to be amended to reflect
the proposed amendments.
No further assessment is required.

The effects of the proposed changes
would remain the same as presented
in the ES.

There is no change to the landscape
and visual baseline assessment
resulting from the proposed changes.
Terrestrial Ecology and Ornithology
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 5 Chapter 7 (Doc Ref. 6.6)]
Floodplain grassland

There is no change to the baseline
presented within the ES chapter.

The new habitat creation proposals
would substantially reduce the
impacts of habitat loss associated
with floodplain grassland and the
related ditch networks. However, the
significance of effects
would be of the same magnitude as
that presented within the ES therefore
the conclusion of the assessment
remains the same.

Woodland

There is no change to the baseline
presented within the ES chapter.

The proposed change to the DCO
boundary to provide a visibility
splay is likely to lead to a small loss
of woodland at the eastern end of
Nuttery Belt.
This small change would not lead to a
change in the assessment presented
in the ES. However, it may require
additional mitigation.

Further consideration will be given to
the measures required for the creation
and management of the enhanced
grassland and new ditch habitats
and these will be incorporated in the
oLEMP (Doc Ref. 8.2) being prepared
for the two village bypass

Further design of the visibility splay
will be progressed to determine if this
tree loss is required.
Further assessment will be
undertaken to determine whether bat
roosts are likely to be lost.
Further assessment would be
undertaken to determine if additional
mitigation would be required e.g. an
update to the biodiversity net gain
assessment.

Amenity and Recreation
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 5 Chapter 8 (Doc Ref. 6.6)]
Options for a proposed change to
the PRoW around Walk Barn Farm.
Recreational receptors using PRoW
E-243/011/0.

There would be a slight increase in
the area covered by 1km study area
due to addition to the Order Limits
under options 2a and 2b. However,
this would not change the baseline
described in Volume 5, Chapter 8 of
the ES.
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Option 1 follows the route currently
used by walkers and there would
therefore be no change to the
assessment presented in Volume 5,
Chapter 8 of the ES.
Option 2a follows a potential new
route along the edge of an existing
field. It is approximately 40m longer
than the existing route. Option 2b
follows a potential new route along
a treeline and is approximately 45m
longer than the existing route. The
effects of the proposed changes
would remain the same as presented
in Volume 5, Chapter 8 of the ES.

No further assessment is required.

Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Terrestrial Historic Environment
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 5 Chapter 8 (Doc Ref. 6.6)]
Heritage assets

There is one minor change to the
overall Order Limits, the other
changes fall within the Order Limits
as presented in the Application.

The proposed changes would not
result in new or different significant
direct effects on heritage assets
compared to the original scheme.
There remains the potential for
disturbance to buried archaeological
remains, and the overall residual
effect following the implementation
of an agreed scheme of
archaeological investigation would be
of the same magnitude as presented
in the ES.

The site specific Written Scheme of
Investigation will take into account
any additional areas of disturbance
within the Order Limits to ensure
any disturbance can be appropriate
mitigated.

Soils and Agriculture
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 5 Chapter 10 (Doc Ref. 6.6)]
Agricultural Land Classification (ALC).
Soil resources.

The proposed changes affect some
land which was surveyed in detail in
relation to ALC grade. The additional
land required along the access
track from the ‘northwest staggered
junction’ to the north of the bypass
and at the eastern end of Nuttery Belt
would affect Grade 3a land (i.e. best
and most versatile (BMV) land). The
additional permanent land take to
the north of the bypass, between the
River Alde crossing to the west and
the staggered junctions to the east, is
Grade 3b land (i.e. not BMV land).

The assessment presented in the ES
concluded there would be a major
adverse effect on BMV land (in
relation to both construction phase
and permanent land take). As such
the proposed additional land take
of BMV land (either temporary or
permanent) would not change the
assessment outcome for this receptor
or change the proposed mitigation.

There will be additional impact on
agricultural land associated with
two landowners (Parkgate Farm and
Farnham Hall). Parkgate Farm includes
both arable and pasture land; the
changes only affect arable land.
Farnham Hall comprises arable land.

Option 1 for the footpath diversion is
assumed not to comprise any change to
the ground surface and as such the land
remains available for agricultural use.
Options 2a and 2b would remove a
small area of land from agricultural
use where the footpath would be
created.

The land affected by the proposed
footpath diversion is likely to comprise
Grade 2 land (from the available
Provisional ALC mapping).
Agricultural businesses.

As detailed ALC surveys have
previously been undertaken across
some of the additional land areas
to confirm existing provisional ALC
mapping, no additional ALC surveys
are required.

The assessment will be updated
based on revised area measurements
from existing data.
An assessment is presented in the
ES for both landowners, concluding
a minor adverse impact would occur
which would be not significant.
The scale of additional land take
(construction phase and permanent)
is minor and only affects arable land
(receptor of low sensitivity) and will
not alter the assessment outcome. As
the additional land required is within
existing land parcels

An analysis of additional land
take areas by landowner will be
undertaken to update Tables 10.5,
10.7 and 10.8 of Volume 5, Chapter
10 of the ES.

it is considered unlikely to affect the
existing assessment of fragmentation.
The proposed mitigation will not need
to be updated. Consultation with
landowner affected by additional land
take will be undertaken to reduce the
impacts from both construction and
operation as far as practicable.
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Topic / Receptor

Change to the Baseline
Environment

Updated Environmental
Assessment

Next Steps and Further
Assessment

Groundwater and Surface Water
[With reference to the Environmental Statement Volume 5 Chapter 12 (Doc Ref. 6.7)]
Surface water drainage network

There is no change to the baseline
presented within the ES chapter.

The changes associated with the
habitat creation proposals will
increase the complexity of the surface
water drainage network.
No significant effects are predicted.

No further assessment required

Flood risk
[With reference to the two village bypass Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (Doc Ref. 5.5)]
River Alde flood levels

There is no change to the baseline
presented within the ES chapter.

d) Other environmental topics and receptors
5.4.27.    The proposed changes do not alter the baseline
conditions, the assessment of impacts or mitigation
identified for any of the other environmental assessment
topic areas or receptors as presented in the Application.
e)

Conclusions

5.4.28.    The proposed change to the Order Limits to
provide a 215m visibility splay north of the north-west
staggered junction is likely to lead to a small loss of
woodland at the eastern end of Nuttery Belt. However,
further survey work and design of the visibility splay is being
progressed to determine if this tree loss is required. This
small change would not lead to a change in the assessment
presented in the ES but further assessment will be
undertaken to determine whether bat roosts are likely to be
lost and whether any additional mitigation is required.
5.4.29.    The proposed floodplain grassland habitat to
be provided would substantially reduce the impacts of
habitat loss associated with floodplain grassland and the
related ditch networks but there would be no change to
the baseline presented in the Application. However, further
consideration will be given to the creation and management
of the new grassland and ditch habitats
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The changes associated with the
habitat creation proposals will
increase the complexity and capacity
of the surface water drainage
network. Although there would be
a minor increase in capacity and
flood water storage, with associated
minimal beneficial effect, the relative
volume is small and overall no
significant effects are predicted.

No further assessment required

5.4.30.    The proposed changes affect some land which
was surveyed in detail in relation to their ALC grade.
However, no additional ALC surveys are required as the
footpath diversion (Option 2a and 2b) is already subject to
provisional ALC mapping.
5.4.31.    There will be additional impact on agricultural
land associated with two landowners (Parkgate Farm and
Farnham Hall). However, the scale of additional land take
(construction phase and permanent) is minor and only
affects arable land (a receptor of low sensitivity). It will
therefore not alter the assessment outcome.
5.4.32.    The landscape design for the site will be updated
to reflect the proposed changes but no further landscape
and visual assessment is required.

5.5 Other Associated Development
Sites – Reduction of the Order Limits
a)

Introduction

5.5.1.    There are a number of minor reductions
proposed to the Order Limits for a number of the other
associated development sites. It has been determined
following engagement with landowners and review of the
development proposals that a number of small parcels of
land are not necessary. The affected sites are:

5.5.2.    Table 5.4 sets out the location of the changes
proposed and why they are proposed. Figures 5.14 to 5.17
identify in green the areas of land to be removed from the
Order Limits.
5.5.3.    A preliminary environmental assessment of the
proposed changes has been undertaken. The proposed
changes do not alter the baseline conditions, the assessment
of impacts or mitigation identified for any of the other
environmental assessment topic areas or receptors as
presented in the Application.

• Yoxford roundabout;
• A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham;
• A1094/B1069 junction south of Knodishall; and
• Northern park and ride at Darsham.

Table 5.4 Reductions to the Application Order Limits
Figure

Location of the Change

Reduction or Addition

Why is the Change Proposed

5.14

Yoxford roundabout, land west of the
northbound A12

Reduction

Minor reduction to the Order Limits due to a mapping/
boundary discrepancy.

5.15

A12/B1119 Junction at Saxmundham, land
to the north-east of Rendham Road (B1119)

Reduction

Minor reduction to the Order Limits due to a mapping/
boundary discrepancy

5.16

A1094/B1069 South of Knodishall, land
south-east of the junction

Reduction

Minor reduction to the Order Limits due to a mapping/
boundary discrepancy

5.17

Northern park and ride, two land parcels to
the east of London Road (A12), opposite
Willow Marsh Lane.

Reduction

Minor reduction to the Order Limits due to a mapping/
boundary discrepancy and design refinement
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A12

Figure 5.14 Change to the Yoxford roundabout red line boundary
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Figure 5.15 Change to the red line boundary for the A12/B1119 junction at Saxmundham
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Figure 5.16 Change to the red line boundary for the A1094/B1069 South of Knodishall
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6.
6.1

RESPONDING TO CONSULTATION

Finding out more

6.1.1.    This consultation document is available to
download from the homepage of www.sizewellc.co.uk. The
full Application is available on the Planning Inspectorate’s
website at: https://infrastructure.planninginspectorate.gov.
uk/projects/eastern/the-sizewell-c-project/?ipcsection=docs.
6.1.2.    If you require this information in a different format
for accessibility reasons or wish to have a USB stick with an
electronic version of this consultation document or a hard
copy of the consultation document or response form sent to
you, please call freephone 0800 197 6102 between 09:00
and 17:00 Monday to Friday or email info@sizewellc.co.uk
6.1.3.    The UK Government has put in place lockdown
measures in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. At the
time of writing it is intended that restrictions will be lifted
from 3 December 2020. However, this consultation can
be accessed remotely and the Sizewell C Project Team will
be available to answer questions and engage directly with
consultees by phone and through digital platforms.
6.1.4.    The consultation has been publicised through:
• newsletters – SZC Co. has publicised this consultation
and details of how people can respond in its Sizewell C
Newsletter which is available on the homepage of
www.sizewellc.co.uk;
• local and national media – SZC Co. has publicised this
consultation in the local and national media; and
• social media – SZC Co. has a Twitter account and
followers will be updated on the latest events and news
during the public consultation (@edfesizewellc).

6.1.5.    In addition to the consultation document, the
other methods available to support engagement with this
consultation include:
• Contact the Project Team: Call freephone 0800 197 6102
between 09:00 and 17:00 Monday to Friday. Members
of the team can discuss the consultation over the phone.
Questions or requests for documents can also be emailed
to info@sizewellc.co.uk
• Documents can be sent direct to homes and offices and
feedback received via email at info@sizewellc.co.uk or
FREEPOST SZC CONSULTATION.
• Should any respondent be shielding and unable to email
or post their feedback, they can call freephone 0800 197
6102 and arrange for their response to be collected.
• Presentations – town and parish councils, community
groups and stakeholders can request online meetings and
presentations during the consultation period, which SZC
Co. will seek to accommodate where possible.
• Sizewell C website – www.sizewellc.co.uk has additional
information about the Sizewell C Project and includes
links to the Application, this consultation document, the
Sizewell C Newsletter and the online response form.

6.2

Responding to this consultation

6.2.1.    We encourage you to respond to this consultation
as feedback will help us to decide which changes to our
Application to bring forward.
6.2.2.    Any responses to this consultation must be
submitted to the Applicant by the latest of 18 December
2020 via one of the methods below:
• complete a response form online (www.sizewellc.co.uk);
• email comments to info@sizewellc.co.uk;
• post comments to FREEPOST SZC CONSULTATION (no
stamp or further address required); and
• if you are shielding and unable to use the above methods,
call Freephone 0800 197 6102 (09:00 – 17:00 Monday to
Friday) to arrange for your response to be collected.
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APPENDIX 1 ADDITIONAL
PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL
INFORMATION ON THE FREIGHT
MANAGEMENT STRATEGY –
ADDITIONAL RAIL MOVEMENTS
1.1.

Introduction

1.1.1.    The information in this appendix expands further on
the summary of impacts provided in Table 3.5 of Chapter 3 of
this consultation document in relation to noise and vibration
as these issues are known to be of particular interest.
a) Updated Noise and Vibration
environmental assessment
1.1.2.    Based on up to three trains per 24-hour period,
equating to six individual train movements, five of which
were expected to occur at night, the Environmental
Statement (ES) in the Application concluded:
• three locations close to the Leiston branch line would
be subject to airborne noise levels above the significant
observed adverse effect level (SOAEL), with significant
adverse effects at one further property;
• five to ten receptors along the East Suffolk Line would be
subject to airborne noise levels above the SOAEL, with
significant adverse effects at a further 100 to 110 properties;
• no properties would be subject to significant adverse
effects along the Leiston branch line as a result of
ground-borne noise or vibration;
• residential receptors within 5m or 10m of the East Suffolk
Line for Sizewell C trains travelling at 10mph and 20mph
respectively would be subject to ground-borne noise
levels above the SOAEL, which has now been confirmed
to be seven properties; and
• residential receptors within 14m or 20m of the East
Suffolk Line for Sizewell C trains travelling at 10mph
and 20mph respectively would be subject to significant
adverse effects from ground-borne noise, which has now
been confirmed to be 32 properties.
1.1.3.    These conclusions assumed that the current track and
signalling at the Saxmundham junction were upgraded to allow
trains to enter or leave the Leiston branch line without stopping,
and that the trackform of the upgraded Leiston branch line was
designed to control ground-borne vibration and noise.

1.1.4.    A Noise Mitigation Scheme is contained in Volume
2, Chapter 11, Appendix 11H of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.3),
setting out a process to deliver improved sound insulation
to properties expected to be subject to noise levels above
the SOAEL. The sound insulation improvements are to be
specified on a property-by-property basis, and are expected
to result in glazing that is better able to keep out sound,
and potentially alterations to the ventilation provided to
properties so that the occupants can keep windows closed
while retaining access to fresh air.
1.1.5.    The Noise Mitigation Scheme is also currently
being discussed with East Suffolk Council (ESC) and Suffolk
County Council (SCC); notwithstanding any amendments
that result from those discussions, the principles of the Noise
Mitigation Scheme are not expected to change significantly,
and it will remain a mechanism to deliver enhanced sound
insulation to the worst-affected receptors.
1.1.6.    A Rail Noise Mitigation Strategy is also proposed
in Volume 9 Chapter 4 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.10) and it will
contain all of the measures to control railway noise and
vibration so that their implementation could be guaranteed,
via a Requirement in the DCO. Further work has been
undertaken since the submission of the Application to
provide more detail as to which measures are likely to be the
most effective at controlling railway noise and vibration. At
the current time, examples include the use of long-welded
track, the locations of welded rail joints so that they fall
away from sensitive receptors, the use of under-ballast mats
(or equivalent), speed restrictions on train movements, and
preferences for particular locomotive types.
1.1.7.    A new, more stringent way of assessing groundborne noise is also proposed as a result of the work
undertaken since the Application was submitted, where
ground-borne noise and low frequency airborne noise
within a receptor are combined and assessed against the
same criteria adopted in the Application.
i.

Further assessment of rail noise and vibration

1.1.8.    As part of the work undertaken since the
Application was submitted, it has been established through
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detailed surveys that the airborne noise levels assumed in
the ES for trains were higher than are likely. Similarly, when
measured and assessed at locations along the East Suffolk
Line and Leiston branch line, effects were found to be lower
than had been set out in the Application.
1.1.9.    Overall, the Application is now considered to overestimate the likely effects of railway noise and vibration and
it can be considered robust in terms of its findings.
1.1.10.   Average and maximum noise and vibration levels
over daytime and night-time periods were assessed against
criteria derived from national and international noise guidance,
equating to policy thresholds. For railway operations, maximum
sound levels were found to be the key indicators of potential
impact; increasing the number of trains will increase the
number of these maximum events per night, but the findings
set out in the Application will not materially change. Where
adverse effects were identified in the Application, these will
remain. Where no adverse effects were identified in the
Application, these will also not change.
1.1.11.    The average indicators of effect, which are
daytime and night-time LAeq values for airborne noise and
Vibration Dose Values (VDVs) for ground-borne vibration are
expected to change as a result of the additional trains, but
only by a small amount. A change from five train movements
per night to seven train movements per night is expected
to increase the night-time LAeq noise level by 1.5dB and an
increase of less than 10% in the night-time VDV.

trains and consequential processing activities. The provisions
of the Noise Mitigation Scheme (Doc Ref. 6.3) will also apply
where eligible properties are identified.
1.1.15.   Further consideration has been given to the potential
impact on Pro Corda, the only high sensitivity receptor within
the study area. Additional trains could adversely affect this
receptor in a way not reflected in the noise levels themselves
as Pro Corda clientele are sensitive to noise character as much
as level. Additional trains are not expected to alter the assessed
effects at Pro Corda, however, further work will be undertaken
in conjunction with them to identify the potential impact on
their operations.
ii.

Assessment of the reduction in Heavy Goods
Vehicle (HGV) movements

1.1.16.    The benefit in terms of fewer HGVs on the road
network from the additional train movements is expected
to lead to a reduction in road traffic noise of up to 1 to
1.5dB relative to the values set out in the Application along
the routes anticipated to take the majority of Sizewell C
Project traffic – namely the Sizewell link road and the A12,
including the two village bypass. This reduction could reduce
the impact categories identified in the Application at some
locations. If the additional trains were to be combined
with the marine options, greater reductions of up to
approximately 4.5dB could occur, relative to the outcomes in
the Application.
b) Next steps and further assessment

1.1.12.   On this basis, the average indicators of impact are
not expected to materially change, although some shifting
of impact categories is possible where particular receptors
previously lay just below a threshold value. However, no new
significant adverse effects will be identified, since any receptors
that are close enough to the railway line for the average
indicators to suggest a new significant adverse effect will be
affected to a greater degree by maximum noise levels, both
airborne and ground-borne, and a significant adverse effect
will already be identified in the Application.

1.1.17.    The changes to the potential noise and vibration
levels as a result of the additional trains will be assessed
using the same approach set out in the Application, taking
into account the findings of the work undertaken since the
Application was submitted. The assessment methods that
will be updated are the assessment of ground-borne noise,
which will now include low frequency airborne sound, and a
better understanding of airborne noise source terms.

1.1.13.    The noise generated by the unloading of the
trains at their destination, both in terms of unloading
activities and the need for shunting movements, will require
reassessment to take account of the activities associated
with the additional trains.

1.1.18.    The modelling will be updated to account for the
additional trains, taking account of 16 hour daytime and 8
hour night-time airborne noise levels and VDVs as well as
short-duration maximum sound levels. The noise contour
plots contained in Appendix 4B of Volume 9 Chapter 4 of
the ES will be updated.

1.1.14.    Notwithstanding any potential changes to the
level of activity at the site associated with additional trains,
the Code of Construction Practice (CoCP) (Doc Ref. 8.11)
will remain the primary monitoring and control mechanism
once the works are underway. The thresholds set out in that
document remain the same, irrespective of the number of

1.1.19.    The potential benefit of reducing the number
of HGVs on the road network will be fully considered, as a
result of the additional train movements in isolation and in
conjunction with the potential to increase marine transport
through an additional marine facility to demonstrate the
combined improvement in noise levels, where appropriate.
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1.1.20.    Discussions with Pro Corda will continue so that
the potential impact on their operations is fully considered,
and mitigated as appropriate.
1.1.21.    Although not necessarily associated with the
assessment of these changes, work will continue on the Rail
Noise Mitigation Strategy and the Noise Mitigation Scheme
in consultation with ESC and SCC, to further develop the
mitigation proposals for the project.
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APPENDIX 2 ADDITIONAL
PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL
INFORMATION ON THE FREIGHT
MANAGEMENT STRATEGY – BEACH
LANDING FACILITY OPTIONS
1.1

Introduction

1.1.1
The information in this appendix expands upon
the information presented in Table 3.7 in Chapter 3 of this
consultation document in relation to the impact of the
proposed Beach Landing Facility (BLF) options on coastal
geomorphology and hydrodynamics, and on marine ecology
and fisheries.

1.2

Coastal Geomorphology
and Hydrodynamics

[With reference to Volume 2 Chapter 20 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
a)

Baseline

1.2.1
The baseline presented in the ES enveloped the
extent of the area that has the potential to be impacted by the
enhanced permanent BLF and temporary BLF Options 1 to 4,
and there is therefore no change to the baseline environment.
1.2.2
The two receptors of concern which have the
potential to be impacted by the proposed options include a
mixed shingle and sand beach/shoreline and the inner and
outer shore-parallel, sandy, longshore bars.
1.2.3
Tidal currents are weak and reversing on this part
of the coast. Bed shear stresses under waves will be high
during storms, for example when waves are breaking on
the longshore bars and the beach. During such times, sandy
sediments will move along the longshore bars primarily as
suspended load, whilst sediments on the subaerial beach
will be transported in the swash zone. Net transport rates
at Sizewell are very low and directed to the south as a result
of a slight dominance in the sediment transport potential of
storms from the north compared to the south.

b) Updated environmental assessment
of the options
1.2.4
The ES submitted with the Application concluded
that no significant effects would arise from the construction,
presence and use of the permanent BLF. The greatest
effect would arise from navigational dredging, which was
classified as minor and not significant. The most important
impacts were from elevated bed shear stress from waves as
they propagate across the topography which would be reprofiled for safe vessel access and barge grounding, rather
than the dredging activity itself. Although the impacts
would be short-lived due to infilling of the dredged areas,
this would mean regular, albeit small-scale, dredging would
be required to maintain access.
1.2.5
The impact from heavy plant of the beach, the BLF
installation, piling, the presence of piles, barge grounding and
increased vessel traffic are not predicted to have significant effects.
i.

Structure and presence of the enhanced
permanent BLF and temporary BLF options

1.2.6
The enhanced permanent BLF and design for
Option 1 would include open piled structures. These would
be transmissive and would result in similar patterns of
altered bed shear stress (small increases and decreases) to
that reported in the ES and are not expected to change
the significance of the effect. As the new temporary BLF
is likely to be around 200m to the south of the existing or
enhanced permanent BLF (dependent on exact placing with
the construction parameter zone), this would be of sufficient
distance that a cumulative effect would be unlikely to occur
(when the BLF and temporary BLF are not in use).
1.2.7
The grillage that would be used for the enhance
design and Option 1 would cover an area of approximately
100 m x 30 m. The grillage is likely to stand proud of the
bed by up to a metre, and therefore would initially slow sand
transport until sufficient sediment had accumulated along
its sides. This would not amount to a blockage to transport
because sand generally travels in suspension (especially during
storms) and so would easily move over it. However, the grillage
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Option 2 would be similar to Option 1, but the
1.2.8
T-head option for Option 2 may require more dense piling
which could affect the stability of the outer longshore
bar, with potential knock-on effects for the shoreline.
Further modelling and assessment work would be required
to understand the level of impact. There is no grillage
associated with Option 2 and therefore no associated effect.

the seaward end of the grounding pocket. This may lead to
localised changes in the shape of the bar. When combined
with wider outer bar dredging (300 m), the alongshore
extent of the change in bed shear stress is expected to
increase from 410 m in the original design up to 1100 m.
For Options 1 and 2 when combined with the dredge (clip)
over a 600 m length of the bar, the alongshore extent of the
change in bed shear stress is expected to be approximately
2 km. However, despite the large extent for both of these
options, the magnitude of change is likely to be very small
(no more than 4% increase) compared to the typical baseline
values on the inner bar, as described in the ES.

1.2.9
Option 3 is similar to Options 1 and 2, but in
addition there would be two rectangular Self-elevating
Platforms (SEPs). The open piled BLF deck would have a pile
spacing of 12.5m, whilst the SEPs are likely to have a larger
spacing (> 30 m), meaning that they would be similarly, or
indeed more, transmissive. There is no grillage associated
with Option 3 and therefore no associated effect.

1.2.14 For Option 3, barge grounding and dredging of
the grounding pocket are not required, due to the longer
BLF terminating in deeper water. However, dredging would
be required for two overlapping barge turning circles and
navigational access, estimated to be 350 m – 400 m along
the outer longshore bar wherever the bar elevation exceeds
-3 m ODN.

1.2.10 The design for Option 4 is again similar except
for the use of additional SEPs compared with Option 3
to extend the deck 300 m further seaward into deeper
water beyond the longshore bars, so would similarly be
transmissive. The SEP piles further offshore are unlikely to
exhibit any detectable impacts at the shoreline.

1.2.15 As previous modelling of impacts due to bed
reprofiling explored the combined grounding pocket and
longshore bar dredging (because the two were required
simultaneously), there is presently no modelling to consider
bar dredging only. Therefore, a conservative case is used
here by applying the effect of both to the longer temporary
BLF. As the dredge areas are further from shore, the extents
are likely to be larger, but the area of frontage experiencing
increased bed shear stress may be less due to the greater
distance from shore.

could locally affect the elevation of both longshore bars and
combine with, or counter, dredging effects. Minor changes
are expected close to both BLFs due to the grillage and the
grounding pocket.

ii.

Dredging

1.2.11 The most significant effect of the permanent
BLF design in the Application was expected to be caused
when it is in use (due to its effect on bed shear stress
from the reprofiled bed for the barge grounding pocket
and navigation access). As the enhanced permanent BLF
would be longer, a further 15m of the outer longshore bar
would need to be dredged to accommodate the grounding.
Around half of the grounding pocket would require shallow
(10 – 20 cm) or no dredging, whilst the deepest point would
be expected to be around 2 m deep at its seaward extent.
The barge turning-circle would also require dredging of any
areas of the outer longshore bar (over a 300m distance) that
are shallower than -3 m ODN, compared to the assessment
in the ES which had dredging along a 61 m wide strip.
1.2.12 Options 1 and 2 would have a similar effect
but over a wider area. The total dredging area with the
permanent BLF and temporary BLF in operation would be up
to approximately 600 m long when both BLFs are in use.
1.2.13 The extension of the dredging pocket further, and
deeper, into the outer longshore bar could result in higher
bed shear stresses (the pressure the moving water exerts
on the sediment, leading to sediment movement) toward
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1.2.16 Using these conservative assumptions, the
alongshore extent of the change in bed shear stress would
be expected to extend up to 2 km. Modelling of this design
may show a lesser extent in terms of area affected. Similar
to the other options, the magnitude of change is likely to
be very small (no more than 4%) compared to the typical
baseline values on the inner bar, as described in the ES.
1.2.17 A cumulative effect is expected if the original or
enhanced permanent BLF and a temporary BLF option are
in use simultaneously, as the navigational dredging areas
would intersect. Cumulative effects will be assessed through
numerical modelling. As a result, a minor impact on the
inshore waves and subsequent small changes on the beach
may occur.
1.2.18 Option 4 does not require barge grounding,
dredging a grounding pocket or dredging for access due to
the longer temporary BLF terminating in much deeper water,
seaward of the outer longshore bar. However, the dredging
and grounding requirements would still remain for the
original or enhanced permanent BLF.

1.2.19 With no dredging requirement, the spatial
footprint of increased bed shear stress from Option 4
would be almost the same in-use and not in-use, and with
a smaller footprint, the potential for a cumulative effect
between the original or enhanced permanent BLF and
Option 4 is reduced, however, this will be confirmed by
scour assessment and numerical modelling in which both
structures are present, and so will be accounted for.

1.2.23 The number of barges associated with Option 1 is
expected to be around 70 per year and would give rise to a
combined total of up to 170 groundings at the permanent
BLF and temporary BLF. The increase in the number and
duration of groundings would lead to more persistent and
potentially larger scour pits as there would be less time to
recover. Three impact types are likely from persistent, larger
and deeper scour pits that were not assessed in the ES:

iii. Dredging method

• direct impacts to the longshore bar receptors by way of
eight scour pits and four deposition zones (for both the
permanent BLF and temporary facility, affecting around
600 m of frontage; based on bed shear stress predictions);

1.2.20 For the enhanced permanent BLF and Options
1 to 3 where dredging is required, dredging may use
a plough or backhoe method. The effects of plough
dredging are considered in the ES. Backhoe dredging was
not specified or assessed. As backhoe dredging (a pontoon
barge with long reach excavator) would involve physical
lifting and removal of sediment through the water column
and onto a barge, it would:
• result in increased levels of sediment in suspension;
• need assessment for dumping in the designated spoil
ground; and
• result in a net loss of sand from the longshore transport
system (unless deposited on the bars nearby).
1.2.21 If sediment is likely to be removed from the system,
modelling would be undertaken to assess the likely effects of
extraction. This could result in a moderate significant effect.
iv. Operation of the enhanced permanent
BLF and temporary BLF options during the
construction phase
1.2.22 The number of barges would increase from around
50 per year to around 100 per year for the enhanced
permanent BLF. The assessment in the ES for docked barges
was negligible (not significant) based partly on the number
of barges per season and the ability of the longshore bars to
rapidly recover to any small-scale scour on intervening tides.
Increasing the frequency of barge presence over a longer
period could lead to more persistent depressions in the
bars during the April – October season (for around 300 m
of frontage based on existing bed shear stress maps) in the
absence of waves (which would lead to recovery). Although
a more persistent impact to one, or both, longshore bar
receptors could arise, it is unlikely to affect the adjacent
coast as it would only be briefly affected during the onset
of storms as they would lead to rapidly infill of scour
depressions. Consequently, a similar but more persistent
impact to that reported in the ES is likely but would not be
considered significant.

• short-lived indirect effects on the beach during all or part
of the first storm (short-lived because pits would rapidly
infill); and
• potential sediment draw-down from the subaerial
beach into the landward scour pits if they reached an
equilibrium (unlikely for options with lesser barges
of barges further from shore) deep enough (or close
enough) to exceed the angle of repose.
1.2.24 As a result, moderate effects could occur under
Option 1, including the effects on the integrity of the
longshore bars, subject to modelling and further assessment.
1.2.25 So long as bars recover during storms, any indirect
effect on the shoreline would be short lived, as such effects
would only occur during storms, which themselves would lead
to infilling and bar restoration. Consequently, a similar but
more persistent, larger extent impact to that reported in the ES
is likely if bar integrity is retained, giving a likely minor effect.
1.2.26 For Options 2 and 3, although the barges would
individually have a lesser impact because they do not ground
and fully block the tide, this would be countered by the
larger number of barges docking per year being up to 100
and 400, respectively. Therefore, impacts are likely to be
similar to Option 1, but potentially less significant.
1.2.27 Although the number of barge dockings is large for
Option 4 (460 in the campaign period), the barge alignment
into the tidal current combined with the greater water depth
(-6.5 m to -7 m ODN at mid-tide) will minimise the disruption
to the flow and any potential for bed scour. Assessment using
the proposed vessels would be conducted as part of the final
assessment – this would need to include the fact that vessels
would be docked at the pier more-or-less continuously during
summer months. However, the effect of the operations of
Option 4 is not likely to be significant.
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1.3

Marine Ecology and Fisheries

[With reference to Volume 2 Chapter 22 of the ES (Doc Ref. 6.3)]
a)

Updated environmental assessment
of the options

i.

Enhanced permanent BLF

Marine ecology
1.3.1
The enhanced permanent BLF would require an
increased dredge area and depth due to the grounding
pocket being located on the longshore bar. A higher
volume of sediment will be redistributed, possibly elevating
instantaneous suspended sediment concentration (SSC)
above the background level over a larger area. The
frequency of maintenance dredging is assumed to be the
same as for the original BLF (as proposed in the Application)
and, therefore, SSC would likely return to background levels
several days after dredging activity ceases.
1.3.2
An additional 10 piles would be installed for the
enhanced permanent BLF, as well as additional piles as part
of a grillage to land barges on, so there would be additional
noise and vibration. Assuming the same approach for the
installation (soft start, 5 piles per day and no concurrent
piling) there would be an increase in the duration of the
piling activity (a few additional days), which remains a
short-term activity. Effects are anticipated to be of similar
magnitude as previously assessed but the extra piles are in
deeper water where sound propagation is greater.
1.3.3
Sediment disturbance and habitat change due to
navigational dredging would occur over a greater extent
compared to the original BLF - a potential increase from 1
ha to up to 7 ha. The activity therefore shows a substantial
increase in extent compared to the original BLF as assessed
in the ES, but this remains small at the scale of the Greater
Sizewell Bay (GSB). Plough dredging would redistribute the
sediment locally to a depth of >0.5 m. Repeat dredging
would potentially coarsen the sediment but only from one
sand sub-class to another. Backhoe dredging would extract
the sediment and could lead to greater habitat changes if
sediment is removed and deposited elsewhere.
1.3.4
The loss of benthos would increase in proportion
with the dredge footprint. However, as the footprint
remains small and the same broad benthic invertebrate
community is distributed throughout the GSB, there would
be no change to the assessment if plough dredging is used.
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1.3.5
The additional piles would increase the surface area
available for the colonisation of Non-indigenous Species
(NIS) by <0.1 ha. The grillage could potentially have a similar
effect, though this would be limited by sediment deposition
onto the grillage and physical disturbance caused by contact
with barges. However, the total surface area provided by
the revised total number of BLF piles would remain less than
the Marine Evidence-Based Sensitivity Assessment (MEBSA)
pressure benchmark for NIS colonisation (which is 1 ha).
Increased dredging (and associated changes to
1.3.6
bathymetry), additional piles and an increase in the number
of barge visits per year (from 50 to 100) could lead to
greater changes in wave exposure compared to the original
BLF as assessed in the Application. The additional dredging
and number of piles would also lead to increased scouring
of the seabed. However, the piled structure is still considered
to be transmissive and would result in similar patterns of
altered bed shear stress to the original BLF (small increases
and decreases). Lowering of the bar would likely have a
subtle effect on shear stress. As with the original BLF, only
one barge would be moored at a time, implying a similar
impact on water flow.
1.3.7
The benthic invertebrate communities that
would be exposed to changes in wave exposure and scour
are widely distributed within the GSB, have high natural
variability and are, therefore, not sensitive to this pressure.
1.3.8
All predicted impacts from the enhanced
permanent BLF are expected to be within the bounds of the
original BLF assessment presented in the ES.
Commercial and recreational fisheries
1.3.9
Construction works and safety buffer zones
around offshore infrastructure such as the BLF have
the potential to restrict access to fishing grounds. The
installation of offshore infrastructure hierarchical safety
buffer zones of 250m to 500m (depending on the
activity and stage of construction) would likely be applied
surrounding construction vessels. Access to sections of the
beach may be restricted for safety reasons. Safety buffer
zones would result in localised, restricted access for beachlaunched commercial vessels and beach anglers.
1.3.10 The extension to enhance the permanent BLF
marginally reduces the fishing area and access, but these
remain as minor adverse effects on some of the fisheries
activities occurring in the GSB (Netters, Potters, Long-liners,
Otter trawlers). These are not significant and are the same as
the original ES assessment.

ii.

Temporary BLF options

Marine ecology
1.3.11 The design of the temporary BLFs vary slightly but
have similar constituent parts. All options have either 22 or
24 piles (plus fenders and dolphins) and the environmental
effects can be considered the same for all options. Impacts
from the legs of the elevated platform are considered a
negligible addition to the piled BLF. The amount of dredging
required varies but is greatest for Option 1 and only Option
1 requires grillage. Vessel movements increase from Option
1 through to Option 4. The worst case of each impact is
considered hereafter.
1.3.12 The addition of the southern pier would require
additional dredging as the inner and outer longshore
bar would need to be dredged for a grounding pocket,
and the outer longshore bar would be clipped to -3 m
ODN for a 300 m length, adjoining to the 300 m for the
enhanced permanent BLF. That is, the amount of dredging
and associated sediment suspension could approximately
double in comparison to the enhanced permanent BLF
alone and could more than double in comparison to the
original BLF as proposed in the Application. The level of
sediment deposition is expected to be similar to, but in
excess of, that assessed for the permanent BLF as part of
the Application. Effects of dredging and sedimentation on
marine fauna are anticipated to remain the same.
1.3.13 The design of the temporary BLF is the similar
to that of the enhanced permanent BLF, meaning up to
an additional 24 piles (plus fenders and dolphins where
required) and grillage (Option 1) would be installed within
the southern location. Assuming the same approach for the
installation (soft start, 5 piles per day and no concurrent
piling) there would be an increase in the duration of the
piling activity from approximately five to ten days, which
remains a short-term activity.

1.3.16 The additional piles of the southern pier and the
grillage (Option 1 only) would result in a change in seabed
type but only cover a relatively small area of the seabed
at the scale of the GSB. The additional piles and grillage
(Option 1) would also increase the surface area available
for the colonisation of NIS but by <0.1ha. The total surface
area provided by both sets of BLF piles and grillages would
remain less than the MEBSA pressure benchmark for
colonisation (1ha).
1.3.17 Increased dredging (and associated changes to
bathymetry), additional piles and an increase in the number
of barge visits per year (from 50 to 460 (greatest for
Option 4)) could lead to greater changes in wave exposure
compared to the original BLF. The number and diameter of
piles for the temporary BLF would be the same as, but in
addition to, the enhanced permanent BLF. These changes
would, in turn, lead to scouring of the seabed and increased
wave exposure.
1.3.18 All predicted impacts from the enhanced
permanent BLF are expected to be within the bounds of
the original BLF assessment presented in the ES, with the
possible exception of impacts from scour/wave exposure
and increase in NIS which could increase from negligible to
minor adverse (not significant).
Commercial and recreational fisheries
1.3.19 The construction and use of a new temporary BLF
marginally reduces the fishing area and access, but these
remain as minor adverse effects on some of the fisheries
activities occurring in the GSB (Netters, Potters, Long-liners,
Otter trawlers). These are not significant and are the same as
the original ES assessment.

1.3.14 The duration of the additional dredging activity is
expected to be extended by up to a few days during each
navigational dredging campaign, which remains a short-lived
activity, although multiple dredging events per campaign are
predicted during construction.
1.3.15 For deliveries where grounding is required (Option
1), the number of barges on the temporary BLF is expected
to be around 70 per year, double that of the enhanced
permanent BLF and four times that assessed in the ES. This
gives a total of around 300 groundings at the permanent
BLF and temporary BLF, compared to 50 in the ES (largest
for Option 1).
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APPENDIX 3
Updated Sizewell link road masterplan - Area 1
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Updated Sizewell link road masterplan - Area 2
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Updated Sizewell link road masterplan - Area 3
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Updated Sizewell link road masterplan - Area 4
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Updated Sizewell link road masterplan - Area 5
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Updated Sizewell link road masterplan - Area 6
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ABBREVIATIONS
Abbreviation

Term

AIL

Abnormal Invisible Loads

ALC

Agricultural Land Classification

AONB

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

BMV

Best and Most Versatile

DCO

Development Consent Order

DMS

Delivery Management System

ES

Environmental Statement

ESC

East Suffolk Council

FCA

Floodplain Compensation Area

FMF

Freight Management Facility

FRA

Flood Risk Assessment

GSB

Greater Sizewell Bay

HCDF

Hard Coastal Defence Feature

HGV

Heavy Goods Vehicle

ICCI

In-combination Climate Impacts

IDB

Integrated Drainage Board

km

Kilometre

kW

Kilowatt

LCT

Landscape Character Type

LEEIE

Land to the East of Eastlands Industrial Estate

LGV

Light Goods Vehicle

LOAEL

Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level

LVIA

Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment

m

Metre

m2

Metre squared

MEBSA

Marine Evidence-Based Sensitivity Assessment

MW

Megawatt

NIS

Non-indigenous Species

NPS

National Policy Statement

NPS EN-1

Overarching National Policy Statement for Energy (EN-1)

NPS EN-6

National Policy Statement for Nuclear Power Generation (EN-6)

NSIP

Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project

PEI

Preliminary Environmental Information

PRoW

Public Right of Way

SAC

Special Area of Conservation

SCC

Suffolk County Council

SCDC

Suffolk Coastal District Council

SCT

Seascape Character Type
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Abbreviation

Term

SEP

Self-elevating Platform

SMP

Soil Management Plan

SOAEL

Significant Observed Adverse Effect Level

SoCC

Statement of Community Consultation

SPA

Suspended Particulate Matter/Special Protection Area (as appropriate in
context)

SSSI

Site of Special Scientific Interest

TCA

Temporary Construction Area

TIMA

Traffic Incident Management Area

UK

United Kingdom

UK EPR™

United Kingdom European Pressurised Reactor

ZTV

Zone of Theoretical Visibility
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DEFINED TERMS
Term

Definition

Abnormal Indivisible Loads

An AIL is defined as a load that cannot, without undue expense or risk of damage, be divided into two or more loads
for the purpose of being carried on a road and that owing to its dimensions and/or weight, cannot be carried on a
vehicle complying with the Road Vehicles (Construction and Use) Regulations 1986 (C&U)

Aldhurst Farm habitat creation

Land on which a habitat creation scheme has been created to help compensate for any future land-take from the Sizewell
Marshes SSSI should Sizewell C be constructed. This land extends from the B1122 Abbey Road in Leiston to Lover’s Lane.
Permission was granted for the scheme in March 2015 and it has now been created.

Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty

AONBs were formally designated under the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 to protect
areas of the countryside of high scenic quality that cannot be selected for National Park status due to their lack of
opportunities for outdoor recreation (an essential objective of National Parks). Further information on AONBs can
be found at www.aonb.org.uk

Associated Development

Development which is associated with a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP), as defined in the Planning Act
2008. It should be subordinate to and necessary for the construction and/or the effective operation of the NSIP that is
subject of the application.

Baseline

The environmental conditions, resources and receptors that currently exist on the site and in the surrounding area.

Beach Landing Facility

The permanent facility to allow AILs to be brought to Sizewell C by sea during operation or construction.

Construction phase

The period during which the contractor must complete construction, subject to the conditions of the contract.

Decommissioning

At the end of its operational life, the power station buildings, other than the Interim Spent Fuel Store (ISFS) and
the Intermediate Level Waste (ILW) building, would be removed. The process that is required to do this is known as
decommissioning.

Delivery Management System

Measures put in place to control the flow of HGV movements to and from the main development site.

Development Consent Order

A DCO is the form in which the Secretary of State grants consent for development applied for under the Planning Act
2008. A DCO removes the need to obtain a range of other separate consents, such as planning permission and listed
building consent.

East Suffolk Council

Local planning authority for the district including Sizewell and the associated development site options

East Suffolk line

The railway line which runs hourly (Monday to Saturday and every other hour on Sundays) from Ipswich to Lowestoft
passing through Wickham Market, Saxmundham, and Darsham. Under the rail-led strategies this line will accommodate
up to five freight trains per day when the green rail route is operational. Upgrade works on this line include a passing
loop, signalling upgrades, track crossover at Saxmundham, level crossing works, and bridge strengthening works.
Under the road-led and integrated strategies this line would accommodate up to two/three freight trains per day. EDF
Energy is working with Network Rail to identify upgrades needed under the road-led and integrated strategies.

EDF Energy

The UK subsidiary of EDF Group, which is one of the world’s largest energy companies and safely operates the world’s
largest fleet of nuclear power plants

Environment Agency

A Government Agency responsible for matters relating to contaminated land, waste management, surface water drainage
and discharges, flood risk management, and water quality and has responsibility for ensuring that new nuclear power
station designs meet high environmental standards and use the Best Available Techniques (BAT) to achieve this.

Environmental Impact
Assessment

A process for predicting the effects of a proposed development on the environment that informs decision-makers in
relation to planning permissions, consents, licences and other statutory approvals, as required by European Union
Directive 2011/92/EU (which codified Directive 85/337/EEC) (the EIA Directive).

Environmental Statement

The document reporting the process and outcomes of the EIA.

Groundwater

Water occurring below ground in natural formations (typically rocks, gravels and sands).

Highways England

The Government agency responsible for Strategic Road Network (SRN).

Historic England

A Government Agency which promotes conservation and understanding of the historic environment and advises
Government on the selection of listed buildings and scheduled monuments for protection and provides grant aid for the
maintenance of historic buildings and monuments.
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Term

Definition

Interested Parties

A term taken from legislation, this refers to a person (or a group or company) who has registered to participate in the
examination.

Land east of Eastlands Industrial
Estate

Land to the east of the Eastlands Industrial Estate, which is directly north of Sizewell Halt, would be used to support
construction on the power station platform and temporary construction area.

Landscape Character

A distinct, recognisable and consistent pattern of elements in the landscape that makes one landscape different from
another, rather than better or worse.

Landscaping

A general term used for the means by which, where appropriate, development is made to fit visually into its
surroundings by control of siting and layout and use of trees, shrubs or grass (soft landscaping) and/or fences, walls or
paving (hard landscaping).

Listed Buildings

Buildings and structures which have been identified as being of special architectural or historic interest and whose
protection and maintenance are the subject of special legislation. Their curtilage and setting is also protected. Listed
building consent is required before any works can be carried out on a listed building.

Lowest Observed Adverse Effect
Level

Level above which adverse effects on health and quality of life can be detected due to increase in noise as defined in
Noise Policy Statement for England (2010).

Main Power Station Platform

The area containing the principal power station buildings including the two UK EPRTM and key ancillary buildings and
plant. At Sizewell C, this comprises the area adjacent to Sizewell B power station.

Mitigation

Measures recommended through the EIA process and applied through the regulatory approvals process to avoid, reduce
or offset significant adverse effects on the environment.

National Grid

The organisation that runs and operates the high voltage electric power transmission network in Great Britain, connecting
power stations and major sub-stations and ensuring that electricity generated anywhere in Great Britain can be used to
satisfy demand elsewhere.

National Policy Statement

Policy statements that set out the Government’s objectives for the development of nationally significant infrastructure.
They undergo a democratic process of public consultation and parliamentary scrutiny before being designated (i.e.
published). They provide the framework within which the Planning Inspectorate makes its recommendation to the
Secretary of State. The Government is currently undergoing a re-nomination process to understand whether the sites
named under EN-6 remain suitable for deployment between 2025-2035.

NNB Generation Company (SZC)
Limited

NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited, part of EDF Energy, is the Company that will be the licensee for the development
at Sizewell C. NNB stands for Nuclear New Build.

Operational Phase

The period during which Sizewell C nuclear power station is operational.

Park and ride

Associated development aiming to alleviate traffic going to and from the main development site.

Piling

The installation of bored and driven piles and the effecting of ground treatments by vibratory dynamic and other methods
of ground stabilisation.

Proposals

The works that EDF Energy is proposing to undertake as part of the Sizewell C Project. This includes all the components of
the nuclear power station itself, as well as ‘associated developed’, which are the works required to facilitate development
of the power station.

Public Access

Permitted use of land by members of the public. Access can be allowed by a variety of means including: public rights of
way (i.e. footpath, bridleway, byway); Acts of Parliament; the granting of conditional access by landowners (i.e. National
Trust); custom or tradition.

Public Rights of Way

These are designated ‘highways’ under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, which the public can use at any time.

Ramsar Site

The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance, especially as Waterfowl Habitat (1971) imposes a
requirement on the UK Government to promote the wise use of wetlands and to protect wetlands of international
importance. This includes the designation of certain areas as Ramsar Sites, where their importance for nature conservation
(especially with respect to waterfowl) and environmental sustainability meet certain criteria. Further information can be
found on the RAMSAR convention on wetlands website: www.ramsar.org
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Term

Definition

Receptor

Used to refer to human beings that may be affected by changes arising due to the development and the
socioeconomic systems on which they depend. These can be reflected individually or collectively. For example,
resident, employees, communities.

Resources

Bio-physical features or items of ‘environmental capital’. For example, species and their habitats, aquifers, access routes
and community facilities.

Sea protection and flood defence
(sea defences)

The integrated coastal protection and flood defences are a set of hard and soft engineering features designed to
safeguard the station during periods of elevated water levels on the coast (e.g. storm surges and high waves).

Significant Observed Adverse
Effect Level

Level above which significant adverse effects on health and quality of life occur due to increase in noise, as defined in
Noise Policy Statement for England (2010).

Site of Special Scientific Interest

An area designated as being of special interest by reason of any of its flora, fauna or geological or physiographical
features. SSSIs are designated by Natural England under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended) and the
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.

Sizewell A / Sizewell A power
station

The existing Sizewell A power station and associated infrastructure, located to the south of the existing Sizewell B power
station and the location of the proposed Sizewell C power station platform.

Sizewell B / Sizewell B power
station

The existing Sizewell B power station and associated infrastructure, located to the south of the location of the proposed
Sizewell C power station platform.

Sizewell C Main Development
Site

The site of the proposed nuclear power station development (the main development) and construction areas.

Sizewell C / Sizewell C power
station

The proposed power station to be located to the north of the existing Sizewell A and Sizewell B power stations.

Sizewell Halt

The nearest railhead to Sizewell nuclear power station, about one mile inland.

Special Protection Area

Designated under Article 4 of the European Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds (2009/147/EC) (i.e. the Birds
Directive) to protect the habitats of threatened and migratory birds.

Suffolk County Council

County planning authority for the land area including Sizewell and the associated development site options.

Suffolk Heritage Coast

Areas of coast that are managed to conserve their natural beauty and, where appropriate, to improve accessibility for visitors.

Surface Water

Terrestrial water bodies that are found above ground level, such as lakes, rivers and ditches, and including fresh and
inland brackish water.

UK EPR™

The third generation Pressurised Water Reactor design. It has been designed and developed mainly in France and
Germany. In Europe this reactor design was called the European Pressurised Reactor and the international name of this
reactor is Evolutionary Power Reactor, but is now referred to as EPR™.

VISSIM

Vissim is a multi-modal traffic flow simulation software package.

VISIM

Visum is a traffic analysis and forecasting software package

Water Management Zone

Zone in which surface water run-off would be attenuated, treated if required and monitored before being infiltrated back
into the groundwater system or discharged to local watercourses under a relevant water discharge permit.

Water Framework Directive

European Community Directive (2000/60/EC) on integrated river basin management. The WFD sets out environmental
objectives for water status based on: ecological and chemical parameters; common monitoring and assessment strategies;
arrangements for river basin administration and planning; and a programme of measures in order to meet the objectives.
For further detail consult the European Commission website: http://europa.eu.int
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