EDF ENERGY - SIZEWELL C - STAGE 2 PRE-APPLICATION CONSULTATION
RESPONSE FROM THEBERTON AND EASTBRIDGE PARISH COUNCIL
Introduction
Theberton is a small village of approximately 170 people and 90 houses mostly straddling the B1122.  It is about 4 miles north of the proposed Sizewell C (SZC) site.  The village has a Grade I listed thatched roof church with an unusual round tower, a village hall converted from the closed school, a caravan park and a small shop selling wild bird and other animal feeds.  The Grade II listed public house, at the centre of the village, provides facilities for local residents and tourists who visit the area to enjoy the Suffolk Heritage Coast, Suffolk Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, National Trust Dunwich Heath, Leiston Long Shop Museum and RSPB’s flagship nature reserve at Minsmere.
Eastbridge is a hamlet of around 70 people and 40 houses set in a rural landscape with a sense of unhurried calm.  It has single track lanes with no street signs, speed limits or street lighting.  The main feature of the village is its only public house, the Eel’s Foot Inn, which is enjoyed by both residents and visitors to the area.  Eastbridge is on the doorstep of RSPB Minsmere and it borders the Minsmere River which cuts through an area of important wetland known as the Minsmere Levels which forms part of the Minsmere-Walberswick Heaths and Marshes SSSI.


Both villages are chiefly agricultural and people live there for their tranquil nature, their dark skies, and their proximity to the Suffolk Heritage Coast.  The proposed development of SZC will have a devastating impact on the villages and the residents’ quality of life.  
EDF Energy continue to promote the use of the B1122 through Theberton for all the construction traffic, buses from both park and ride sites, workers’ cars and as the only emergency evacuation route.  On top of the increasing existing traffic this will overload the B1122 and create noise, pollution, vibration damage and present a danger to residents.  
Eastbridge, which is adjacent to the construction site, will suffer intolerably from the excessive accommodation campus and from the visual impact of the 35 metre high spoil heaps and borrow pits.  Both of these issues are likely to negatively affect visitor numbers to RSPB Minsmere and the surrounding AONB which attracts thousands of visitors who support much of the local economy.
There is considerable concern over the local roads and lanes surrounding the villages being over-run with ‘rat-run’ traffic, a problem that is already present and will become significantly worse should EDF Energy’s current plans be accepted.  Recent experience at Hinkley Point C (HPC) also shows that rather than use park and ride facilities, the local villages and lanes are being used as informal car parks disrupting local traffic and impacting the local residents. We need to be assured that EDF Energy will control this and such behaviour will not be tolerated during any SZC development.
Theberton and Eastbridge Parish Council are not against the proposed development of SZC but believe it is vital to protect the special and unique nature of the area.  EDF Energy have not yet proposed any mitigation, compensatory action or expenditure to minimise the considerable burden placed on the residents of Theberton and Eastbridge during the 10-12 year construction period.  The vast development of SZC can only be justifiable if it is offset by a generous package of community measures. The current proposals do not demonstrate that the impacts on the communities around SZC will be outweighed by the benefits.
1
Sizewell C Proposals: Overall
1.1
In the 4 years since the Stage 1 Consultation, there has been much discussion on the appropriateness of this site for what will be the largest construction project in Europe.
1.2
The huge impact of construction traffic, the noise, light and air pollution and the influx of up to 5,600 workers, will bring enormous pressure on local residents, visitors and services such as health facilities.  The site is in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty on the Suffolk Heritage Coast, next to Minsmere Nature Reserve, the flagship of the RSPB, which forms part of the Minsmere and Walberswick Heaths and Marshes Site of Special Scientific Interest and is of huge importance for tourism.  The construction, lasting 10 to 12, or maybe longer, will have a devastating effect on this Suffolk Heritage Coast for many years to come.  One could also argue the sensibility of placing two nuclear reactors on the edge of this very vulnerable coastline.
1.3
In the light of the above, the overall view is that, if it is going to happen, the Parish Council is totally opposed to EDF Energy’s current construction proposals for the siting and size of the associated development, particularly the accommodation for 2,400 workers on the edge of Eastbridge, the introduction of ‘borrow pits’ and a huge 12 storey high spoil heap even closer to Eastbridge.  Also, the use of the B1122 as the only means of access and emergency evacuation is totally impractical and unacceptable. 
1.4
A major weakness of the Stage 2 consultation document is that nowhere is the cumulative impact of all the processes brought together so a proper evaluation can be made and informed responses to the consultation questionnaire be given.
1.5
We understand and hope that there will be job opportunities for local people, availability of youth training, and opportunities for local businesses through EDF Energy’s supply chain.  However, because of the lack of detailed information on many aspects of the construction proposals, we are not convinced that the benefits of EDF Energy’s current proposals are greater than the impacts on our local communities and infrastructure.
2
Main Development Site: Environment
2.1
The use of 140 hectares of land within an AONB for a construction compound is grossly excessive, particularly when one considers that only 30 hectares were required for the building of Sizewell B.  The preferred option for temporary accommodation for 2,400 workers on the edge of Eastbridge would cause huge problems both socially and environmentally, given the noise, light and air pollution.  Again, as at Stage 1, EDF Energy fail to show the proximity of Eastbridge and Theberton on their Construction Masterplan (Fig. 7.27).
2.2
Given the sensitivity of the coastline both inland and seaward, we have been unimpressed at the paucity of detail regarding the possible, or probable, environmental impact provided at this second stage of consultation.  Such information, as is provided, is dispersed almost randomly throughout the main document and is most difficult to access in the absence of any index and without any significant attempt at internal cross-reference.
2.3
Ash Wood is important for bats as is the whole area but no detail is given for compensation habitat or reducing the impact.  There are  general statements such as that ‘this would be subject to appropriate monitoring and contingency arrangements’ or that ‘there is a potential for an effect on surface water flows which will need to be mitigated through detailed design’.
2.4
We believe that the impact for the Minsmere coastal frontage, the inland drains, ground water systems and the functioning of the Minsmere sluice are of major concern, particularly during the construction phase but also during the many years that the station will be in place, both whilst operational and also subsequently in decommissioning.
2.5
The second stage consultation document claims minimal to no impact on the Minsmere coastal frontage, thus maintaining a position of insisting that any changes in this very dynamic coastline will be due to natural processes rather than the development.
2.6
Whilst this may be true for the existing 4-5m sacrificial dune above the shingle beach, once this is breached, the new site protection features could considerably accelerate the natural embayment processes to the north of the site.  No evaluation seems to be made regarding this eventuality.
2.7
The species rich grassland along the length of the SZC frontage is going to be destroyed. What are the plans to mitigate and compensate for this impact?
2.8
Close to 6 hectares of Sizewell Marshes SSSI will be lost forever to the 55 hectare SZC station platform development and site development activities, such as moving the Sizewell Drain, will damage further areas of the SSSI.  The Aldhurst Site Habitat Creation site, whilst welcome, cannot in anyway be considered as adequate mitigation for the loss of 6 hectares of SSSI at Sizewell.
2.9
Appropriate mitigation needs to be provided for this loss and for additional damage that will be caused to the SSSI during works to establish the SZC platform, creating a bridge across the SSSI and moving the Sizewell Drain.
2.10
The construction development area will consist of 91 hectares of permeable, semi-permeable and hard standing.  Water Management Zones (WMZ) will be used to divert and hold rainwater ‘run-off’ from the site.  There is great potential for water in the WMZs to be polluted from development site workings.  It is essential that water reaching the surrounding SSSI is treated in an appropriate Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) and free from any site pollution.


2.11
The Stage 2 consultation document indicates it is intended to pump both treated foul water from the accommodation site and other on-site facilities along with any ‘excess run off’, collected in WMZs, from the main construction site into the sea through temporary facilities and eventually via the ‘fish return’ (FR) outlet ~300 metres from the shoreline.  The WWTP and pumped facilities will not be available for a considerable amount of time after development starts.  No indication is given about how water from the WMZs will be managed and treated prior to the WWTP and pumped facilities being available.
2.12
It is essential that the cumulative impact of the SZC development on the Minsmere Levels and Sizewell Marshes SSSI is set out well in advance of the Stage 3 consultation, with the evidence underpinning these judgements properly documented.

2.13
We believe it is essential that a properly researched baseline water level map for both the Sizewell marshes and the Minsmere Levels south of the Minsmere New Cut is produced.  These need to show annual variations throughout the year based on at least 5 years of historic data and have comprehensive flow rates through the corridor where the Sizewell Marshes drain into the Minsmere Levels to the north of the proposed site for the SSSI crossing bridges/causeway.

2.14
We also believe it is essential that a properly researched baseline water level map for the area stretching west to east from the entrance at the B1122 to the SSSI crossing and north to south from the borrow pits to the ‘green line’ rail corridor bordering the Sizewell marshes.  This map needs to clearly present the range of scenarios that the development site could be faced with until such time as the development site is fully restored.
2.15
Actual data must continue to be collected during the development, into the operational and later to the decommissioning stages of SZC which can then be compared to the predictions to ascertain whether SZC has impacted the expected behaviour of the landscape and trigger mitigation by EDF Energy.

2.16
On the basis of these models and the potential disturbance relative to the baseline, EDF Energy should also be explicit about their capability to mitigate should the actual changes deviate significantly from the baseline.
2.17
There is no mention in the consultation document regarding supply and usage of potable water or other abstracted water for use during the construction or onwards into operation of the site.  It has been estimated that the accommodation site alone will require 250 m3 per day and no estimate or indication of the additional requirement for construction activities such as concrete batching plant are given.  In production the two power stations will need about 1,600 m3 per day, although why this cannot be reduced in what should be closed loop cooling circuits is a surprise and a disappointment given the technologies available today for recycling water.  The only open loop is that of sea water intake and output.
2.18
Suffolk Coastal District Council have recently approved a significant set of new housing developments in Leiston which will put added pressure on the potable water supply in the area.  To have a significant short and long term addition to requirements for potable water from the local supply has to be demonstrated as both available and not detrimental to the overall water supply situation as clearly stated in EN1 5.15.3. 

2.19
Regarding water requirements through both the development and operational phases, this is a significant omission in the Stage 2 consultation document.  It was also clearly omitted from the Stage 1 consultation and needs to be addressed, considering this area is known as one of the driest areas in the UK.

2.20
A full breakdown of water requirements for all stages of construction and operation over time must be provided at the Stage 3 consultation, along with proportions that will come from direct water abstraction licenses, together with locations, and from mains water supplied by Essex and Suffolk Water.
3
Main Development Site: New Access Road Crossing SSSI 
3.1
Due to the expansion of the SZC platform, the Leiston Beck and Sizewell Drain will be redirected to a single channel to access the Leiston Drain that connects this area to the Minsmere Sluice.
3.2
Any causeway crossing the ‘neck’ of the Sizewell Marshes and Minsmere SSSI sites will compress the underlying material and effectively block the natural hydrological flow between these two areas.

3.3
The two bridge designs will offer least disturbance to the natural hydrology and Option 3 offers the least disturbance overall and is preferred.

3.4
Bridges would also allow the early restoration of the access from Kenton Hills to Sizewell and Minsmere beach frontage whereas causeways would close this access for the estimated 12 year term of the development.
4
Main Development Site: Managing Construction Materials
4.1
This is a new introduction at Stage 2 of borrow pits and spoil heaps up to 35 metres high (12 storeys) very close to the village of Eastbridge.  We are against all the options, as they are all likely to cause air, water, noise, light and ground pollution.  This area is mainly made up of soft sandy soil, which, in high winds is liable to be blown around. 
4.2
35 hectares are proposed for the borrow pits and spoil management within the AONB and Special Protection Area.  As the borrow pits penetrate the secondary aquifer, they will need to be pumped our regularly during their open lifetime.  One WMZ is situated to the north of the borrow pits but without any potential for intervention to manage polluted water.  Natural drainage and water flow is to the north and thus poses a significant pollution risk to the Minsmere Levels SSSI.

4.3
There is significant potential for the borrow pit back-fill materials, including highly acidic peat from Sizewell Marshes SSSI, to introduce pollutants to the secondary aquifer and consequently the local waterways that form part of RSPB Minsmere and Minsmere Levels SSSI in the decades after the pits are filled and closed.

4.4
The borrow pits are very close to the Marsh Harrier fields being developed and, as a consequence, noise and light pollution from the development are likely to disturb the feeding and breeding patterns for this protected species and other nesting species in the Minsmere Reserve.

4.5
We find the borrow pits to be wholly unacceptable as a part of this development. Construction materials should be sourced from existing sand and gravel resources and brought to site by rail or sea.  Spoil should be removed from the site by rail or sea to a location that requires such materials, like RSPB Wallasea Island.

4.6
The locations of fields 1 to 3 are too close to Eastbridge and Minsmere and the prospect of a crossing of the Eastbridge Road from field 1 is unconscionable.  The hedging along Eastbridge Road is an excellent example of old hedging with larger oak trees and any damage to such an environment must be avoided.

4.7
Likewise field 2 moves the northern boundary of the site closer to Eastbridge, effectively completing the surrounding of The Round House and must be rejected. 

4.8
If we are forced to have any of these options, then fields 3 and 4 represent the least worst of the three options, but still have detrimental effects for bats in Ash Wood and are close to Marsh Harrier fields.  In reality no borrow pits should be created at the development site.

4.9
If any fields are used, plans need to be developed to monitor groundwater seepage from the pits once they are back-filled to ensure no pollution is caused by leachate from the buried materials.  Plans for mitigation, should any pollution be detected, need to be specified in any future consultation.

4.10
15 hectares of spoil heaps and extracted sand and gravel resources are proposed.  These heaps are to be between 20 and 35 metres high at their maximum and the heaps will be on site for up to 8 years in total.  The heaps will be visible for most of the development time from Eastbridge, Minsmere and Dunwich Heath and most of the Public Rights of Way that criss-cross the area to the north.

4.11
With prevailing winds from the south west, the natural travel for dust and sand pollution will be directly across the Minsmere Levels SSSI, on into the RSPB Minsmere nature reserve and onwards to the National Trust Dunwich Heath property, threatening wildlife on the Minsmere Levels and Reserve.

4.12
There are no proposals as to how sand and dust will be contained and prevented from leaving the site or how potential leachate pollution from spoil heap run-off will be managed on site.

5
Accommodation: Overall Strategy
5.1
EDF Energy’s Stage 2 proposals offer no alternative locations from Stage 1. Indeed, they intransigently pursue their aim of one campus close to Eastbridge.  They argue that this is the preference of their contractors, will be easier to manage and will reduce traffic on the surrounding roads.  So absolutely no consideration for people living in Eastbridge and Theberton, nor the thousands of visitors to this area, nor the children studying at Pro Corda nearby.  
5.2
We urge EDF Energy to consider following their example at HPC where the majority of the workers are on campuses in Bridgwater with a population of 41,000.
5.3
Consideration should be given to having accommodation in smaller units, located on multiple sites and close to existing infrastructure.  At the end of construction, some could be available as legacy affordable homes for use by the surrounding communities.  The remaining requirement for accommodation spaces should then be much closer to the building site.
5.4
If the improved rail link from Sizewell to Saxmundham was able to carry passengers, then some of the accommodation could be sited within the surrounding towns close to the railway, for example Ipswich, Lowestoft, Woodbridge and Saxmundham. 

5.5
Under no circumstances should this on-site campus, or any other part of the main development site be deemed a “brownfield site” at the end of construction.

5.6
There is a significant danger that the take up of holiday accommodation by workers will restrict tourists and deter them in the future from returning.

5.7
The introduction, now at Stage 2, of a caravan park for workers on the edge of Leiston, should be considered as part of the campus proposals.  Indeed, in view of the need for accommodation for over 1,000 workers during an outage every 18 months for each of the 3 power stations, it should be considered as possibly permanent accommodation.  There is also a need for a training facility for young people from the Leiston area and East Suffolk, and this accommodation could fulfil this function.

6
Accommodation: Campus Layout
6.1
The location for a single on-site campus is unacceptable.  None of the layout options are appropriate or acceptable though if forced to choose we would favour Option 2 (ii).  The campus would blight the landscape, affect visitors’ enjoyment and damage the health and wellbeing of residents.  None of the options are appropriate or acceptable because they place a huge impact on the residents and visitors to Eastbridge and RSPB Minsmere.  A much more creative solution should be looked at, with the workers placed nearer centres of existing infrastructure, with the possibility of affordable homes as a legacy. 
6.2
EDF Energy intend to build a new ‘town’ for 2,400 workers - including accommodation blocks between 3 and 5 storeys high, car parks for 1,500 worker vehicles and 1,000 visitor cars, and restaurant and leisure facilities.  The location is manifestly unsuitable for such a build.  It would sit on agricultural land right beside an AONB, very close to Minsmere and next to Eastbridge, a hamlet of approximately 70 people living in village houses.  It is a deeply rural area, with no street lighting, enjoying dark night skies, clean air and a very low base line of noise. Such qualities are special and rare, and must be protected, not needlessly destroyed.  Modern lighting techniques, sound-insulated accommodation blocks and soil mounds would not solve the issues. 
6.3
The campus will unnecessarily exacerbate the already considerable environmental impacts of the build, and place a disproportionate burden on Leiston, Eastbridge and Theberton.  Viable farmland would be lost for the period of construction (which could necessitate compulsory purchase) and thus the loss of livelihood for those who farm in the area.
6.4
The high-rise accommodation blocks, and spoil heaps up to 35m high would not sit well in this low-lying landscape, with an average elevation of 16 m.
  Note too that the campus, spoil heap and borrow pits, with associated noise, light and air pollution, would sit beside a hugely popular footpath – Minsmere Sluice FP, running over meadow and marsh from Eastbridge to the coast.

6.5
Traffic would increase.  Workers on shift would be bussed to their place of work, but in workers’ leisure time the increase in traffic movements would be considerable, adding to the congestion and noise.  1,500 parking spaces for workers would mean an absolute minimum of 300 car movements a day assuming workers did not leave the campus during a 10-day shift.  More realistically, this could quickly rise to one, two or more thousand movements a day, in addition to campus staff vehicles, deliveries, services, etc.  It is disappointing that no details of anticipated car use by campus workers has been provided by EDF Energy.
6.6
The health and wellbeing of local residents, many of whom are retired or elderly, will be affected by noise, air and light pollution, a serious increase in local traffic, and the potential for anti-social behavior.  Tourists, many of whom approach Minsmere via the Eastbridge Road, will be deterred.  The local pub, The Eel’s Foot Inn, currently so popular with locals and walkers, will suffer loss of income.
6.7
We call on EDF Energy to disperse the accommodation in one or more urban settings, that has existing infrastructure to cope with the massive influx of workers, and which could benefit from the investment.  At HPC, EDF Energy will build two campuses, on brownfield sites in Bridgwater (population 41,000) some 10 miles from the build, and a small campus right next to the build.  Another company NUGEN, planning to build a nuclear power station in Cumbria, has proposed locating workers at three sites on the edge of villages 2-7 miles from the build.  NUGEN is inviting comments on legacy options in its consultation questionnaire and is looking at how best to integrate workers into the local communities.  Why not in Suffolk?  We are told that the proposed arrangement is ‘more efficient’ for the developer and contractors, but that is little comfort for local people.
6.8
In Suffolk, given an urban location and appropriate design, the accommodation could ultimately offer a significant legacy of affordable housing, much needed in the wider area.  In addition, one suggestion would be to use the proposed caravan site, on the edge of Leiston, for at least part of the built campus to house some of the workers, and the accommodation blocks could long-term become a permanent facility for EDF Energy for outage workers.  It would not be difficult to site the caravans elsewhere.  Given the size of the caravan plot, it would also be possible to build a small training unit where local apprentices could prepare for work at SZC, thus leaving the area with another positive legacy.  It would also help to overcome the current transport and cost issues for local young people seeking specialist training further afield.
7
Transport: Overall Strategy
7.1
We endorse the use of rail and sea transport, park and ride facilities and the postal consolidation facility, (with reservations as detailed in our responses to Questions 8-10) as part of the strategy to reduce the volume of freight that would be delivered by road.  We oppose the proposal for a single-site workers’ campus next to Eastbridge (as detailed in our response to Questions 5 and 6). 
7.2
We believe there is a strong case for a relief road from the A12 south of Saxmundham direct to the SZC site, which would benefit EDF Energy and this area, the so called ‘D2’ road. 
7.3
We regret the lack of data on what materials, and quantities thereof, will be carried by road, rail and sea, making it difficult to properly assess the overall transport strategy.  
7.4
We recognise that EDF Energy has tried to minimise the impact of SZC road traffic across the area as a whole but, in doing so, has maximised the impact on the villages of Theberton and Eastbridge, as well as Middleton Moor and Yoxford.  This places an unreasonable burden on these small rural parishes and is hence unacceptable. Much more must be done to minimise the impact on these villages as far as practicable. 

7.5
It is not clear whether the road traffic data presented in the Stage 2 consultation document is based on the maximum possible use of rail and sea transport.  Whether or not this is the case, we would like to see some indications of the additional road traffic that would be generated if the maximum assumed use of rail and sea transport proved not to be possible, for example if a maximum of only two trains per day was possible or the beach landing facility or jetty could not be built due to possible irreparable damage to the coast.

7.6
Traffic flow data does not appear to take into account the additional traffic caused by emergency evacuations or outages for Sizewell B or for Sizewell C when operational, prior to Sizewell D being completed.

7.7
Traffic flow data is also far from complete. For example, it does not include:

· traffic in and out of the main construction site entrance (only traffic at locations A, B, C and D close to the construction site, some of which may be going to or from the Leiston rail terminal, workers’ caravan park or southern site entrance);
· traffic in and out of the on-site campus;
· SZC peak construction traffic flows on Busiest Day (only HGV and bus traffic provided for Busiest Day);
· SZC peak construction traffic flows on Busiest Hour (or Busiest Hour if peak flows for HGV, bus, cars or vans are likely to occur at different hours or different days);
· increased traffic during local events when serious congestion can already occur, for example Latitude Festival, Bank Holiday tourist traffic and Aldeburgh Carnival.

7.8
The traffic volumes estimated for SZC peak construction and resulting road congestion on the B1122 will have a significant detrimental effect on the important tourist industry, deterring visitors not only during construction but also, in ‘breaking the habit’ of visiting for some years afterwards.
7.9
We do not accept that the B1122 can carry the traffic that EDF Energy wants without unacceptable increases in accidents, pollution, noise, vibration and congestion. 
7.10
In addition, cracking can be seen in many places along the B1122 between Yoxford and Lovers’ Lane.  We believe these cracks follow the join of the original road with sections of extra width added for the construction of Sizewell B.  It follows that substantial repair and reconstruction is very likely before construction traffic can start, as well as during the 12-year construction period, which will exacerbate congestion still further for extended periods of time. 

7.11
EDF Energy have stated in discussions, not in the Stage 2 document, that there is no intention to survey the B1122 for its capability to carry the proposed levels of HGV, bus and other traffic prior to the Development Consent Order being granted.  It beggars belief that such an arrogant approach can be allowed to stand considering it would make the use of the B1122 inevitable whether or not the road is fit for such traffic and it also would deny the chance of a proper consideration of an alternative such as the D2 relief road.
7.12
Given the significant cost of such work, we argue that surveys of the state of the B1122 and cost estimates for its repair and reconstruction should be completed as soon as possible, so that alternatives such as the D2 relief road can still be considered.
7.13
Furthermore, it is not clear whether EDF Energy has yet assessed peak hour traffic rates and composition particularly at likely congestion points beyond the B1122, for example the A12/A1120 junction, A12/B1119 junction, B1119/B1121 junction, B1119 outside Waitrose/Tesco in Saxmundham, B1119/B1122 junction and the B1125/A12 junction.
7.14
Once EDF Energy has updated its traffic estimates and taken into account the costs of maintaining and upgrading the B1122, additional travel times and fuel for HGVs and buses travelling via Yoxford and B1122, additional congestion, accidents, noise, vibration, air pollution and greenhouse gases, it should find that building a relief road along the lines of the D2 proposed for Sizewell B is more cost efficient than staying exclusively with the not fit-for-purpose B1122.
7.15
Although not mentioned in the Stage 2 consultation document, we would like to make it clear that we are not in favour of a by-pass road around Theberton as an answer or mitigation to the unsuitability of the B1122.
7.16
We fully endorse the additional points raised by the B1222 Action Group in its responses to the Stage 2 consultation questionnaire in relation to the B1122.
7.17
There are large gaps in the information provided by EDF Energy with regard to transport, for example, 

the split between road, rail and sea transport is not provided.  We would wish to question them again when more information is forthcoming. 
7.18
In particular, little is said in the consultation document about the increased traffic on the B1122, but EDF Energy propose this road as the only access from the A12, which would mean up to 900 HGV movements a day between the hours of 06.00 and midnight, together with 700 LGV movements a day.  There will also be up to 400 workers’ bus movements a day, workers’ cars where they live within a 90 minute journey time of the site, together with all the existing traffic, and will be the only emergency access to both B and C. 
7.19
It is clearly not fit for purpose, and a new Sizewell Relief Road from the A12 directly into the site should be a priority requirement, similar to the D2 route proposed for Sizewell B. 
7.20
Obviously, anything to reduce the transport impact on the surrounding area and populace would be welcomed.  The use of sea and rail should be a priority.  Disturbance will be caused to residents of Theberton by the park and ride buses, which will be operating day and night through Theberton.  
7.21
Speed limits need to be strictly enforced, and measures taken to improve the safety for drivers coming on to the B1122 from side roads. 
7.22
There is no evidence of the ‘diversionary routes’ proposed by EDF Energy in the event of problems on the A12 or B1122, but it can only mean directing the traffic on to adjacent country lanes and through villages, causing massive congestion and intolerable conditions for local residents and visitors.  There is no substantial evidence that emergency evacuation from both Sizewell B and C can be safely dealt with using the B1122.
7.23
We do not believe a ‘new town’ for 2,400 workers on the edge of Eastbridge will reduce car traffic on the surrounding roads.  Indeed there will be a workers’ car park for 1,500 cars and, we believe, a staff car park for 1,000 cars. 
8
Transport: Rail
8.1
A rail link from the existing line from Saxmundham to Sizewell Halt, extended into the SZC site, should be considered for both freight and passengers.  The latter would be construction workers coming from further afield, including alternative locations for the campus and from Ipswich, Lowestoft and Norwich. 
8.2
Consideration should also be given to making this a legacy benefit after construction to serve the local community and make travel for young people easier to places of training. 
8.3
We would therefore favour Option 1 during the development period.  In order to maximise the use of rail, as previously proposed by Suffolk County Council, the line should be duelled from Woodbridge to Saxmundham.
9
Transport: Sea
9.1
Option 1 would greatly reduce carrying bulk materials by road.  It could also obviate the need for hazardous borrow pits and huge spoil heaps, as materials could be brought in and removed by sea.

9.2
The beach landing facility could greatly affect coastal erosion, with consequences for Dunwich, Minsmere, the Minsmere Sluice, Thorpeness and Aldeburgh. 

9.3
Little is said about the impact of dredging that may be required to keep the jetty operational.
9.4
No reference is made to the effect the jetty may have on navigation, recreational sailing or the Walberswick, Dunwich, Aldeburgh and Sizewell fishing boats.

9.5
No information is provided as to how the jetty and piles are to be removed at the end of their use.  The 1,000 piles cannot be left to become a permanent legacy in the marine environment influencing sediment movement for decades to come.

9.6
EDF Energy need to specify how the piles will be fully removed or if they are to be cut below the water line provide clear evidence and mitigation for the long term effects of any such strategy.

9.7
We await further detailed information from EDF Energy to enable us to respond more fully.

10
Transport: Park and Ride

10.1
Southern Park and Ride – Wickham Market/Hacheston:
As the proposed location is not in our village we feel we could not express definite opinions.  If a Sizewell Relief Road was adopted, just south of Saxmundham, this could possibly alleviate or reduce the need for park and ride provision at Hacheston.  As 85% of construction traffic is proposed to come from the south this facility will be much needed, particularly if there are hold ups on the A12 or B1122.  No details of EDF Energy’s ‘diversionary routes’ in the event of problems on the A12 and B1122 were available, but it is inevitable that this would lead to surrounding lanes and villages being severely congested. 
10.2
Northern Park and Ride – Darsham:
Again, as the proposed location is not in our village we feel we could not express definite opinions.  If a Sizewell Relief Road was adopted, just south of Saxmundham, this could possibly reduce the need for park and ride provision at Darsham.  The comments of Darsham Parish Council, particularly with regard to junctions with the A12 from the park and ride, and the A144, should be seriously considered.  No details of EDF Energy’s ‘diversionary routes’ in the event of problems on the A12 and B1122 were available, but it is inevitable that this would lead to surrounding lanes and villages being severely congested.  The local astronomy group, Dash Astro, benefits from the dark skies over nearby Westleton.   A permanently lit park and ride site would negatively impact this group.
11
Transport Road Improvements – A12
11.1
It is obvious that road improvements through Stratford St Andrew and Farnham are necessary, and this has been the case for many years. Indeed, the ‘4 villages by-pass’ was almost built.  Construction traffic will worsen the situation and increase pollution levels.  Options 1, 2 and 3A do little to improve the situation. Option 3B splits the two villages.  Option 4 would by-pass both villages, but take over agricultural land.  This still leaves the problems associated with a single carriageway from just north of Wickham Market up to Stratford St Andrew.
12
Transport: Road Improvements – Yoxford / B1122

12.1
EDF Energy identify that there are already traffic problems at the junction of the B1122 and the A12 at Yoxford.  If the B1122 is to be used as the only means of access for all traffic associated with the construction of SZC, and for emergency evacuation, neither a roundabout nor traffic signals will work, or make a satisfactory long term solution.  There will be intolerable congestion.  It also appears that EDF Energy have not taken into consideration the A12/A1120 junction which is just a few yards away from the A12 /B1122 junction.  In conclusion, neither option 1 or 2 is appropriate, and nor is the B1122 fit for purpose to carry this huge influx of traffic.  Indeed, EDF Energy have not produced any evidence of physically testing the B1122 to prove otherwise.
13
People and Economy

13.1
EDF Energy should establish strong links with local schools and colleges and create specialist training facilities to encourage local youngsters to follow a career with energy engineering in all its formats.  This facility could be provided as part of the proposed accommodation shown on figure 7.53 near Leiston, to give local young people more opportunities.

13.2
In all EDF Energy’s documentation there is hardly any mention of ‘people’, especially the people who love living in this very special area of the Suffolk Heritage Coast.  They cherish and enjoy the utter peace and quiet, and quality of life of this beautiful landscape, which also draws thousands of holidaymakers from across the UK and abroad to this area every year.

13.3
Many elderly and retired people live in the area, and some are already feeling the stress when they consider that they will be living next to a huge construction site for 10 to 15 years.

13.4
There will be over 5,000 workers working on this project, but EDF Energy have not stated how they intend to provide additional public services such as health, education and police.

14
Consultation Process
14.1
It is unfortunate that this major consultation has taken place over the Christmas and New Year holiday period, just as happened at Stage 1, in spite of our request that this should not happen.  After 4 years’ preparation of the Stage 2 documents, this was an unfair burden to put on lay people over a short and busy time of the year.

14.2
The main consultation document runs to over 300 pages without the benefit of a cross referencing index, making it very difficult to navigate, and there is still much information missing.  Maps and diagrams are difficult, sometimes impossible to read where the colours are muddy, colour gradations too subtle, legends and annotation so small as to be illegible.  As at Stage 1, labelling on maps is not always complete – e.g. Eastbridge, in the front line of the development, is not marked on the accommodation option maps.  Again, we raised this issue at Stage 1. 

14.3
The computer generated images (CGI), whilst a helpful tool, do not realistically represent the landscape that will be changed for many years to come.  The spoil heaps and borrow pits will not be neatly shaped mounds of sand, peat and clay.  They will, in reality, be irregular mountains of loose rubble up to 35 metres high (12 storeys).  The footpath from Eastbridge to Minsmere Sluice is not lined with deciduous woods that will obscure them.  The model shows the completed development, however, it would be more helpful if there was also a model of the site during construction, to clearly illustrate the full impact of EDF Energy’s current proposals.
1 Source: Natural England (2010)
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