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FREEPOST SZC Consultation

25th September 2019

Dear Sirs,
SUDBOURNE PARISH COUNCIL – SIZEWELL C STAGE 4 CONSULTATION RESPONSE
1 CONSULTATION PROCESS
Comment:	
In our Stage 3 response, we shared the concerns of the District and County Councils that the consultation summary document was not comprehensive and lacked much of the supporting evidence for EDFE’s position. We now share the publicly stated concerns of East Suffolk DC, Suffolk County Council, The Environment Agency, a dozen Parish or Town Councils, the RSPB, Suffolk Wildlife Trust, and the AONB that quite clearly EDFE have failed once again to get to grips with public concerns by withholding evidence (e.g. the ‘Link Road’ study), or failing to submit it to timely public consultation (e.g. the lack of an Environmental Impact Assessment at Stage 3 or 4).
Conclusion: EDFE’s Stage 4 consultation has been inadequate for the claimed purpose.

2 KEY ISSUES - OVERVIEW

Environmental Impact
Building Sizewell C in the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB will threaten some of the most biodiverse habitats in the UK, including two SSSIs and of course the nationally important Minsmere Reserve. The Environment Agency, among others, raised urgent concerns at Stage 3, and EDFE’s response fails to meet these adequately – for example:




· No response on preparation of compensatory sites before construction starts;
· No acknowledgment that the Stage 3 proposals failed to take into account the requirements of the government’s 25 year Environment Plan, not any attempt to evidence ecological and diversity gain targets being met within the proposals;
· Insufficient evaluation of coastal effects; and so on. 
The lack of a formal EIA at this stage is inexcusable, given the massive impact of the construction laydown areas, accommodation campus, 10m high spoil heaps and increased number of pylons, all of which will contribute to the threat to the AONB – which will be cut in two by the development for a decade.
Conclusion: EDFE have failed to respond to the widespread and very reasonable concerns raised at Stage 3, and have neither detailed nor justified the environmental impact of their present plans.

Transport proposals
The invention of an ‘integrated’ strategy has been well described by Leiston Town Council as ‘Rail-led, but without the rail’, and again fails to answer many of the questions raised at Stage 3. The impact of any of the proposals will be felt across the entire coastal region:
· The rail-led proposal means 5 trains+700HGVs/day;
· The ‘integrated’ proposal means 3 trains+1000HGVs/day;
· The road-led’ proposal means 2 trains+1150HGVs/day.
All of these proposals are still uncertain – but for example, under the rail-led solution, 700 HGVs, 700 LGVs, 650 buses and thousands of Sizewell C-related cars would use the B1122 every day through Yoxford and Middleton Moor, with a Theberton bypass that would still subject local residents to noise and air pollution, vibration damage to the roads, and greatly increased accident risk. The B1122, incidentally, would be subject to at least 600 HGVs a day in the early years of the project, before any bypass or Park and Ride construction has started. 
The impact across the region will be severe. Even with a new roundabout, Yoxford is destined to become a traffic and air pollution blackspot; the Freight Management Facility, the Orwell Bridge and areas around the two Park & Ride facilities will be hugely vulnerable to unsustainable traffic loads, and there is no provision in the proposals for preventing  or eliminating the widespread rat-running and fly-parking that is evident at Hinckley Point. 
Conclusion: We agree, once more, with SCC that there is still insufficient explanation for the removal of the marine option, that the integrated and road-led strategies as presently set out are both likely to create massive environmental and health damages, as well as damaging tourism, local businesses and the Port of Felixstowe; and that before asking the community to agree to the ‘next best’ rail-led option, EDF should make a further genuine effort to bring forward a marine/rail strategy to reduce the scale of damaging impacts and provide a genuine transport legacy for the area.
Air quality and pollution
We see nothing in the stage 4 documents that would lead us to amend our response to the stage 3 proposals.
Conclusion:  The adoption of either the road-led or integrated strategy would  represent a dangerous gamble with the health of local communities, and the lack of any effective mitigation at scale of these impacts should rule out the road-led strategy from the start. 

Economic impact

We note that under the Stage 4 proposals, 5,875 of the maximum 7,900 workers at SZC construction would not be local people (i.e. only 25% of jobs will come to the local economy); and that housing off-site will be required for around 2,875 additional workers, removing much of this accommodation from the holiday rental sector.   These new calculations add to our already expressed dissatisfaction with the unrealistic assessment in Stage 3 of the economic benefits and disbenefits to the region, and the lack of detail available to the public over the cumulative impacts of SZC and other energy and infrastructure developments on the ‘Heritage’  Coast is alarming. 

Conclusion: Claimed benefits to the economy in the Stage 4 proposals are unrealistic and diminishing; there is not yet sufficient evidence that EDFE has properly assessed impacts on the local tourism economy, or on Health and other community infrastructure.

Design and Landscape Impact
Under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, ‘… Local authorities, Ministers of the Crown, Public bodies (such as government agencies), statutory bodies and any person holding public office will also have a duty to have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the AONB in exercising or performing their functions …’.  
As far as we can see, the only change made in response to Stage 3 comments on this critical issue is the increase in the number of pylons from 4 to 5, with a 25% height reduction. We therefore repeat our conclusion from the earlier stage.
Conclusion
EDF should demonstrate more clearly how they have shown the required Duty of Regard to the landscape of the AONB, and how they will prevent or significantly reduce light pollution from all the sites under construction or conversion.

Summary Conclusion:  EDFE have again failed to demonstrate either best practice or good faith in responding to the comments made to earlier stages of consultation and seem to regard their duty of public consultation as an optional extra to their business plan and economic requirements. Until the Environmental Impact Assessment is published, and the reasons for abandoning the marine option favoured by almost all the respondents to their Stage 2 consultation have been properly set out, it is not possible to support their claim that the East Suffolk Coast is a safe or appropriate place for a new nuclear reactor.

We trust that you will take the above comments into consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Joanne Peters
Clerk to Sudbourne Parish Council 
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