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This reply comprises our statutory consultation response under the provisions of The Nuclear Reactors (Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations 1999, The Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2017 (as amended), The Marine Works Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations 2007 (as amended), the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended), the Conservation of Offshore Marine Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended), The Conservation of Habitats and Species (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations 2019, the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 and Section 28 of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Thank you for your email of 6 March 2025, in which you invited Natural England to comment on new information submitted by EDF Energy to support its application for consent to decommission Hinkley Point B nuclear power station under the Nuclear Reactors (Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations 1999 (EIADR).
ONR’s request for comments states that the original Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report submitted by EDF did not contain sufficient information for the ONR to produce an Appropriate Assessment of the risks posed to qualifying features of nature conservation sites of international importance (formerly known as European Sites; now termed the National Site Network).
ONR’s decision to pause its consultation last autumn was based on Natural England’s review of the of the first version of EDF’s report to inform a HRA, which the applicant submitted to the ONR in August 2024. We undertook an in-depth review of the document shortly prior to submission and provided detailed comments to the applicant, which then were made available to the ONR. Natural England’s review has resulted in the document being changed substantially for re-submission to the ONR in February 2025.

The applicant’s report to inform a HRA is in effect a “shadow” HRA, which will assist the ONR in meeting its legal duty under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).



A shadow HRA can be a useful report to inform the determination of an application, but under Regulation 63 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended), the ONR as the relevant Competent Authority is required to produce its own HRA before determining the application to check whether the proposed project is likely to have a significant effect on the National Site Network, either alone or in combination with other plans and projects. Regulation 63 includes the following provisions:

“(2) A person applying for any such consent, permission or other authorisation must provide such information as the competent authority may reasonably require for the purposes of the assessment or to enable it to determine whether an appropriate assessment is required.

(3) The competent authority must for the purposes of the assessment consult the appropriate nature conservation body and have regard to any representations made by that body within such reasonable time as the authority specifies.”1
Our primary concerns about the first version of the HRA report were:

essential evidence to assess impacts to the natural environment had been omitted from the report;
data presented on the state of habitats and populations of species dependent on them was out-of-date;
the screening stage of the HRA had incorrectly ruled out likely significant effects to qualifying features of the National Site Network and consequently failed to proceed to the Appropriate Assessment stage of the HRA;
key marine ecological surveys to inform the draft HRA report had not been made available to Natural England;
Natural England did not agree that impacts to marine environment had been assessed correctly;
the in-combination assessment in the draft HRA report was incomplete and out-of-date.


Comments on HRA report Version 2 (February 2025)
General comments
Please note that in our review of the first version of the report, we commented that there were quality assurance issues that should have been addressed before it was circulated. There are similar problems with the second version, including repeating errors that Natural England identified in the first version.
The list of competent experts (Environmental Statement Volume III: Appendix 1A - Competent Experts) is unusual in that all of the authors of the documents submitted to the ONR have been anonymised in the version seen by Natural England. The only information provided is a list of job titles and qualifications associated with each post. It is not apparent why this has been done, but in effect it negates the purpose of peer review.

1 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).

Key typographical error

A key word is missing from this paragraph:

“3.3.12. The CW Intake Structure is showing signs of [?] as cooling water will no longer be required post generation and defueling, the CW pumps will be turned off during early part of the Preparation for Quiescence phase to facilitate the decommissioning of the CW system and therefore the CW Intake Structure will become redundant.”
More information is required on the removal of the offshore Cooling Water Intake Structure
The dismantling of the Cooling Water (CW) Intake Structure is described as necessary to remove an existing navigational hazard.

Section 3.3.13 of the HRA report Version 2 (“The screening of strategic options to dismantle the CW Intake Structure”) provides more detail on the extent of the dismantling project compared to Paragraphs 3.3.25 and 3.2.26 in the first version, but it remains unclear precisely how much of the structure will remain above the seabed and if dismantling work will cause impacts to benthic fauna.
Does Option D4 in Table 3.4 (Remove the CW Intake Structure to seabed level) include the concrete plinth that supports the CW Intake Structure? Option D1 (“Remove CW Intake entire structure (inclusive of sub-seabed elements”), which has been discounted, implies that the foundation of the plinth would be removed.


If removal of the plinth is also part of Option D4, it is hard to see how this activity would not disturb the surrounding seabed. We appreciate that the methodology for dismantling the structure will not become available until a Method Statement is produced to support an application to the Marine Management Organisation (MMO) for a Marine Licence, but we would like to see further details before the ONR determines the EIADR application to confirm whether the seabed adjacent to the plinth will be affected if it is removed completely to seabed level, and how far from the footprint of the CW Intake Structure any collateral damage will occur. To justify a conclusion that there will be no likely significant effect on the reef feature of the Severn Estuary SAC, it should be possible to provide evidence now that benthic fauna will not be affected by the dismantling work proposed.

Paragraphs 3.2.30 to 3.2.39 (including Table 3-2), provides information on the area of the seabed that will be directly affected by interaction with the feet and anchors and chains of vessels active in the demolition of the CW intake structure and removal of waste material. The total area of seabed predicted to be affected is only 96 m2, which has been calculated on the assumption that the excavator barge will reposition three times and the crane barge five times.

Paragraph 1.2.16 of the Appropriate Assessment section of the HRA report states that:

“Approximately 4,166m2 of the [Sabellaria] alveolata reef was located within the AEDL and STPL Works Area. In the subtidal, two areas of S. alveolata reef were identified covering a total area of approximately 256,420m2 within the survey area, with approximately 3,321m2 located within the CW intake dismantling Works Area.”

Paragraph 1.2.18 argues that the footprint of barge feet and anchorage in the CW intake dismantling works area will only affect a very small proportion of the reef feature (96 m2). If this estimate is correct then the impact to the SAC reef feature can be assessed in this instance, and on the basis of the information provided by the applicant, as de minimis. However, the HRA report should be amended to express the predicted loss of the reef feature as a percentage of the total estimated area of Sabellaria reef in the Severn Estuary SAC. 

The same consideration also applies to the predicted loss of 2 m2 of Sabellaria reef from the works proposed to install
the new Active Effluent Discharge Line (AEDL) and the Sewage Treatment Plant Line (STPL).

If the applicant can provide sufficient information to prove that there will be no impact to the reef feature other than the direct impact of feet and anchorage used to moor vessels, then Natural England could agree that there will be no adverse effect on site integrity.

Paragraph 1.2.18 of the Appropriate Assessment section of the HRA report state that a “pre- works survey will be undertaken to determine any changes in extent and distribution of habitats since the completion of the marine ecological surveys”. Natural England recommends that within one year of the removal of the CW Intake Structure, a survey to monitor the state of the Sabellaria reef feature should be undertaken. The survey should use the same methodology as the 2020 Cefas survey undertaken to inform the construction of offshore cooling water infrastructure for Hinkley Point C, and repeated five and ten years post-demolition to identify any long-term impacts. The purpose of the surveys will be to ensure that any loss of Sabellaria reef from demolition activities is minimised and to provide evidence of recovery.
The offshore works proposed will require a Marine Licence to be issued by the Marine Management Organisation (MMO), and Natural England will recommend, when consulted, that any marine licence issued should include a condition which requires a post-works monitoring programme to be agreed with Natural England and Natural Resources Wales. The Marine Licence (L/2013/00178/11) issued for the construction of Hinkley Point C has attached such a condition which was recommended by Natural England. (We would expect to be consulted by the MMO before the monitoring programme has been approved.)
SPA and Ramsar Site Birds

The first version of the HRA report identified only one feature of the Severn Estuary National Network sites as potentially at risk of harm from activities planned for the proposed decommissioning project :
“Works in the marine environment will be suitably scheduled to avoid work within the months July-September to limit the associated effects on important ecological features, specifically the core moulting period of shelduck, which is a qualifying feature of Severn Estuary SPA and Ramsar.” (Paragraph 3.3.26)

Natural England informed the applicant (our letter of 28 August 2024) that key evidence had been omitted from the HRA report, and this had led to potential harmful impacts on other features being missed and not assessed. The inclusion of relevant evidence (e.g. the presence of high tide roosts used by estuarine birds, and assessment of impacts on overwintering (from October to March) bird species notified as qualifying features of the National Site Network has improved the quality of the second version of the shadow HRA report.

The analysis of potential pressures/hazards on bird species notified as qualifying features and identification of likely significant effects has also been improved by use of the Regulation 33 (now 37) Conservation Advice Package issued under Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 to provide Supplementary Advice on the European Site Conservation Objectives for the Severn Estuary European Marine Site (SAC, SPA & Ramsar Site).




There is confusion in the report between the “Zones of Influence” stated for Special Protection Area/Ramsar birds and distances advised to avoid disturbance. For example, see Table 4-1 (Page 33), where the Approximate ZoI is given as 500 m for intertidal birds. 
To provide guidance, the Severn Estuary European Marine Site Regulation 33 (now 37) Conservation Advice Package states that “waterfowl require unrestricted views >500m to allow early detection of predators when feeding and roosting”. In the same table, the Approximate ZoIs for bat species are taken to be the “Core Sustenance Zones” calculated for different bat species. It is then argued that the Core Sustenance Zones do not equal the limit of ZoIs for bats. In reality the ZoIs for bats will be their maximum range from the SAC habitat they depend on, which means that far-flying Barbastelle bats are more likely to come into contact with the terrestrial dismantling works planned for the Hinkley Point B site than bats present in the Core Sustenance Zone predicted for this species.

The relationship between Zones of Influence and recommended distances to avoid disturbing SPA/Ramsar bird species should be re-presented to avoid inconsistencies in the Appropriate Assessment.

Elsewhere in the report, the use of ZoIs describes the geographical area where a mobile qualifying feature may be present to include functional habitat outside the designated National Site Network sites. The Appropriate Assessment should investigate potential impacts on bird species in relation to distances from the source of noise and visual disturbance sources, and to propose appropriate mitigation measures to counteract these risks.
The HRA report is inconsistent in considering species that are present in more than one designated site. For example, Wigeon, which is a component of the waterbird assemblage of the Severn Estuary SPA, is screened in as at risk of a potential likely significant effect, whereas as a component of the waterbird assemblage of the of the Somerset Levels and Moors Ramsar Site it has been screened out. In reality bird species notified as features of National Network Sites in close proximity to each other do not always exist as discrete populations in isolation. The Somerset Levels and Moors Special Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar Site are ecologically linked to the Severn Estuary system with birds using either the coastal or inland European Sites as alternative winter feeding grounds depending on prevailing weather conditions. Bird features of both sites are also dependent on habitats of functional importance outside the designated site boundaries. Over the course of the overwintering period for these species, individual birds will move between the designated sites and areas of functional land.


Appraisal of Potential AEOI Alone for Birds

To the list of “Relevant embedded design and mitigation measures” first presented in Section 1.5.9, we recommend that physical screens are erected to avoid visual disturbance of birds caused by works affecting the foreshore and to reduce noise disturbance.

We also recommend that work should be avoided within 500 m of the high tide roost located on the Hinkley Point foreshore (“Number 13A Hinkley point”) for two hours either side of high tides during the period 1 October to 31 March in any year to avoid disturbing roosting birds.
Migratory fish
In our review of the first version of the HRA report, we commented that Special Areas for Conservation (SACs) in Ireland with migratory fish notified as qualifying features had been omitted. This has been corrected in the second version, but the Rivers Axe, Avon, Itchen and Plymouth Sound SACs which are screened in for likely significant effects and then assessed in the Appropriate Assessment have been omitted from the lists of sites in the Executive Summary at the beginning of the overall report and the Stage 2 Screening Report.
We have seen the response to this consultation sent to the ONR by Natural Resources Wales

and agree with the comment that SACs with migratory fish in Wales should be included in the screening stage of the HRA report. Please note that Natural England and Natural Resources Wales share responsibility for the Severn Estuary European Marine Site (the marine components of the Severn Estuary, SAC, SPA and Ramsar Site).
Marine mammals

Natural England has seen the comments made by Natural Resources Wales on the assessment of marine mammals in the second version of the HRA report, and endorse them.
In-combination assessment
In-combination effects: Table 4-8 Other developments scoped in for consideration

Under the column “Potential Impact Pathways”, above water noise should also be included as a potential hazard to receptors (bird species).
Appendix C “Projects and plans considered within the in-combination assessment”
The table continues to use names of local planning authorities that were subsumed into the unitary authority that replaced them, Somerset County.

A number of projects have been ruled out on the grounds that: “Due to the nature of the works proposed, it is considered unlikely this development will interact with the Proposed Works”. This approach does not reflect a correct understanding of an in-combination assessment. A project included in an in-combination assessment may be of a very different nature to the one proposed in the application under consideration, but both may pose a risk to qualifying features of the National Site Network. A decision to exclude a project must be based on evidence and analysis.

The proposed creation of a large area of intertidal habitat at Steart as compensation for The Bristol Port Company’s Bristol Wind Terminal project at Avonmouth has been omitted.

The assessment does not include any of the active dredge licences in the Bristol Channel. In our comments on the first version of the HRA report, we emphasised that “marine projects in the Bristol Channel that are more relevant to the proposed marine works must also be considered”.

As Natural England noted in its review of the first version of the HRA report, the in-combination assessment does not consider in detail in-combination effects that may arise from marine works associated with the construction of Hinkley Point C, e.g. UXO clearance, dredging, installation of infrastructure and anchorage necessary for these activities. These activities will take place relatively close to the location of the HPB Cooling Water Intake Structure, and may coincide temporally.
Figure 4.2 SACs considered within HRA Screening
Over three pages, the outline of The Indicative Dismantling Works Area is shown differently as encompassing (1) the northern half of the British Isles, (2) Ireland and the western United Kingdom and (3) part of France.

Appendix A - Designated Site Conservation Objectives

It should be stated at the beginning of this section that the Conservation Objectives (COs) presented are only the high level Conservation Objectives published by the SNCBs.

In England, Natural England’s new high level European Site Conservation Objectives do not replace the detailed Supplementary Advice packages published for individual sites, but are very high level objectives for Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) which are legally compliant under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).
Although the analysis presented in the Appropriate Assessment refers to the Regulation 33 (37) Conservation Advice Package which provides Supplementary Advice on the European Site Conservation Objectives for the Severn Estuary European Marine Site, this key reference does not feature in Appendix A. Neither do the Supplementary Advice packages for other sites included in Appendix A.

The River Clun SAC Conservation Objectives have been included again: they shouldn’t be. In our comments on the first version of the HRA report, we pointed out that the River Clun SAC in Shropshire, which is notified for the Freshwater Pearl Mussel Margaritifera margaritifera, should have not featured in the screening stage. We pointed out that this was a quality assurance issue that should have been addressed before the report was provided for review.
Figure 3B.1 Ornithological survey areas

The purpose of the grid squares overlay has still not been explained in the map legend. In our comments on the first version of the report, we stated:

“The information presented in Figure 3B.1 (Ornithological survey areas) is confusing, and not adequately explained in the text of the report. There are too many overlays in the vicinity of the HPB foreshore on the map, and the legend does not explain the counting areas. There is no mention in the legend of the purpose of the grid squares superimposed on the map.”
The map remains unimproved in the second version of the HRA report. It would be better to supplement it with an additional figure which would show the HPB foreshore at a larger scale.

We would also like to see the locations of the known high tide roosts (as detailed in Section 4.3.18 of the screening stage of the report) shown on a map, but preferably in a separate figure rather than adding to the cluttered presentation in Figure 3B.1.
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Consultation on EDF Energy’s Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning Regulations 1999 (EIADR) application for consent for Hinkley Point B power station
The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) received a request from The Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) on 09 September 2024 to provide comments and feedback on the Environmental Statement (ES) prepared by EDF Energy Nuclear Generation Ltd (EDF Energy) (the Applicant) in support of their application to ONR to decommission the Hinkley Point B (HPB) nuclear power station in Somerset. The ES includes an environmental impact assessment (EIA) for the proposed decommissioning project. EDF Energy are applying for consent under the Nuclear Reactors (Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations 1999 (EIADR).
The MMO were notified on 17 October 2024 that the ONR had made a preliminary decision regarding the adequacy of the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report submitted by EDF Energy, and that due to the ONR not being satisfied with the HRA Screening Report, ONR were requesting additional information from EDF Energy to support their application and asked EDF Energy to update the application documents accordingly. This resulted in the consultation on EDF Energy’s EIADR application for consent for Hinkley Point B nuclear power station to be temporarily paused.
On 06 March 2025, the MMO received notification from the ONR that the consultation was being re-opened and invited comments and feedback from all stakeholders to help inform the ONR decision on the application.

The deadline for comments was 06 June 2025. MMO are submitting this response after the deadline as advised in previous communications with the ONR. To inform our response, the MMO would normally consult scientific advisors at the Centre for Environment, Fisheries and Aquaculture Science (Cefas). On this occasion, Cefas were unable to provide advice due to a potential conflict of interest. For this reason MMO have
had to seek advice from external scientific advisors which has delayed our response.

This letter constitutes the MMO formal response to the EDF Energy’s Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning Regulations 1999 (EIADR) application for consent for Hinkley Point B power station.
The MMO role
The MMO was established by the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009 (the “2009 Act”) to make a contribution to sustainable development in the marine area and to promote clean, healthy, safe, productive and biologically diverse oceans and seas.

The responsibilities of the MMO include the licensing of construction works, deposits and removals in English inshore and offshore waters and for Welsh and Northern Ireland offshore waters by way of a marine licence1. Inshore waters include any area which is submerged at mean high water spring (“MHWS”) tide. They also include the waters of every estuary, river or channel where the tide flows at MHWS tide. Waters in areas which are closed permanently or intermittently by a lock or other artificial means against the regular action of the tide are included, where seawater flows into or out from the area.
Marine Licensable Activities
The MMO note the Applicant recognises in section 1.9.6 that a marine licence will be required for several activities of the decommissioning process. These include, but may not be limited to:
Isolation of the Cooling Water system.
Installation of the new Active Effluent Discharge Line (AEDL) and the Sewage Treatment Plant Line (STPL)
Installation of back up pipes for AEDL and STPL
Dismantling of the Cooling Water (CW) Intake Structure
The use of a Jack-Up Barge to facilitate the threading of the pipelines.
Removal of materials from the sea including demolished parts of underwater structures.

The MMO note the ES does not refer to any disposal of materials to sea. The MMO would like to point out that any disposal of materials to sea would likely require a marine license. This may be to an already designated site, or may require the characterisation/designation of a new site. The designation of a new site can be a lengthy process therefore MMO recommend the Applicant discuss this with the MMO at the earliest opportunity.
Additionally, if any sediment materials are to be dredged, removed or disposed of (to sea), the applicant may require sediment sample analysis and an approved sample plan to inform an application for a marine licence.
1 Under Part 4 of the 2009 Act
General Comments

Following a review of the documents and associated appendices, the MMO considers that insufficient information has been provided within the ES and Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) to sufficiently assess the potential marine impacts of the proposed works.
The MMO has identified key gaps within the marine works description, specifically in relation to the cessation of the Cooling Water (CW) system, operation of the Active Effluent Discharge Line (AEDL) and Sewage Treatment Pipeline (STPL), and the potential impacts in relation to these activities. Further information is provided in the relevant sections below.
The MMO also has several concerns regarding the EIA methodology and its application across the Marine Ecology (Chapter 9) and Coastal Management and Water Quality (Chapter 10). Additionally, there is confusion and contradictory comments in relation to the acknowledgement and assessment of marine and intertidal activities across the ES and supporting documents. This is discussed further in the relevant sections below.
Although a technical note was provided by the applicant with regards to scoping out of certain topics, the MMO requests further justification is provided by the applicant as to why potential impacts on navigation have been scoped out of the ES. Several activities occur in the intertidal and subtidal, including dismantling of CW intake. The latter activity requiring Jack up Barges workboats and vessels, during the spring and summer months, to carry away the waste generated (as mentioned in Section 2.3.40 and 2.3.41 of the ES) from the offshore demolition works of the CW intake.
The MMO considers that due to the gaps identified in the assessment, consideration must also be given to the inter and intra cumulative effects.

Assessment of the CW, AEDL and STPL Systems
The MMO note that there is no mention of any requirement for cooling water once defueling has ended. While it is acknowledged that there are several sections that indicate there would be no further requirement for cooling water during the pre- quiescence phase (e.g. Sections 3.5.2 and 3.4.3 of the ES ), the applicant should provide greater clarity on abstraction of cooling water until defueling is complete (including providing estimated date) and then provide confirmation that there will be no further requirement for abstraction of seawater thereafter. This is important to rule out impact pathways related to changes to the existing, or any new, cooling water abstraction.
The MMO has identified contradictory comments within the ES in relation to permit requirements and the AEDL. For example, section 2.4.50 of the ES states that a variation to the existing permit is required and section 2.3.35 states that works could necessitate a variation to the existing permit. Section 2.4.53 states that any discharges occurring within this phase (preparation for quiescence) are expected to be well within current authorised limits of existing permits. Table 3-3 also notes ‘It is anticipated that this will be conducted under the existing RSR Permit (EPR/CB3735DT)’ (also see section 3.4.8). However, given the change in position/location, flow rate, dilution, composition of effluent etc, the MMO considers that a new permit would likely be required. The MMO considers that there is insufficient evidence provided to the contrary.
In relation to the above comment, the MMO request clarification on whether there will be a need to flush corrosion inhibitors through either the AEDL or STPL during their operation. Additionally, the MMO requests clarity on how these will be maintained during operation. The assumption is that the AEDL and STPL would need to operate for at least the duration of the Pre-Quiescence phase; however, this is not stated within the description. The MMO kindly requests that the anticipated duration of operation be confirmed, as well as how the AEDL and STPL will continue to operate if the outfall channel is silted/filled up with sediment approximately five years after cessation of the existing CW system – as is stated within the ES and HRA.
The MMO notes that the pipework for the AEDL will be 220m seaward of the existing CW outflow point and therefore will mix differently with the seawater. Considering that there is a transition period of approximately three years between the installation of AEDL/STPL and the CW system ceasing, the MMO requests clarification on the methodology/approach and operation to understand how the operation of the AEDL/STPL will change (volumes/dilution/corrosion inhibitors etc.) from those being discharged through the existing CW system.
The MMO consider that it is difficult to understand how discharges through the AEDL and STPL will be maintained with limited (or no) pumping mechanism and request that this must be clarified. The MMO acknowledge that there is text within sections 3.4.4 and 3.4.5 of the ES which mention studies are ongoing. However, a realistic worst case should be presented around the operation to allow understanding and assessment of potential effects to features during operation.
The MMO note that Section 2.4.49 of the ES states that active effluent is periodically discharged to the Severn Estuary alongside cooling water. During the transition phase (once AEDL is installed but the CW system is ongoing) and the period that the existing CW system has ceased but the AEDL is operating, information is required on likely discharges and mixing with seawater. The MMO consider that there is insufficient evidence/information on the AEDL operation to allow an assessment of potential impacts from discharge.
The MMO also consider that the details of the AEDL/STPL installation requirements lack clarity. For example, a pipe diameter of 150mm is suggested (Table 2-2) but there is no mention of how the pipework will be protected/encased. The MMO request that this information is provided.
Section 9.5.69 states ‘…the duration of the Proposed Works within the marine environment is short-term and temporary, it is appropriate to base the predicted future baseline status of habitats and species on the current status of these features.’ Given the need to consider AEDL (and STPL) operational discharge and the ‘long term’ changes in the outfall channel (as stated by the applicant) to being filled with sediment and silt; the MMO consider that it is incorrect to consider all the changes in marine environment as short term or temporary. Consequently, the change to the language and perspective must be reflected throughout chapter 9 and 10 of the ES accordingly.
Additionally, the MMO notes that there is no consideration of any impact pathways related to the operation of the AEDL/STPL within the HRA report. The MMO requests the need for these to be considered.
Non-Technical Summary
Following a review of the Non-Technical Summary (NTS) chapter, the MMO has several comments that need to be addressed. For example, the NTS would benefit from a contents page to facilitate accessibility.

Graphic 2-1 would benefit from an inset map. The red ‘works area’ area is blurred within the marine environment. Given the environmental context of this map, the MMO considers that the adjacent Special Protection Areas (SPA) and Special Area of Conservation (SAC) sites should be shown.
Similarly, Section 2.1.3 should acknowledge the specific SAC/SPAs and Special Sites of Scientific Interest (SSSI) sites in close proximity to the proposed works.

The MMO notes that Section 5.3 provides assessment of effects for ‘biodiversity conservation sites’. Given that one of the key site’s is a marine site, the Severn Estuary SAC, the MMO requests that this should be considered within Section 5.4, which mentions these sites in the baseline but does not provide assessment outcomes.
Section 5.3.14 of the NTS contradicts the HRA which acknowledges the potential damage to Sabellaria reef. The MMO requests clarification on this.

The MMO considers that Section 5.4.8 should provide mitigation commitments rather than recommendations.

The MMO considers the phrase ‘would return the coastal processes to a more natural regime’ as misleading. The MMO recommends that this is clarified or removed.

The MMO is in the opinion that the NTS should be updated to capture additional information and assessment conclusions once the comments raised throughout this review have been addressed.
Environmental Statement: Chapters 1 – 5
As mentioned previously above, the MMO strongly recommends that detail on all the marine activities to be progressed within the application are included within Chapter 2. Detail on several activities (e.g. related to AEDL/STPL) are included in Chapter 3 but not Chapter 2. For clarity, the MMO request that activities should be separated out into construction and operation.
· 
The MMO requests clarity in relation to Section 2.3.25 and recommends that the point where the CW Outfall Tunnel intersects the sea wall is indicated on a figure.

The MMO requests the applicant to confirm the location of Jacked up Barges for the installation described as ‘at the CW Outfall Channel’. It is unclear whether this will this be within the channel, to the side of the channel, or at the end of the channel. Please can the applicant provide clarity on this.
Section 2.3.9 states ‘A new AEDL will be installed to enable the Cooling Water Pumps to be turned off and to enable the decommissioning of the CW system’. The MMO consider greater detail must be provided on the function of the AEDL and how its operation enables CW Pumps to be turned off. The MMO understands that as the AEDL must be installed in advance of the CW decommissioning, it is assumed that one of the functions of the AEDL is to provide a similar mechanism to the CW. Table 22-5 notes that the AEDL will allow operational discharges.
Section 3.4.9 notes that ‘The existing CW Outfall Channel is anticipated to be filled with silt five years after the cessation of the CW System operations and associated CW flows. As the AEDL will be buried at the end of the Preparations for Quiescence phase (approximately 13 years)’. The programme indicates dismantling of CW system in 2029, three years after the AEDL installation. Therefore, the MMO requests clarity around how these two systems (CW system and AEDL/STPL) will operate concurrently and how the transition from one to other will be facilitated.
The MMO considers it unclear on when the AEDL and STPL will stop operation. If operating simultaneously with the existing CW system in the first three years of the pre-quiescence phase, how will discharges change both with existing CW flow and without? Additionally, it is unclear whether the existing CW flow will be reduced over the three years between the AEDL installation and the CW system cessation. The MMO is unsure how the AEDL/STPL will be maintained during operation. It is assumed that corrosion inhibitors may be required to maintain the AEDL system (e.g. Table 9-14) but there is no detailed description anywhere within the Environmental Statement or HRA. The MMO requests that this information be provided.
It is also unclear on how the AEDL and STPL will operate if, as is stated, the outfall channel will be filled with sediment following the five years cessation of CW. The MMO asks that clarity is provided on this point.

An example of the confusion in the marine activities is illustrated in the Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) baseline report. Chapter 2 and 3 of the Environmental Statement (e.g. Section 3.4.7) describe works that occur over the intertidal such as the installation of the AEDL and STPL, clamping of pipework to the intertidal rock, and the use of Jack-up Barges. However, the intertidal activities as described within the BNG baseline report (Appendix 8L) state ‘The Works Area encompasses marine outfall infrastructure, which crosses intertidal and marine habitats. The outfall is a built structure which is tunnelled underneath the intertidal zone and will be largely undisturbed by the Proposed Works. This report therefore relates to only terrestrial habitats within the Study Area’. 
Figure 1 of the BNG report also contains a different work area across the intertidal from that provided as part of the Environmental Statement (e.g. Figure 1.1 and 2.1-2.3 of Environmental Statement Vol II). The MMO requests that the applicant clarifies why works upon the intertidal have not been considered within the BNG footprint.
The MMO considers that it would also be more logical to order the ES so that the ecology chapters followed Chapter 10 (Coastal Management and Water Quality). As the applicant notes in Section 5.2.6 when describing indirect and secondary effects ‘An example would be the effect on marine ecology from changes in water quality which has been altered from removal/decommissioning…’. Such indirect and secondary effects contribute to the Zone of Influence and therefore the study area.
The MMO also have several concerns associated with the impact assessment methodology (Chapter 5). Several of the assessment conclusions refer to a ‘very low’ magnitude of change and the use of ‘very low’ magnitude is outlined in the assessment matrix (Table 5-5). However, there is no description of the nature/criteria for ‘very low' magnitude within Table 5-4. The MMO request that should be revisited accordingly across assessments.
Environmental Statement: Chapter 8 Terrestrial Biodiversity and Ornithology
The MMO has reviewed this section with consideration of marine ornithological interests. The MMO considers that Chapter 8 does not consider in sufficient detail the potential disturbance effects on birds from work carried out in the marine environment. Notably, consideration should be given to the presence of Jack up Barges and other marine vessels and the requirement for continuous lighting of these vessels beyond the normal daily operations.
The MMO also considers it confusing that Chapter 8 sets out that it will only consider features above Mean High Water Springs (section 8.1.2) yet covers Severn Estuary SAC within sections 8.10.4 onwards.

The MMO notes that given the potential need to revisit the Biodiversity Net Gain baseline due to intertidal works (see comment 5.8 above), Section 8.6.2 may require updating.
Section 8.10.60 mentions that installation of the AEDL will be carried out from within the channel, however the MMO understands that elsewhere it is noted that the Jack up Barges will be at the channel. Additionally, elsewhere in the ES, it is mentioned that Jack up Barges will be at end of the channel. The MMO requests clarity on this point.
Section 8.10.134 states that disturbance effects to birds are estimated to extend to 250m from the Works Area. However, the HRA report states a value of 500m from the Works Area. The MMO requests that this is clarified with supporting evidence and then applied consistently across assessments.
· 
The MMO requests that the applicant signposts or provides the 2024 Technical Note for breeding gull survey(s) as this does not appear to be within the submitted documents.
Environmental Statement: Chapter 9 Marine Diversity
The MMO notes that Impact assessments have not been carried out against all the identified impacts, as summarised in Table 9-18. Consideration must be given to these and to operational impacts from the AEDL/STPL. Currently the MMO considers that the applicant has not provided sufficient evidence to fully understand the impacts on marine biodiversity. In section 9.9, the scope of the assessment, there is no consideration to operation and maintenance of AEDL. The MMO finds it unclear how this can be justified if there is uncertainty whether this will be captured under the existing licence. The MMO requests clarity on this point.
In Chapter 9 of the ES, the assessment evaluation of significance relies upon the matrix presented in Table 9-17. However, despite ‘very high’ magnitude of change being listed in Table 9-17 (and in Table 5-5), there is no listing of ‘very high’ within table 9-16. The absence of ‘very high’ from the magnitude of change results in a bias towards ‘not significant’ within the matrix. Given this issue, the MMO considers that the assessment within Chapter 9 have been undermined and cannot be considered further until this is addressed.
The MMO notes that there is no significance matrix in Chapter 9 and therefore it is unclear how significance has been determined. The MMO acknowledges that is accepted that the categories determining importance and magnitude of change may need to vary dependent on topic. However, Chapter 9 refers to Chapter 5 and in the absence of a significance matrix then the matrix provided in Table 5-5 must be considered. However, the criteria in Table 5-5 do not align with those in Chapter 9 for ‘importance’ and ‘magnitude of change’. The MMO also note that there are six categories of importance and five categories of magnitude of change described in Chapter 9. Furthermore, the magnitude of change detailed in Chapter 9 contains the categories low, very low and neutral, yet there is minimal difference between very low and neutral.
The MMO notes that Table 9-5 provides a contradictory comment to Table 10-5 regarding the AEDL, noting that ‘Cessation of the cooling water system is scheduled to take place during the Preparation for Quiescence phase, prior to the installation of the AEDL and STPL discharge line.’ Whereas Table 10-5 notes that ‘the new AEDL will be installed in order to manage the permitted discharges associated without treatment process plant and facilitate the decommissioning of the existing cooling water system and associated infrastructure.’ The MMO requests clarity on this.
The criteria in Table 9-15 for assigning importance to marine biodiversity features are difficult to follow. The MMO strongly recommended that clarity is provided within this section on the feature(s)’ importance so the assessment approach can be adequately followed.
· 
Section 9.7.14 states that ‘Adverse effects are assessed as being significant if the favourable conservation status of an ecological feature would be lost as a result of the Proposed Works’ However, the MMO considers that this is not wholly true as adverse effects could be significant if low magnitude of change but high/very high importance.
Table 9-18 states that ‘both lines’ will be installed at same time. The MMO understands that there is no recognition of additional back up pipes being installed (contingency piping for AEDL and STPL).

Additionally, the MMO considers that Table 9-18 does not fully address the impact ‘Direct disturbance, degradation or loss of subtidal / intertidal habitats’ for Installation of the AEDL and the STPL discharge line during Preparations for Quiescence phase. The MMO considers thar habitat loss must be assessed for all relevant marine receptors. It is noted that within the HRA report a value of 132 metres squared (m2) for habitat loss is calculated from the AEDL/STPL installation alone. However, the MMO considers that the actual habitat loss will be greater than 132m2. This is discussed further in the HRA section below.
The MMO notes that a section on seagrass is included (9.5.40 – 9.5.42). However, the MMO considers that this is unnecessary and confusing given it was not found in the survey areas.

From the biotope maps presented (e.g. Figure 3.1 and 3.2 (ES, VOL III part 2) and figure 9.2 (ES, Vol II Figures)) it is noted that most biotopes do not appear to extend to the boundary of the works area. Assuming the ‘works area’ is coincident with the outfall channel, it is therefore noted that the intertidal biotopes do not extend to the edge of the channel. Nor is there any indication of what biotope(s) the outfall channel itself is comprised (except at the subtidal margins). It is also noted that in 2020, the intertidal biotope running alongside the eastern part of the channel was predominantly LS.LMu. However, in 2022, this area was not identified/mapped. Given the footprint of the AEDL/STPL and existing outfall, the MMO requests clarification on why the channel and edges have not been mapped/identified in the intertidal mapping. The existing outfall channel has been present for over 45 years and should be considered baseline. Without the baseline intertidal/subtidal information across this area, the MMO considers there is insufficient information to carry out the intertidal/subtidal assessments.
With regards to Section 9.10.4 to 9.10.11, the MMO considers the impact which the assessment is made against is unclear for intertidal habitats/species. The MMO notes that the only assessment made is for sediment remobilisation. There is no consideration for other potential impacts including those which are identified in Table 9-18. The MMO considers that there should be an assessment of ‘Direct disturbance, degradation or loss of intertidal habitats’. As mentioned previously, the MMO request that an assessment must also be carried out which relates to the operation of the AEDL and STP). The MMO considers that this should tie into the outcomes from an assessment in Chapter 10.
The MMO notes that Table 9-19 mentions ‘loss of Sabellaria biotopes’ but direct footprint loss is not covered in Section 9.10.4 to 9.10.11. 

The MMO requests that consideration must also be given to potential loss of other intertidal habitats such as Corallina.

The MMO considers that the assessment against ‘loss of habitat’ in section
9.10.15 does not provide enough evidence to determine or justify the magnitude of
change as ‘Very Low’. The MMO consider that more evidence is required.

The MMO also notes that no consideration is provided against the project task ‘Installation of AEDL and STPL discharge line during Preparations for Quiescence phase’ (see Table 9-18) against any marine receptors. To aid clarity in the assessment process the MMO recommends that impact pathways are clearly linked to project tasks and then impact descriptions (as listed in Table 9-18) are carried through within the related text of the ES.
The MMO requests that in Chapter 9, specific recognition must be given to the intertidal Corallina biotope. This biotope is located within the works area at the southeastern edge of the CW channel and also immediately adjacent to the channel. The consideration of flows across the intertidal are important for the establishment and maintenance of Corallina community. The MMO requests that the applicant needs to demonstrate with sufficient evidence how the changes to the flows/discharges may potentially impact this important feature. The MMO notes that a large body of information has been collected on the Corallina community as part of the assessment and monitoring of Hinkley Point C.
As noted in the general comments section above, the MMO requests that consideration must be given to the operation of the AEDL/STPL and the potential impacts from this activity. This should include consideration of potential impacts from changes in water quality on marine features. This should also consider how the change in flows across intertidal may impact Corallina and other notable features.
The MMO notes that within the ES and the HRA it is stated that the outfall channel will be silted up within five years of the existing CW system cessation. Consideration should be given to how this long-term change may impact upon sediment transport and the potential to impact existing Sabellaria alveolata reef and other marine habitats.
The MMO understands that the task of the CW system dismantling/cessation will result in changes to existing outfall conditions. The result being loss/changes to flows, sedimentation within the outfall channel, scouring effects, changes to water quality (physical and chemical). Therefore, the MMO requests that the potential impacts on marine receptors of these changes be assessed.
Given the existing baseline and evidence for European eel, as outlined in Section 9.5.55, and the presence of migrating glass eel recorded along the shore in the vicinity of HPB, the MMO disagree with assigning ‘medium’ importance to eel (9.10.28). The MMO also disagree with assigning ‘low’ magnitude of change, as mortality to some fish species within 30m of the source is stated.
· 
The MMO notes that the ‘importance’ assigned within the specific assessments of impacts within Chapter 9 does not align with that provided in table 9-15. For example, ‘medium’ importance within table 9-15 makes no direct mention of species but only alludes to species (within areas). However, throughout the specific assessments carried out in Chapter 9 there is continual mention of ‘regional’ importance for certain species. The MMO notes that ‘regional’ importance is listed within the importance criteria outlined in the preceding Chapter 8.

The MMO considers that greater clarity is required within table 9-15 to allow discernment between ‘medium’ and ‘low’ importance. The MMO finds it unclear why legally protected marine species would be assigned a low importance.

Within Table 9-15 for high importance, it states ‘…but can be determined to be of national importance using the principles described in Part 1 of the guidance’. The MMO considers that the criteria for high importance should be clearly described in this table rather than referring to other guidance for determination.
The MMO notes that the magnitude of change table (Table 9-16) states ‘There may be a change in the level of importance of this receptor as a result of the Proposed Works’. The MMO requests that the applicant provides clarification on this as its meaning is unclear.
In relation to the assessment of marine mammals, Section 9.10.37 states – ‘Since the local populations are not of national importance and the species are not on the IUCN Red List, they are considered of medium importance.’ The MMO understands that the relevant marine mammals are all on IUCN Red List (e.g. harbour porpoise, harbour seal, bottlenose dolphin etc.). The MMO also find it unclear how ‘local’ population is not of national importance. The MMO requests further clarification to inform the assessment.

Environmental Statement: Chapter 9 Marine Diversity: Appendix 9C Underwater Noise Assessment
The MMO notes that an underwater noise assessment in the form of a Technical Note has been undertaken in support of the ES and is included in Appendix 9C. Recognised published thresholds/criteria for impulsive and continuous noise sources have been applied to determine the range at which potential effects on different hearing categories for fish (Popper et al., 2014) and functional hearing groups for marine mammals (Southall et al., 2019) will occur from certain project activities (namely the dismantling of the CW intake structure). The activities considered include the use of a long reach excavator equipped with a bucket, shears and hydraulic breaker and vessels employed during the works.
The MMO considers that the simple logarithmic modelling approach that has been applied to the underwater noise assessment is appropriate and proportionate for the nature and scale of the works, and the limitations of this approach have been set out clearly. The basis for the attenuation and absorption coefficients that have been used in the model is also clearly evidenced and in line with other recent underwater noise assessments in shallow water environments. The MMO also considers the proxy source levels that have been used from publicly available information to represent the noise sources of the project activities are a reasonable worst case.

Although the applicant has considered the most onerous or worst-case range of effects in terms of sound exposure level (SEL) cumulative (SELcum) levels, the MMO considers that it is helpful for the assessment to also consider the instantaneous sound pressure level (SPL) peak (SPLpk) levels as it provides a broader picture of the potential effects. However, the MMO acknowledges that this is desirable rather than necessary.
The MMO considers that it would be helpful for the applicant to explain the worst- case impact range for Temporary Threshold Shift (TTS) of 433m in relation to the width of the estuary and the location of the CW intake. Whilst the MMO recognises that TTS is representative of a temporary physiological effect rather than a behaviour response, it is useful to understand how far this impact range extends across the width of the estuary (i.e., in terms of % of estuary width), and whether this could result in a barrier for migratory fish, and therefore a potentially significant impact. Therefore, the MMO requests further evidence in support of this in the context of the study area.
The MMO notes that the operating time that has been assumed for the underwater noise modelling is six hours which is in line with what is stated in the Environmental Statement. However, the MMO requests that the applicant should clarify if this means that only six hours of activity (including vessel movements) will ever occur during a 24-hour period within the marine environment.
The comments made earlier in this response in relation to the proposed works description and AEDL/STPL installation and operation within the Environmental Statement and HRA Report also apply and are not repeated here. These other activities have not been covered in the underwater noise assessment.
Environmental Statement: Chapter 10 Coastal Management and Water Quality
Chapter 10 is said to include consideration of dynamic physical processes that exist within the vicinity of Hinkley Point B including extreme tidal conditions. Section 10.7.3 states that ‘dismantling of marine infrastructure is generally considered beneficial in terms of the natural coastal regime’. The MMO considers that whilst this is generally true, the infrastructure and its operation has been in place for over 40 years. The environment therefore has had time to adjust to these changes and therefore these conditions are the effective baseline environment, which will be locally affected by the infrastructure removal. The MMO agrees the physical process effects are unlikely to affect the current shoreline management planning, but it could change the local flow, sediment dynamics and water quality affecting the local designated seabed habitats. On this basis, the MMO agrees that modelling of hydrography, sediment transport, erosion and deposition is not required over a wide area but should be assessed for the local proximity of the works. In this respect the MMO considers that this Chapter is unclear as the text initially states no modelling has been undertaken, yet later sediment modelling is referenced, for example in Table 10 – 14.
· 
The MMO notes that the potential effects of the decommissioning works have been well identified in Chapter 10. However, the assessment criteria are overly reliant on water quality issues over a wide area. There is little consideration of local changes to the physical processes, erosion and sedimentation which could impact on the designated marine ecology, such as Corallina and Sabellaria habitats within the area. These will be the primary changes caused by the removal/translocation of the cooling water infrastructure and their discharges. As the assessment matrix stands, the MMO considers that the assessment is valid for the purpose of the Shoreline Management Plan but does not identify the potential local significance to the marine ecology as the changes are considered of little overall importance, which may not be the case locally. The MMO requests the applicant provides clarification or consideration of this.
The MMO notes that in section 10.10.30, the assessment also concludes negligible effects on water quality on the assumption that discharges via the AEDL will be covered by an existing environmental permit. However, there is conflicting consideration elsewhere in the Environmental Statement whether the existing permit would suffice. Given the changes to the position of discharge and, it is assumed, the content of the discharge, the MMO considers thar this should be assessed without reliance on the existing permit and/or assuming current operating conditions would be the same. There is insufficient evidence to fully understand the impacts on water quality without more information on AEDL (and STPL) operation and maintenance, and the MMO requests this.
Section 10.9.1 mentions decommissioning of the AEDL and STPL. The MMO requests clarity is provided to determine at what point in the programme are these expected to cease operation.

Section 10.10.26 states that flow from the existing CW will be transferred to the AEDL. However, the MMO is unclear on how flow is being managed if the CW intake is decommissioned. The MMO requests clarity on this point.

Section 10.10.28 states that the CW Outfall Channel will be filled with sediment after five years and the MMO understands thar there are no plans to clear aggregated sediment from the Channel. Therefore, the MMO requests clarification on how the operation of the AEDL (and STPL) can continue if the Channel is filled with sediment.
The MMO requests that a much clearer description of the AEDL and STPL must be provided to fully understand the potential impacts from the project. The MMO considers thar there is a fundamental gap relating to the transition from the current CW system to the use of the AEDL (and STPL) and how these will be utilised throughout their operational lifetime.
Baseline Surveys
The MMO has reviewed the baseline marine related surveys provided in the documents and have identified a number of issues, concerns and points of note. Please see the comments below.
· 
The MMO considers that throughout Chapter 8 of the ES, there is a lot of reliance on the findings of the annual Land Management Annual Reviews (LMARs). The MMO requests that the LMARs should be provided as evidence and appended to the ES.
The MMO requests that justification be provided as to why only four quarterly water sampling surveys have been used to determine the water quality baseline. The MMO considers that it would be usual to expect at least a full years’ worth of monthly surveys.
The MMO requests the applicant provides justification on why the baseline marine subtidal survey (benthic grabs) was carried out in mid-November (winter). The MMO also notes that the intertidal survey was carried out very late in October.
With regards to Appendix 3B figures 3.1 and 3.2, the MMO requests that the colour scheme be revisited as one of the key biotopes (Sabellaria alveolata) is currently a shade of blue which makes it difficult to discern from other biotopes with blue shading.
Similarly, within Appendix 3B figures 3.3-3.4 the chosen colour scheme for Corallina biotope (green) makes this indistinguishable from the FvesB biotope. The MMO kindly asks that this is updated to make reviewing the information clearer.
The MMO recommends that the colour/patterning decided upon for biotopes is the same for both the 2020 and 2022 maps (Appendix 3B, 3.1-3.4) as this would allow clear understanding.
The MMO notes that only the intertidal validation report is currently appended to the ES and requests that the original intertidal baseline survey report be provided.
Habitats Regulation Appraisal: Screening Report and Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment
The comments made above in relation to the proposed works description and the AEDL/STPL installation and operation within the ES also apply to the HRA Report. This includes, but is not limited to, some of the comments below.
The MMO notes that within the HRA (Table 4-6) it states that all works in the marine environment will be limited to a six-hour operational window during daytime hours. This is not stated in the Environmental Statement. The MMO requests the applicant clarify this comment and the conclusions derived from its assumption within the HRA. The MMO also request clarity on if this means that only six hours working will ever occur during a 24-hour period within the marine environment. Clarity is required regarding if the programme of works for marine environment is based upon the six-hour working window.
Within the documents, there is no mention of any requirement for cooling water once defueling has ended. While the MMO acknowledges that there are several sections that indicate there would be no further requirement for cooling water during the pre-quiescence phase (e.g. Sections 3.5.2, 3.4.3 of the ES), the MMO requests that the applicant should provide greater clarity on abstraction of cooling water until defueling is complete (including providing estimated date) and also confirm that there will be no further requirement for abstraction of seawater thereafter. This is important to rule out impact pathways related to changes to the existing or any new cooling water abstraction.
The MMO notes that there are contradictory comments within the ES (and HRA) in relation to permit requirements and the AEDL. However, given the change in position/location, flow rate, dilution, content of effluent etc it is considered that a new permit would likely be required. The MMO considers that there is insufficient evidence provided to the contrary.
Section 3.2.21 of the HRA states that active effluent is periodically discharged to the Severn Estuary alongside cooling water. During the transition phase (once the AEDL is installed) and also the period that the existing CW system has ceased but the AEDL is operating, information is required on likely discharges and mixing with seawater. The MMO considers that there is insufficient evidence/information on the AEDL operation to allow an assessment of potential impacts from the discharges. The MMO requests further information and clarity on this point.
The MMO requests confirmation of the location of the Jack up Barges for the installation described as ‘at the CW Outfall Channel’ (section 3.2.22 and 3.2.23)and whether this will be within the channel only.
Section 3.2.21 states ‘A new AEDL will be installed to enable the Cooling Water Pumps to be turned off and to enable the decommissioning of the CW system’. The MMO requests that greater detail must be provided on the function of the AEDL and how it its operation enables the CW Pumps to be turned off. As the AEDL has to be installed in advance of the CW decommissioning, the MMO assumes that one of the functions of the AEDL is to provide a similar mechanism to the CW.
The MMO notes that section 3.2.27 states that the AEDL/STPL will be buried five years after cooling water flows cease. The MMO requests clarity on whether this timeframe and comment suggests that no cooling water is required at all once the CW system is dismantled and whether there is any requirement to pump cooling water through the AEDL.
Additionally, the MMO requests clarity on whether the AEDL/STPL will be buried eight years after installation due to the 2026 installation and 2029 dismantle of existing CW system.
Section 3.3.10 notes that ‘The existing CW Outfall Channel is anticipated to be filled with silt five years after the cessation of the CW System operations and associated CW flows. As the AEDL will be buried at the end of the Preparations for Quiescence phase (approximately 13 years)’ The MMO understands that the programme indicates dismantling of the CW system in 2029, three years after the AEDL installation. Therefore, the MMO requests clarity around the operation of the two systems – the CW system and the AEDL/STPL.
· 
11.11. The MMO requests confirmation on a number of points regarding the AEDL and STPL. Please can the applicant provide answers to the following:
When will the AEDL and STPL stop operation?
How long are the AEDL and STPL expected to run for?
What are the expected dilutions with existing CW flow and without?
Will the existing CW flow be reduced over the three years between the AEDL installation and the CW system cessation?
How the will AEDL/STPL be maintained during operation?
The MMO understands that corrosion inhibitors may be required to maintain the pipework (e.g. Table 9-14 of the Environmental Statement) but there is no detailed description anywhere within the HRA or Environmental Statement). The MMO requests that the applicant provides this.
The MMO notes that the width of the AEDL/STPL pipelines is stated as 100- 150mm. However, there is no information provided on how these will be protected/encased. The MMO requests this information.
Section 3.2.27 suggests that the outfall channel will be filled with sediment after five years cessation of the CW. The MMO requests clarity on how the AEDL/STPL will operate if this is the case.
The MMO notes that there is no consideration of any impact pathways related to the operation of the AEDL/STPL within the HRA report. As previously noted in the comments for the Environmental Statement, the MMO requests that these need to be considered.
Table 4-5 notes that ‘The AEDL and STPL requires the installation of four pipelines extending approximately 220m beyond the existing CW outfall. There will be temporary habitat loss associated with the installation.’ Given the need for supporting brackets and potentially pipe protection, then the footprint calculated is likely to be larger than 132m2. The MMO requests that this loss should be considered permanent not temporary and the HRA/ Environmental Statement should be amended accordingly.
As the MMO have mentioned in the above general comments, consideration must be given to the operation of the AEDL/STPL and the potential impacts from this activity. This should include consideration of potential impacts from changes in water quality on designated features. If abstraction is required during the pre- quiescence phase that is separate to that already being carried out through the existing CW system, then potential impacts from this activity on designated features must be assessed within the HRA.
The MMO considers that the potential impacts from the operation of the AEDL/STPL should also consider how the change in flows across intertidal may impact Corallina habitat. Currently the HRA does not consider all the potential impacts on Corallina habitat. The Corallina habitat is located within and immediately adjacent to the works area and CW outfall channel. This will be discussed further below.
· 
The MMO notes that Sections 1.2.41 – 1.2.43 consider the impact pathway ‘Siltation rate changes, including smothering (depth of vertical sediment overburden)’ on Corallina habitat but there is no consideration of the impact from the ‘infilling’ of the CW channel with sediment (as is mentioned in 3.2.27). 
Section 1.2.43 wrongly suggest that the Corallina habitat is distant from the proposed works; however, the biotope mapping has indicated that this habitat extends to the edge of the area mapped, to the western side of the channel. The biotope mapping also shows Corallina habitat within the works area. Given that the infilling of the channel with sediment would completely cover any existing features and change the substratum, the MMO requests that this impact pathway be considered within the HRA.
As noted previously in the general comments section above, the potential impacts on designated features from seawater abstraction must be considered if there is any requirement to continue abstraction during the Prep for Quiescence phase (and beyond), given that the existing CW system will be dismantled. The MMO requests that this is taken into consideration.
The MMO understands that the task of the CW system cessation will result in changes to existing baseline compared to existing outfall conditions. The result being loss/changes to flows, sedimentation within the outfall channel, scouring effects and changes to water quality (physical and chemical). The MMO requests that the potential impacts on designated features (including on supporting habitats and prey) from these changes be assessed.
With regards to Table 4-6, the MMO disagree with the screening out of the following pressures: ‘introduction of microbial pathogens; nutrient enrichment, organic enrichment, radionuclide contamination, deoxygenation’. This is because, given the change of location for effluent discharge it is not anticipated that operation will be covered under existing permit(s). The MMO also disagree with this statement ‘none of the Proposed Works will introduce material into the marine/estuarine environment, therefore there is no impact pathway for the introduction of nutrients, organic matter or pathogens’. Therefore, the MMO considers that these pathways require further consideration.
The MMO requests clarity regarding the screening out of ‘introduction of light’ (Table 4-6). The MMO considers that the presence of vessels in the marine environment will require continuous lighting outside the stated six-hour operational window to ensure safety to other vessels in the vicinity. As it is anticipated that light will be required outside the working window and during nighttime hours, the MMO requests that this pathway requires consideration for designated birds and fish (including migratory fish). The MMO also requests that consideration should be given to otters.
With regards to the biotope maps presented (e.g. Figure 3.1 and 3.2 (ES VOL III part 2) and figure 9.2 (ES Vol II Figures)) the MMO notes that most biotopes do not appear to extend to the boundary of the works area. Assuming the ‘works area’ is coincident with the outfall channel, it is therefore noted that the intertidal biotopes do not extend to the edge of the channel. Nor is there any indication of what biotope(s) the outfall channel itself is comprised (except at the subtidal margins). 
· 
It is also noted that in 2020, the intertidal biotope running alongside the eastern part of the channel was predominantly LS.LMu. However, in 2022, this area is not identified/mapped (see Figures 3.3 and 3.4 (Environmental Statement, VOL III part 2). Given the footprint of the AEDL/STPL and existing outfall, the MMO requests clarification on why the channel and edges have not been mapped/identified in the intertidal mapping. The existing outfall channel has been present for over 45 years and should be considered baseline. Without the baseline intertidal/subtidal information across this area the MM considers thar there is insufficient information to carry out the intertidal/subtidal assessments and therefore the HRA.
Section 4.2.5 notes how Corallina ‘…biotope was not found to be present within the Works Area, but immediately adjacent to the Works Area extending in an east- west direction across the intertidal.’ The MMO notes from Figures 3.4 (Environmental Statement, VOL III part 2) and 9.2 (Environmental Statement, Vol II Figures) that a small area of Corallina biotope is present at the southeastern edge of the existing CW channel and overlaps with the ‘works area’. The MMO requests that this should be considered within the assessment accordingly. Table 1-1 should also be updated.
Within Appendix 9A it is stated that the biotope habitats have not changed much between 2020 and 2022. In Figures 3.1 and 3.2 of this Appendix there is an area of intertidal mud which overlaps with works area and existing channel. In the absence of any other biotopes identified in 2022 being presented, it should be assumed that this biotope is present in works area. Therefore, the MMO requests that this should be considered within the assessment accordingly. Table 1-1 should also be updated.
The MMO notes that Table 4-7 does not present ‘physical loss’ to intertidal habitat despite this being clearly highlighted as a pressure from the installation of pipelines in Table 4-5, which also indicates 132m2 loss under footprint of pipelines (please see comment 11.16 above). The MMO requests this is either updated or clarified.
Section 1.2.16 notes that 4,166m2 of Sabellaria reef is within the AEDL and STPL works area. Table 4-5 states that 132m2 of physical loss of intertidal habitat will occur under the footprint of pipelines. However, there is no assessment for loss of Sabellaria reef or of any intertidal habitat. The MMO requests that this be assessed for the HRA.
In section 3.2.27 it states, ‘sediment modelling has concluded that silt will aggregate in the Outfall Channel and bury the lines five years after cooling water flows cease.’ The MMO notes that there is no consideration of this pressure on the intertidal (or subtidal) habitats. The MMO requests that this be assessed for the HRA. Table 4-5 should also be updated.
The MMO notes that there are strong assertions made to the outfall channel being silted up within five years. The MMO requests that consideration be given to how this long-term change may impact upon sediment transport and the potential indirect effects to existing Sabellaria alveolata reef and other designated marine habitats.
· 
With regards to Graphic 3-7, the MMO requests clarity on why the AEDL/STPL line shown on this figure does not correspond with the works area as shown in other figures e.g. Figure 1.1.
In Figure 1.1 the chosen colour scheme for Corallina biotope (green) makes this indistinguishable from the FvesB biotope. The MMO kindly requests amending this to make it clearer to review.
Additionally, in Figure 1.1 the boundary of the Sab.Salv biotope is surrounded by ‘littoral Sabellaria reef’ on the map The MMO considers that these are likely the same biotope, however, the colour scheme adopted suggests quite different habitat types resulting in confusion. The MMO kindly also requests amending this for clarity.
The MMO notes that the legend in Figure 1.2 infers that the onset occurs at these distances or greater, when the MMO understands it actually occurs within these distances. The MMO requests that this is amended.
The MMO requests clarity on the onset of behavioural response at 60m in Figure 1.2 as currently the MMO considers that this does not make sense.
The legend in Figure 1.3 requires clearer indication around the onset/mortality and recoverable injury and the MMO requests that this is amended accordingly.
Conclusion
As mentioned in the general comments section of this response, the MMO considers that insufficient information has been provided within the ES and HRA to sufficiently assess the potential marine impacts of the proposed works.
Section 1.9.8 states ‘the current assumption is that the marine licence application will draw on the EIADR application (ES, Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) and other supporting documentation), thereby ensuring consistency in approach and impact assessment. MMO will consider the best approach for marine licensing in light of an existing EIADR consent (should it be granted). However to draw on the EIADR consent, and adopt the outcome of the HRA MMO must be satisfied that all issues set out in this letter (and any future engagement) are sufficiently addressed.
The MMO kindly asks the applicant to review the comments made in this response letter and provide the recommended amendments, clarification and updates to their ES and HRA.
This is without prejudice to any future representation the MMO may make about the decommissioning application. This is also without prejudice to any decision the MMO may make on any associated application for consent, permission, approval or any other type of authorisation submitted to the MMO either for the works in the marine area or for any other authorisation relevant to the decommissioning project.
The MMO reserves the right to modify its present advice or opinion in view of any additional matters or information that may come to our attention.




[bookmark: _Toc212555012]Historic England
I am writing in relation to the following:

EIA: Environmental Impact Assessment
Consultation for Hinkley Point B EIADR application for consent, 
[Case Ref. PL00796924; HE File Ref. ; Your Reference. ]

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the Environmental Statement (ES) for the above application. We have now reviewed the relevant chapters of the ES.

The ES is in our view a thorough and well evidenced report on the potential impact of the proposed works on the Historic Environment.

The mitigation and methodologies outlined in Chapter 13 of the ES should all be taken forward. As the works will not impact directly on any designated heritage assets it will be for Somerset Councils Archaeological Advisor to agree any documentation provided and monitor the mitigation works.


[bookmark: _Toc212555013]Health and Safety Executive
Proposal: Decommissioning project at Hinkley Point B site, England

Thank you for your consultation dated 09 September 2024 seeking comments on the environmental report for the consent to decommission Hinkley Point B. 

Environmental Impact Assessment - the vulnerability of the proposed development to major accidents relevant to the development.

HSE’s response is limited to our role in the land use planning system on the control of major industrial hazards involving dangerous substances.
HSE is not responding in our regulatory role in the health and safety system
HSE notes that in the environmental statement in Chapter 1  page 16 (Section 4.6) it states that the Hinkley Point B facility was previously a lower tier COMAH establishment.  It states, regarding Hazardous Substances (planning) Consent, although currently in place, there will be a requirement to vary or surrender the consents due to reductions in chemical volumes stored onsite at Hinkley Point B.  HSE is not aware that there is a process to surrender consents, it is for the hazardous substances authority (relevant planning authority) to consider revocation of consent [see https://www.gov.uk/guidance/hazardous-substances#After-consent-has-been-granted  paragraphs 059 and 060 and Sections 14 or 17 of The Planning (Hazardous Substances) Act 1990].   If the hazardous substances planning consent is revoked, the Planning Authority should notify HSE so that we can update our records.
In section 18.5.13, it states that no COMAH sites have been identified within 10 km of the Site and there are no Major Accident Hazard Pipelines (MAHP) identified within 1 km of the Site.  HSE confirms that HPB is not within any HSE land-use-planning consultation zones from other sites with hazardous substances planning consent and not within any HSE land-use-planning consultation zones from major accident hazard pipelines.
Additionally, HPB is not located within a safeguarding zone of any Explosives site licensed under the Explosives regulations 2014 or the Dangerous goods in harbour area regulations 2016.
General health and safety at work - HSE realises that Environmental Risk Assessments are not expected to include general health and safety at work however we take this opportunity to point out that it may be beneficial for employer(s) to undertake a risk assessment as early as possible to satisfy themselves that their design and operation will meet requirements of relevant health and safety legislation as the project progresses.


[bookmark: _Toc212555014]Somerset Council
Consultation on the EDF Energy Nuclear Generation Ltd EIADR Application for Consent for the Hinkley Point B Site

Thank you for consulting Somerset Council on the above Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning Regulations (EIADR) application for consent for the Hinkley Point B Site.

It is understood that the consultation responses received will inform the decommissioning proposals that will be submitted to the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) for approval before decommissioning can proceed.

We have undertaken an internal consultation with technical officers to provide views on matters that the Council considers are relevant to the details submitted by the Applicant.

In summary, the key matters which we would like to raise are as follows: -

Waste Planning

The proposed broad principles are considered to align with the waste management hierarchy which is embedded within the Somerset Waste Core Strategy. The applicant has accurately taken into account the waste local policy position and given consideration to current timescales associated with policy review. We have identified additional policies for consideration as outlined in detail below.

It will be important that site operators actively engage in the preparation of future Local Plans and Waste Plans to ensure their infrastructure needs (including waste infrastructure) are understood and planning policies developed to support this.

Information has been provided in respect of the extant planning consent at Hinkley Point A (HPA) for the interim storage facility for intermediate level waste (ILW) at HPA and the
need to consider the conditions of that consent and any subsequent variations. Early engagement with the Waste Planning Authority is strongly advised.

Whilst detailed plans for the end state of the site are not yet available, the site operator is encouraged to engage in both the emerging Somerset Local Plan and Somerset Economic Strategy to ensure that opportunities for future land use at the site are understood, including potential timelines and available infrastructure.

In addition, we would encourage EDF and NRS to consider the opportunities to develop a masterplan for the decommissioning of HPA and HPB and preparation of the land for future use(s) to ensure the maximum opportunities (including those related to biodiversity and waste storage) can be identified and realised.

Ecology and Biodiversity – the application material sets out the terrestrial ecological sensitive features (designated site and species) works undertaken (surveys, mitigation, enhancements etc) required by the applicant to fulfil legal duty under various legislative and local policy requirements. Overall, it is considered that any impacts are minor and would be appropriately mitigated or managed via the Environmental Management Plan (EMP). We do however request that Somerset Council are engaged on the production of the final EMP and subsequent variations.

Highways – The information provided at this stage is considered to be acceptable. Somerset Council Highways have provided an indication of preference for proposed transport routing in the detailed comments below.

Public Rights of Way - The current construction of Hinkley Point C station continues to necessitate a diversion of the King Charles III England Coast Path around the southern perimeter of all 3 stations. This has been in place for longer than was ever envisaged and we continue to explore opportunities to either reopen the path or where that might not be possible, to reduce the length of the current diversionary route. The forthcoming decommissioning work will provide an opportunity to consider the latter.

Public Health - In general terms, it is considered that the issues covered in the EIA have been satisfactorily assessed, and with the mitigation measures identified should not pose a significant risk to health to residents, visitors or workers.

Further detailed consideration is advised in relation to the cumulative impacts on the housing market, taking into account other significant development projects in the local area such as Hinkley Point C, and Gravity.

Environmental Health - The information provided at this stage is considered to be acceptable. It is recommended that any noise related works are limited to normal daytime working hours, and are not carried out on Sundays or Bank Holidays (unless there are specific reasons for having to carry out work at these times).

Landscape - It is considered that the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment takes a thorough approach and comes to reasonable and realistic conclusions. 

Further detail will be required in relation to mitigation measures, in particular in relation to the impact on the King Charles III England Coast Path which is of national importance.

Lead Local Flood Authority – Further information will need to be provided on site specific measures during each phase to manage surface water, details on the drainage system, maintenance arrangements and measures to manage pollution.

Historic Environment - Overall, the removal of HPB would return the setting of heritage assets outlined within the documentation to a condition more similar to the original, which is beneficial. The recording of HPB is considered to be beneficial in producing a record of the non-designated heritage asset prior to its removal.

Outline Environmental Management Plan (OEMP) – It is advised that the Formal EMP clearly sets out in what way mitigation measures are “embedded” or carried out as “good practice” and clearly outlines which stakeholders will be involved in the consultation of any subsequent amendments.

We request that Somerset Council are consulted on the formal EMP.

Stakeholder and community engagement – It is understood that the existing site stakeholder group will be used for providing updates to the local community. Whilst this is considered to be an effective communication vehicle, we ask the applicant to consider other forms of communication as part of their strategy to achieve enhanced communication across a varied community.

Further consideration is also required in respect of communication and engagement opportunities in relation to skills and education.
The above matters are expanded upon in detail within each topic specific section below.
Mineral and Waste Planning
Somerset Council is the Waste and Minerals Planning Authority (WPA) for Somerset (excluding Exmoor National Park).

Relevant waste planning policy is set out in the Somerset Waste Core Strategy, adopted February 2013: Minerals and Waste Planning

From a review of the key submitted documents, we wish to make the following comments and observations.
Waste Hierarchy
The approach to the management of conventional and radioactive waste during the proposed decommissioning of Hinkley Point B is aligned with the principles of the waste management hierarchy which is embedded throughout the Somerset Waste Core Strategy, which is welcomed.

The Environmental Statement (ES) describes that a construction strategy will be implemented to maximise the reuse of excavated materials or demolition derived materials that are suitable for the intended reuse in the context of future site use, in accordance with the Definition of Waste Code of Practice (DOWCOP) and the use of a Materials Management Plan (MMP). It is noted that significant quantities of material will be generated by demolition activities during the preparation for quiescence and final site clearance phases, and there is potential for this site-won material to be used to infill voids that will arise as decommissioning works progress. This approach aligns with the principles of waste prevention and is welcomed.
Local Planning Policy including Waste Planning Policy
The policy and legislation section of the ES (chapter 4) recognises the West Somerset Local Plan and Somerset Waste Core Strategy as relevant local policy.

The latest Local Development Scheme is published on our website: Local Development Scheme . This sets out the timetable for planning policy development, including a new Local Plan for Somerset (submitted for examination January 2028) and a review of the Waste Core Strategy (outcome to be reported January/February 2026, confirming if the plan remains effective or if a full/partial update is required).

The national policy section references the Draft UK policy framework for managing radioactive substances and nuclear decommissioning – the final version was published May 2024: Managing radioactive substances and nuclear decommissioning - GOV.UK

Chapter 19 of the ES (Conventional waste) includes a detailed analysis (table 19.2) of the relevant policies for conventional waste management. The local policy section considers policies SD1, WCS1, WCS2 but does not consider WCS3: other recovery; or WCS4: disposal. Whilst these may not be the preferred waste management techniques in terms of the principals of the waste hierarchy, they may be relevant policies for wastes that cannot be managed by other means (e.g. disposal of asbestos containing materials).

Chapter 20 of the ES (radioactive waste and discharges) also includes detailed analysis of relevant policies and the local policy section considers policy DM9: radioactive waste treatment and storage. Whilst national radioactive waste and decommissioning policy (2024) includes provision for on-site disposal of very Low Level Waste (vLLW), the ES states that this does not currently form part of the decommissioning proposals at Hinkley Point B (HPB) site.
Waste arisings and future waste infrastructure needs

Chapter 2 of the ES (the decommissioning process) sets out the expected quantities of conventional and radioactive waste that will be generated during the three distinct phases of decommissioning.

Further detail is provided in Chapters 19 and 20. This information is helpful and will inform the ongoing review of the Somerset Waste Core Strategy, including the baseline assumptions on how waste will be managed, including on-site treatment requirements and off-site treatment/recycling/recovery/disposal routes.

Wastes generated during the preparation for quiescence phase will be relevant to the review of the Somerset Waste Core Strategy (plan periods typically a minimum of 15 years) but any wastes generated during the final site clearance phase will be significantly outside of the currently adopted Core Strategy time-frame. It will be important that site operators actively engage in the preparation of future Local/Waste Plans to ensure their infrastructure needs (including waste infrastructure) are understood and planning policies developed to support this.

Chapter 2 also describes the need for new waste management infrastructure to support the decommissioning program during the preparation for quiescence phase and final site clearance phase. For the purposes of the EIADR assessment, to ensure a worst-case assessment has been considered, the applicant has assumed the following facilities will be needed:
Decommissioning Waste Processing Facility (DWPF) and
Operational Waste Processing Facility (OWPF) – preparation for quiescence phase
Decommissioning Waste Management Centre (DWMC) – final site clearance phase
Table 4-3 provides an overview of consenting regimes and associated works. This includes the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 and details that the DWPF and OWPF would require planning permission and potential EIA under the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017. Other sections of the ES describe the need/potential need for planning consent for the demolition of buildings, infilling of voids with site-won material and on-site disposal of vLLW. Somerset Council has welcomed the regular without prejudice planning meetings that have been established with the planning and consenting teams at EDF and look forward to continued discussions as their site decommissioning program develops.

The ES describes that EDF (site operator of HPB) and Nuclear Restoration Services (NRS) have discussed options for the interim storage of Intermediate Level Waste (ILW) until a suitable site for a Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) has been identified, constructed and is available, and it has been agreed that ILW arising on HPB site will be stored in the ILW store at Hinkley Point A (HPA) site utilising existing capacity.

The ES however, does not refer to the extant planning consent for the interim storage facility for ILW at HPA - planning permission 3/32/16/018 granted March 2017 for the construction of a Building for the Storage of Intermediate Level Radioactive Waste Materials (Variation of Building Design Approved by Planning Permission No. 3/32/12/030 (Dated 12th July 2012). Condition 3 relates to waste storage:
No radioactive waste shall be imported to the site from outside the Hinkley Point ‘A’ site.
Only waste classified as ‘Low’ and `Intermediate Level Waste, shall be stored in the facility hereby approved.
Planning consent would be required to enable the existing Interim Storage Facility at HPA to accept ILW from the HPB site. Early engagement with the Waste Planning Authority is strongly advised.
Site end state
Chapter 2 describes “for the purposes of this assessment, it is assumed that there will be a future use of the Site and thus it will be left as brownfield land ready for re- development. It is assumed that there is no requirement to remove site infrastructure such as car parks, hardstanding, roads and water mains as this may be of use to a future user of the Site”.

Whilst detailed plans for the end state of the site are not yet available, the site operator is encouraged to engage in both the emerging Somerset Local Plan and Somerset Economic Strategy to ensure that opportunities for future land use at the site are understood, including potential timelines and available infrastructure.
The location of HPB site is directly adjacent to the HPA site and the decommissioning will be undertaken by the same site licence company when HPB has been transferred to NRS when fuel-free status has been achieved. Whilst the decommissioning strategies for each site are currently proposed to follow a different timeline, we would encourage EDF and NRS to consider the opportunities to developer a masterplan for the decommissioning of the sites and preparation of the land for future use(s) to ensure the maximum opportunities (including those related to biodiversity) can be identified and realised, in accordance with Somerset Councils own plans and strategies, including the Climate Emergency Strategy and emerging Local Nature Recovery Strategy/Local Plan/Economic Strategy.
Ecology and Biodiversity

Chapter 8 of the Decommissioning of Hinkley Point B Nuclear Power Station Environmental Statement Volume I: Main Text (February 2025) outlines the terrestrial ecological sensitive features (designated site and species) works undertaken (surveys, mitigation, enhancements etc) required by the applicant to fulfil legal duty under various legislative and local policy requirements.

Overall, it is considered that any impacts are minimal and would be appropriately mitigated or managed via the Environmental Management Plan (EMP).

It is understood that the outline EMP will be expanded upon and become a formal EMP. Somerset Council would wish to be consulted on the formal EMP.

In addition, the current document sets out a commitment that the EMP will then be further updated to take into account matters such as experience, changes in technologies etc. It doesn’t however specifically set out that any update will be consulted upon with the Council, which we consider will be required. Somerset Council should therefore be included in any update consultation.

In the interests of clarity in relation to our remit with regards to marine ecology, please note that our Planning jurisdiction goes down to the Low Mean Water Mark. Therefore, we have not considered marine ecology except where it may concern the immediate intertidal area. Beyond the MLWM, it is the responsibility of the Marine Management Organisation (MMO).

Highways

Chapters 2 and 16 of the documents have been reviewed and referenced as part of the comments below.

Paragraph 16.3.2 sets out the study area which is based on conversations between EDF and the Council in 2022. This study area is still considered to be valid.

Paragraph 16.3.6 sets out the two primary routes which will be utilised through the decommissioning process. Both are deemed acceptable but from a Highways perspective the preference would be to utilise the northern route which is aligned with the developers view in paragraph 6.3.7.

It’s noted that surveys were carried out to establish the level of movements along these routes. These surveys were undertaken in 2022. The applicant is advised to liaise with the local highway authority in respect of the need to consider potential changes during this time.

In respect of growth rates, the applicant has utilised TEMPro which is considered to be acceptable. The applicant is looking to include a base year of 2022, 2030 and 2034. They have also looked to assess two scenarios of 2030/34: no proposed works and 2030/34: with proposed works which would include the baseline and proposed workflows. The applicant has envisaged that the peak year will be 2034, we would encourage continued discussions with the Council’s highways team in respect of this timeframe as we need to ensure that is in line with the current progress of the site.

In respect of traffic generation, Table 16-27 sets out what is envisaged to be the levels of HGV and other movements over the Quiescence phase as well as the final site clearance phase. They appear to indicate that there would be 30 or less HGVs trips per day, which is considered to have a limited impact on the local highway network.

The assumptions are that the prep for the Quiescence phase will be the most intensive in traffic generation terms with the peak being 2034 (see paragraphs 16.10.5 to 16.10.7). Paragraph 16/10.8 sets out the peak flows with them estimating flows of 130 movements per day (65 inbound trips and 65 outbound) 30 of which will be HGVs plus 100 additional vehicles made up of standard sized vehicles. This is deemed as their worst case.

The applicant has followed this up with a distribution assessment which is set out in Table 16-30. This breaks down all the different highway links along the proposed routes. With them looking at the impact on each. They have assumed that this will not result in a significant impact on the junctions as such no further assessments are required.

In respect of the data and assessments outlined above, there will be some increase in traffic based on the projected base line + development. But the level of increase is small and therefore not considered to be severe. As this stage we have no further comments to make but would advise EDF to continue to engage with Somerset Council Highways as further details progress.



Public Rights of Way
The current construction of Hinkley Point C station continues to necessitate a diversion of the King Charles III England Coast Path around the southern perimeter of all 3 stations. This has been in place for longer than was ever envisaged and we continue to explore opportunities to either reopen the path or where that might not be possible, to reduce the length of the current diversionary route. In regard to the latter and the ceasing of electricity generation at HPB, it would now be appropriate to revisit the potential to provide permissive access over the track highlighted green on the map below. Somerset Council therefore strongly advises that the applicant engages in discussions with us in respect of the proposed opportunity identified above.
[image: ]



The consultation documents lack sufficient detail to make informed comments about the impact that the decommissioning work will potentially have on vulnerable users of the path and road network. A Construction Management Plan and Travel Plan would assist in providing the detail which is necessary to properly assess the impact and what mitigation may be necessary.

There are two restricted byways that meet Wick Moor Drove (Edware Lane/Doggets). The level of public use was previously considered to be low, but this will increase now that Somerset Council have concluded the dedicatation at Doggets, and therefore these existing routes are now available to the public.

Any increase in traffic related movements over Wick Moor Drove will impact on the safety of this crossing point for walkers, cyclists and equestrians. Improvements or a controlled crossing may well be warranted to make this intersection safe for vulnerable users. Funding would be required to ensure any impacts are appropriately mitigated for.
Public Health
The comments below relate specifically to the human health aspects of the Environmental Impact Assessment. The issues of air quality, noise and vibration are detailed separately in relation to environmental health (below). Radiation related issues are also excluded from this response as they were scoped out of the EIA, on the basis that there is a separate and comprehensive regulatory regime in place for radiation and nuclear safety.

It is appreciated that in response to previous comments made by the ONR at the Scoping stage that the applicant has provided additional information in respect of how human health matters were being considered. Whilst this additional information is welcomed, we consider that the process should also identify opportunities for enhancing human health and wellbeing, in accordance with the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment guidance “Effective Scoping of Human Health in Environmental Impact Assessment”, which the applicant has relied on in formulating its submissions. In particular, the ES should consider the wider determinants of health. Table 9.1 in that guidance indicates in some detail many of the wider determinants of health that should be further considered.

The term “wider determinants of health” is sometimes explained as being the “building blocks” for living healthily. While the applicant has used that table in an appendix to outline how it has addressed each determinant, this is largely by reference to other parts of the document, and as stated previously focused on negative impacts, with minimal if any consideration of opportunities to enhance health.

With respect to the People and Communities chapter of the consultation document, the applicant concludes that there will be significant impacts on the HPB workforce, essentially arising from the reduction in the size of the existing operational workforce, which during this decade will fall from 535 in 2020 to around 220-300 by 2027.

 90% of the current workforce live in close proximity to the site in postcodes TA5 and TA6. Retirement will be an option for a significant proportion of the workforce in the coming years, but for others opportunities may be available at the HPC site as it moves towards becoming operational at the end of the decade, as well as at the emerging Gravity development. However, there may well be a time delay between the ending of specific roles at HPB, and the projects outlined above.

However, it is considered that the support arrangements in place for the current workforce reduction are appropriate and should minimise negative health impacts from job losses.

Concern is raised about the lack of detailed consideration of potential impacts on the housing market. With 90% of the current workforce already living locally in permanent housing there ought not to be any significant impacts on the local owner/occupier market from the downsizing of the current workforce. What is less clear is any potential impact on the local rental market from contractors and new employees in the preparation for quiescence phase when considered on a cumulative impact basis with in particular HPC and the Gravity project.

The consultation document provides no details in respect of impact on the housing rental market. The presence of large numbers of well-paid contractors in the local economy means they can outcompete local people in the rental market which is already experiencing pressure. The applicant is advised to provide an element of modelling of impacts on the rental market, including sensitivity analysis in respect of delayed timelines for HPC. There is the potential for significant impact on the rental market, and knock on effects for the local community in terms of availability and affordability of housing, including risk of homelessness.

Such impacts are likely to affect the most economically challenged people in the community, notably in Bridgwater. There is also the potential for landlords to offer substandard accommodation and for overcrowding, with potential negative consequences for physical and mental health. However, it is acknowledged that due to the scale of the decommissioning works, this may only be relevant as an inter-project cumulative impact issue. Nevertheless, it is considered that further consider of this is required by the applicant.

In relation to health and wellbeing, it isn’t clear from the documentation if facilities that currently exist at HPB for staff welfare will be maintained throughout the period of deconstruction and Safestore construction. Given the remote location of HPB, maintaining such services, or providing alternatives, will be important for staff welfare and health.

Other than these considerations, it is considered that the ES addresses the likely impacts satisfactorily with appropriate mitigations where indicated.
Environmental Health
The chapters on Air Quality, Soils Geology and Hydrology and Noise and Vibration have been reviewed. The Statement provides details of the potential effects of the works for each of these areas; includes an assessment of the potential risks and outlines mitigation measures. It concludes that for these issues any risks will be minimal with the proposed mitigation. The EMP also includes details of mitigation measures for the development.
Air Quality 
The Assessment looks at emissions from the demolition and construction works and emissions from associated road transport. The results of assessment into the risk of impacts state that the risk to human health will be low. The assessment does note a high risk to nearby ecology from the demolition activities. The Statement lists a range of mitigation measures that are recommended to ensure the potential dust effects are negligible including site operations, track out and monitoring. We consider that these mitigation measures are necessary and would need to be secured as part of any forthcoming consent.
Noise 
The Assessment used existing noise data from the monitoring at HPC to characterise the baseline environment. It then assessed the impact on noise sensitive receptors in the area (mainly residential, but also users of the Coast Path), including noise from traffic associated with the works. The assessment concluded that no road links are expected to lead to an increase in road noise in excess of 1dBA and, therefore, this can be screened from further assessment.

There is an assessment of the potential for noise from the works at the site to affect nearby properties. This concludes that the noise will be within the noise level criteria in the relevant guidance (British Standard 5228-1:2009+A1:2014 Code of Practice for noise and vibration control on construction and open sites).

The report recommends that noise monitoring is carried out during the periods of the Preparations for Quiescence Phase with the greatest intensity of simultaneous works, to ensure significant effects are avoided and to inform the identification of any additional mitigation measures that could be required.

The noise assessment refers to “Threshold Values” from BS5228 when comparing projected noise levels to the criteria (Table 15-18). However, it should be noted that the value quoted in the assessment (65dB) is, according to BS5228, for “Daytime (07:00 – 19:00 and Saturdays (07:00-13:00)”. The Threshold values for night-time and weekends are lower.

Therefore, it is recommended that any noise related works are limited to normal daytime working hours, and are not carried out on Sundays or Bank Holidays (unless there are specific reasons for having to carry out work at these times).

Contaminated Land  
Section 12 covers soils, geology and hydrology. This does include a section on potential land contamination, however, as the risk is from radioactive substances this would be overseen by the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority and would not fall under the scope of Part 2A of the Environmental Protection Act which is regulated by the Local Authority. There is also mention of historical landfills within the area some of which are covered by Waste Management Licences, which are regulated by the Environment Agency.
Landscape
Generally, it is considered that the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment takes a thorough approach and comes to reasonable and realistic conclusions.

It is appreciated that the applicant has now provided a viewpoint from the Coastal Path. This is very helpful and confirms the original view that the worst ongoing impact will be from this location. Greater detail outlining what mitigation the applicant is proposing along this stretch of coastal path, will be required, and we would expect to see some hard and soft landscaping measures (eg planting, whether in planters or in the ground), benches and signage. We do not agree with the conclusion reached in 14.6.1 that landscaping would be of little benefit. As stated in Table 14-13, the King Charles III England Coast Path is of national importance and every effort should be made to enhance this route as it passes the Hinkley development.

The high fence is considered to be intimidating and visually unappealing, and therefore measures to lessen the impact of this and/or move it further inland need to be considered by the applicant.

The additional information on the colour of aluminium cladding (table 14-5) is helpful. This colour/approach is acceptable given the proximity to other buildings of similar characteristics (such as the Hinkley Point C development).

The proposed lighting strategy is acceptable and will reduce the overall impact from lighting in this area.
Lead Local Flood Authority
Whilst drainage and surface water flood risk measures are suggested, they have not been shown or provided in detail.

Further information will need to be provided on site specific measures during each phase to manage surface water, details on the drainage system, maintenance arrangements and measures to manage pollution.

In addition, the applicant is encouraged to engage with the Internal Drainage Board.

We have listed a number of site-specific comments below, and would welcome additional engagement with the applicant to resolve: -


Whilst there is an existing surface water drainage system serving the site, and an indication of this network has been provided, the consultation document also states that “No details of capacity of the surface water drainage are known, but, as it was constructed in the late 1960s, it is a reasonable assumption that water would not flood the ground.” It is not clear whether there is any requirement to upgrade the drainage system to current guidance or capacity of this system. Furthermore, it is not clear whether free discharge from the site has been agreed, or whether there is any risk of tide locking. Whilst not increasing the impermeable area, the removal of buildings would likely change current flow routes across the site, which should be considered in detail. This should ensure that surface water is directed and managed appropriately, should this be directed towards the estuary or existing rhynes, permission would be required from the appropriate body, and ensure that there is no risk of pollution to the receiving system.
Noting that the document indicates that the drainage system is likely to function during a 1 in 2 to a 1 in 5 year pluvial event, the current design standard is the 1 in 100 year+45% climate change event. Furthermore, the document does not advise whether any inspection of the drainage system has been undertaken, whether any remediation is required or how this will be maintained in perpetuity. The applicant should therefore undertake further inspections and provide additional information in any final documentation to set out how the drainage system will conform with current standards.
Please note that within Technical Guidance the LLFA now have Local
Design Standards which can be found at: bas-jbau-xx-xx-fn-la-0043-d3-c01- local standards.pdf the Council also has our own website on sustainable drainage at: https://www.somerset-suds.co.uk/

Local Strategic Flood Risk Assessments should be included within the consideration of relevant policies.
A detailed phasing plan should be provided which addresses the management of surface water during each phase of decommissioning, which should include each area, and how surface water will be kept separate. This should include specific measures and plans to manage surface water on the site and measures to prevent pollution to the surrounding system. This will need to consider the location of surface water flooding and either avoid these areas or provide measures to manage risk in these areas including access and egress.
Regular monitoring and maintenance of the drainage system during each phase and in perpetuity will be expected and should be detailed.
Any increase in impermeable area to facilitate the works will need to have a robust surface water drainage strategy.

Clarification should be provided on void creation and filling, this may increase infiltration to ground and surface water ponding. Any risk of pollution to groundwater or groundwater abstraction will need to be agreed with the Environment Agency.
Further consideration should be given to surface water flood depths and mitigation measures. Removing buildings may change flow routes and location of surface water ponding, which should be considered in the resilience of proposed and existing buildings.
The Flood Risk Assessment states that “mitigation for the buildings will be required in the form of their design to keep surface water of depths of up to
0.3 m out of the buildings or ensuring that they are flood-resilient to this depth” however the models also show depths above 0.3m, we normally advise that Finished Floor Levels are raised 300mm above the maximum flood depths. Furthermore, no specific flood resilience measures have been provided.
In summary the Council raises concern that there is a significant deficiency in
information supplied to satisfy Flood Risk and Prevention measures. A positive way forward would be for the suggested requirements to be agreed before the documentation is finalised and published and that the LLFA will have an opportunity to comment further.
Historic Environment
The increase in traffic & noise during the alterations and removal are temporary and not more significant that the situation as existing. Overall, the removal of HPB would return the setting of the heritage assets outlined within the documentation to a condition more similar to the original, which is beneficial. The recording of HPB is also beneficial in producing a record of the non-designated heritage asset prior to its removal.
Outline Environmental Management Plan (OEMP)
It is understood that the OEMP submitted as part of the EIADR documentation sets out the proposed structure and content of the future formal EMP (hereafter referred to as the ‘formal EMP’) to be utilised for the management of the decommissioning works and to provide confidence that the licensee will implement environmental management requirements for the Proposed Works following consent from the ONR.

The OEMP sets out in tabular format whether required measures outlined within the Environmental Statement will be “embedded” or undertaken as a matter of “good practice”.
It is advised the that formal EMP clearly sets out in what way the measures are “embedded” and the process that would be required and who will be consulted in the event that the applicant needs to vary those embedded measures.
In addition, whilst it is presumed that it will be the ONR who will monitor the implementation of the formal EMP, it is considered that the formal EMP should clearly set out who will be responsible for monitoring the mitigation measures and also outline other relevant stakeholders that would require consultation in the event of amendment.

We request that Somerset Council are consulted on the formal EMP and any future amendments.
Stakeholder and community engagement
The Outline Environmental Management Plan sets out the approach to stakeholder engagement and community relations; this will be an important part of delivering a successful decommissioning program at HPB.

The emphasis does seem to be placed on the production of a Communication Strategy which will include community engagement before works commence that may cause disturbance and a clear process for managing complaints.

Reference is also provided that the existing site stakeholder group will be used for providing updates to the local community. Whilst this is considered to be an effective communication vehicle, we strongly encourage the applicant to consider other forms of communication as part of their strategy to achieve enhanced communication across a varied community.

Paragraph 8.1.2 considers the role that the Hinkley Point Site Stakeholder (SSG) group can plan in stakeholder engagement: “...the existing quarterly Site Stakeholder Group (SSG) meetings will be utilised to provide an update on current site activities throughout the Preparations for Quiescence phase”.

It is our understanding that Hinkley Point SSG meetings are now held every six months: Site Stakeholder Groups - SSG meeting calendar. Additional communications may need to be shared electronically via the SSG network to ensure stakeholders (including representatives of the local community) are kept up to date of any significant or sensitive.

In relation to skills and education, the decommissioning works are considered to be an opportunity for the applicant to reach out and engage with local educational establishments such as schools and colleges to provide real-time experience of the application of subjects such as science, technology, engineering and maths, and spark enthusiasm and interest into these subject areas and the career opportunities that they can bring. We therefore strongly advise and encourage the emerging Communication Strategy to incorporate these opportunities and provide a clear
framework for how positive engagement will take place.


[bookmark: _Toc212555015]Somerset Wildlife Trust
Focus
Somerset Wildlife Trust (SWT) primary concerns are around wildlife and habitats throughout the site on land & offshore and the approach to nature recovery & nature based solutions throughout the works period.
Key information documents referenced are:
The Environmental Statement  Main  Text;  The  Environmental  Statement appendices: part 1 including baseline and verification surveys, part 2, part 3 including environmental measures and ONS response and observation;
The Outline Environmental Plan
Habitats Regulation Appraisal: Screening Report and Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment
Environmental Statement Volume IV Non-Technical Summary
In our assessment we are primarily commenting on 2 particular chapters most associated to wildlife, which are terrestrial biodiversity and environment, and marine biodiversity in reference to the deconstruction and quiescence.
Background
EDF Energy Nuclear Generation Limited (EDF, also referred to as the ‘Applicant’) has prepared an Environmental Statement (ES) to support an application submitted to the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) for approval to dismantle and decommission Hinkley Point B Nuclear Power Station (also referred to as HPB) under the Nuclear Reactors (Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations 1999 (as amended) (the ‘EIADR’). The works, referred to as the ‘Proposed Works’, include the dismantling and deconstruction of buildings and structures in areas within and outside the Nuclear Site Licence boundary, that are part of the HPB power station.
The Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) and the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) and Nuclear Restoration Services (NRS, formerly known as Magnox Ltd) (a subsidiary of the NDA) will become  responsible for implementing decommissioning at HPB. In preparation for this, under the EIADR, the ONR has the duty to assess the adequacy of an ES and determine  if consent should be granted for the decommissioning project (in this case the Proposed Works).
SWT Response

A comprehensive and detailed assessment has been made of the potential for significant effects on important ecological receptors, both on land and in the marine environment. Adequate and satisfactory evidence has been provided to scope out likely significant effects in relation to many areas, for example:
Habitat loss, habitat change and habitat degradation
Most of the proposed works will take place within the site on hard standing. Some habitats off site will be temporarily affected particularly within the intertidal and sub-tidal habitats during the decommissioning/deconstruction of the cooling water intake and the cooling water outfall.
Protected species
Satisfactory evidence has been provided to scope out significant effects on most protected species and protected species populations. However, there are exceptions and these are highlighted further in the follow text.
It was considered that evidence provided to scope out some potential impacts, even with the proposed embedded mitigation measures, were lacking sufficiency. The three felt particularly notable are list here with reference to the EIDAR inclusion:
Pollution of water (surface waters and groundwater and marine environment) and land Paragraph 5.15.2. of the  Non-Technical Summary states that: “Whilst radiological waste and discharges will be generated during the Proposed Works, the management of these wastes and discharges was scoped out of ES assessment at the EIADR Scoping stage. The reasons for this are  highlighted  below:  The  HPB  Environmental  Permit  (EPR/CB3735DT)  issued  under  the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 (as amended), sets out limits and conditions relating to the disposal of radioactive wastes including those relating to wastes arising during decommissioning. To satisfy the conditions of this permit, waste will be managed utilising Best Available Techniques (BAT) in order to minimise the volume and activity of waste discharges to the environment. The permitting regime ensures that effects from radioactive discharges and disposals are tolerable and acceptable”. Likewise the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) states that: “Radioactive wastes and discharges are not in scope of the EIADR Application, due to the regulations and processes already in place to manage their environmental effects and thus ensuring no significant effects on the environment; therefore, radioactive wastes and discharges are not considered within this HRA Screening Report”.

The exclusion of an assessment of the potential polluting effects of radioactive material in the terrestrial, freshwater and marine environments cannot be justified. The ONR cannot possibly conclude that the proposed decommissioning works will not have adverse effects on the natural environment if it cannot be excluded on the basis of available evidence, that there will be no harmful radioactive waste disposal or leakages into the land,  freshwater or the marine environment. The submitted ES acknowledges that there will be radioactive wastes during the decommissioning process. For example the ES Volume 1 Main Text states at  2.4.5 and 2.4.6 states that: “A Waste Management Centre will be constructed to process both HAW (High Level nuclear wastes) and LAW (Low Level nuclear wastes) during the Final Site Clearence phase and consign it off-site to the relevant facility. Treated radioactive effluent discharges are already permitted and undertaken at the Site. Works are required at the beginning of the Preparations for Quiescence phase to modify the existing permitted discharge arrangements prior to the decommissioning of the Cooling Water System. This will require the modification of the existing permit for these discharges to the Severn Estuary”. It then goes on to state at 20.5.12 that: “ 

It is expected that the radiological discharges during the Proposed Works will be lower than the currently authorised operational discharges from the Site. Discharges of treated radioactive effluent will be made through the Active Effluent Discharge Line (AEDL) and will operate within the limitations of the environmental permit, granted under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016 (as amended). As a result, it is reasonable to expect that the radiation exposure to members of the public will remain well below the statutory dose constraints”. Again at 12.5.42 to 12.5.43, it is stated in the ES that: “The Ground Truthing report covers all land within the Works Area and identifies Areas of Potential Concern (APCs) where further characterisation of land contamination or remediation may be needed. The report updates the land quality baseline for HPB and identifies recommended improvements to the land quality network. It includes data obtained from SPMP monitoring up to 2023. Although it does not include a full qualitative risk assessment, it provides commentary on the significance of the risk posed by each APC to enable prioritisation of the APCs for further work, based upon the NIGLQ risk assessment guidance .12.5.43. The scope of the report includes radiological contaminants and non-radiological contaminants associated with the APCs. The assessment in this chapter scopes out potential effects on land contamination receptors due to the handling of radioactive material and radioactive wastes during defuelling, deplanting and deconstruction (as described in Chapter 2 The Decommissioning Process), however, it considers potential effects associated with the disturbance of pre-existing radiological and non-radiological contamination in the ground during the Proposed Works, as identified in the Ground Truthing report and the 2021 Land Quality – Tier 1 Preliminary Risk Assessment”. It appears therefore that there are potential risks of contamination to the natural environment from both radioactive and non-radioactive sources but that only the non-radioactive sources have been assessed within the submitted ES. This is of particular concern given that:

It is acknowledged that there will be disposal of radioactive wastes to the marineenviron ment during the proposed works and these will require modifications to the existing environmental permit; and
There is clear evidence of hydrological flow connections between the groundwater under the application site and surrounding designated ecological features. The ES states at 12.5.31: “An east-west trending groundwater divide runs across the central part of the Works Area through the reactor buildings and cooling ponds, dividing the groundwater flow direction on site. Groundwater in the northern area of the Works Area flows towards Bridgwater Bay in a north westerly direction and is likely influenced by the north-east to south-west trending fault line which transects the Site. Locally to the western boundary there is some indication of easterly flow onto HPB from HPA. Groundwater in the south of the Works Area flows in a south to south-easterly direction towards the surface water channels (rhynes) which are located beyond the eastern boundary”. Groundwater flows off the Works Area to the south / southeast as well as to the north, and potentially into the surrounding marshland east and south of the Works Area, which is identified by the Environment Agency as a Groundwater Dependent Terrestrial Ecosystem (GWDTE) (see paragraph 12.5.17), as well as to the rhynes connecting to Bridgwater Bay (see paragraph 12.5.34).

Whilst we acknowledge that the disposal of radioactive waste is not the area we assessed and comment on, it is considered to comment in relation to habitats and the wider natural environment. Any omission of detailed assessment of the potential effects of radioactive wastes (solid, particulate or liquid) on the natural environment in the submitted ES gives us cause to draw ONR to assess if it is fit for purpose to inform of the likely significant effects arising from the decommissioning process.
Noise and visual disturbance to wildfowl and wading birds
The submitted ES acknowledges that some works, especially those to remove the cooling water intake and the outfall will create disturbance. The ES states at 8.10.33 that: “There is potential for visual and noise disturbance of birds that are Qualifying Features of the SPA/Ramsar site. During decommissioning of the CW outfall infrastructure, this primarily relates to the operation of plant and personnel associated with the Jack-Up Barge, which will provide a working platform at single, fixed location for up to two months during the birds’ overwintering period. During decommissioning of the CW intake infrastructure, in 2029, a JUB and Flat-Top Barge will be deployed, with operational excavator and crane, for up to four months, with limited supporting vessel movements between the Works Area and the relevant port location (such as Avonmouth)”. The acknowledged disturbance includes qualifying bird species of both the Severn Estuary SPA and Ramsar site is assessed as being (8.10.53) “Overall, therefore, the Proposed Works are likely to have a negligible effect on the conservation status of habitats with Severn Estuary SPA/Ramsar and an effect on birds that are qualifying features of the SPA/Ramsar that is of no greater than very low magnitude. This likely to result in a Neutral effect on the integrity of the SPA and Ramsar site, which is Not Significant”. There is not sufficient evidence submitted to support this assessment. It is not clear from the ES how long works will take place within the inter-tidal habitats that support the qualifying bird species. The ES at Chapter 9 notes that where ever possible, works will take place at low tide i.e. when the mudflats and saltmarsh upon which many of the qualifying bird species feed, will be in the Zone of Influence (ZoI) of the works. The ES is not specific about the number of months over which these works will take place or in which months of the year and there is no commitment to restricting these works to the periods of the year when the over-wintering birds will be present or present in their greatest numbers. And there is no detail about the nature of the works themselves and what types of machinery will be used and how much noise and vibration and the extent of visual disturbance this is likely to create.
Overall it was considered there is insufficient evidence to support the conclusions in the ES that the proposed works, especially those within the inter-tidal habitats, will have a neutral effect that is not significant.
Effects on Schedule 1 bird species
Surveys to inform the ES recorded a number of Schedule 1 bird species breeding within the application site, most notably Peregrine falcon and Cetti’s warbler. The ES acknowledges that these bird species are likely to be impacted by the proposed works and could be displaced from their nesting sites. As there is no acknowledgement that these disturbance impacts could be unlawful as per Section 1 5) of the Wildlife and Countryside Act,1981 (as amended), which states that: Subject to the provisions of this Part, if any person intentionally or recklessly: (a) disturbs any wild bird included in Schedule 1 while it is building a nest or is in, on or near a nest containing eggs or young; or (b) disturbs dependent young of such a bird, he shall be guilty of an offence.
The ES should acknowledge that any works that could result in offences under this or any other legal provisions must be subject to the necessary mitigation and compensation measures, which may require the operations to be licenced by Natural England.In relation to the legal and regulatory elements of the interaction with wildlife and habitat associated to the works area, we would require that the approach in the EIADR is carried out faithfully, as a minimum expectation. It is noted that although the disturbance of mature trees is not planned the reference to unavoidable disturbance and outline of felling method indicates this is a  possibility. We would highlight the timescales involved in a tree growing to maturity in relation to its importance as both habitat and environmental asset. Therefore inconvenience and unavoidability should not be considered the same and we further propose a voluntary greater mitigation than one sapling per mature tree removed is requested.
We note with specific interest the location of the Hinkley Local Wildlife Site (LWS) and the embedded environmental measures to protect habitats and biodiversity conservation areas and we specifically support the statement to avoiding damage to the LWS and containment of materials and waste storage inside the works area. These habitats outside of the Dismantling Works Area are refuge for the wildlife around the site and damage and disturbance will be impactful. As a local wildlife site we advocate that this area continues to be dedicated as habitat for wildlife and support any intent to grow this principal purpose.
Accepting that the objective of the environmental statement, including environmental impact assessment, for the proposed decommissioning project ‘is to outline the measures intended to avoid, prevent, reduce, and, if possible, offset any significant adverse environmental effects’, we conclude that more could be achieved in addition in order to increase and enhance nature recovery in the area during the process.
The Environmental Management Plan has a strong focus on the periods of demolition prior to and post quiescence when active works could be detrimental to habitat and wildlife. Stage 2 of the plan during quiescence is the longest period at 67 years and this is where we advise the greatest opportunity for nature recovery action lies.
The surveys and the environmental measures included for both wildlife and habitat provide a baseline of the nature present. We support the measure to protect mammals and other fauna as a minimum requirement and similarly the use of an environmental management plan as a means of  compliance  for  the  requirements  of  individual  species.  We  are  in  an  ecological  and environmental crisis and as a wildlife trust we must advocate that there is a greater opportunity for additional benefit in Nature Recovery than the minimum requirements. This would require EDF looking to do more in finding greater opportunities to aid nature’s recovery throughout the decommissioning process with specific opportunity in the quiescence phase. The identification of species present is also a starting point for activity to enhance the site for nature and environment.
The post de-licensing use is stated as unknown with an assumption of it being a brownfield site for redevelopment, which is regularly utilised by nature. Due to this it is also stated that there are no site enhancement measures or artificial establishment of vegetation planned. We read that during quiescence there will be only the safestore and annexe buildings, minimal traffic and minimal onsite presence and therefore a low potential for disturbance to biodiversity on site.
We strongly advocate that post preparation for quiescence there are ecological enhancements made prior to the quiescence that embrace the wildlife recorded across the site and those highly likely to be using the site. Example of these considerations would be hibernaculum for reptiles, bat roosts, nesting platforms for raptors and seabirds, nest boxes. Additional opportunities exist to enhance the pond and ditch network for otters and vole, including sensitive maintenance for those and other species in a water based environment.
We further advocate just as strongly that there is a documented intent to permit and encourage natural wild process on the site during the quiescence. Accepting that the fence lines and roadways will be retained and grounds maintenance may be carried out as required, we propose firstly that the grounds maintenance is minimal and ecologically sympathetic; secondly that there is less intervention to the natural wild processes for the majority of hard surfaced areas which are not specifically required to be kept clear of vegetation, and the vegetation not overly managed within the site boundary in general. Nature can be allowed to creep back into the site for decades, with a large proportion of the site west of the safestore not scoped into the final site clearance phase, this can remain as non-intervention habitat during the activity on the eastern area during that 3rd phase.
In conjunction with existing habitat outside of the perimeter, additional habitat across the current hard surface areas can continue to support the reptiles, invertebrate, bats, breeding birds, amphibians, and mammals. Providing basking, shelter and forage, for the species and associated assemblages of species surveyed as present and those with potential to spread to the area. A mix of pond and waterway, hard surface scrubby and ruderal vegetation areas, wide hedgerows or equivalent scrub/shrubby areas, grassland and flowering herbaceous growth, and regenerative tree growth, will enhance the existing LWS and provide beneficial habitat for wildlife.

In respect to the marine areas we support the dismantling of the CW Intake Structure and the method of this disposal. Regarding the AEDL for ongoing discharge we expect that the appropriate EA licencing will be sought since the marine area is highly designated. 
Better for nature, better for the environment, better for the profile of EDF in Somerset.


[bookmark: _Hlk209016679][bookmark: _Toc212555016]Natural Resources Wales 
Thank you for consulting Natural Resources Wales (NRW) by email dated 6 March 2025 in relation to the Office of Nuclear Regulation (ONR)’s consultation on EDF Energy’s application for consent to decommission Hinkley Point B under the Nuclear Reactors (Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations 1999 (EIADR).
We understand that the consultation had been paused due to the ONR not being satisfied that the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) Screening Report provided the information required. We note from your email dated 6 March 2025 that additional information was subsequently submitted by EDF Energy to ONR and that the consultation was re-opened.
As you are aware, NRW had no involvement in the earlier stages of this consultation. We were made aware of the consultation in Autumn 2024 and we are liaising with Natural England (NE) as joint Appropriate Nature Conservation Body (ANCB) for the Severn Estuary European Marine Site (EMS).

Documents Submitted
Consultation on EDF Energy’s EIADR application for consent for Hinkley Point B power station | Office for Nuclear Regulation (onr.org.uk)
NRW Advisory Comments
The context for our advice is that, whilst the project is in English waters, it is within the Severn Estuary EMS (comprising the SAC, SPA and Ramsar Site). NE and NRW are joint ANCBs for the Severn Estuary EMS and NRW is the ANCB for the Welsh sites identified in the assessment.
We however recommend that detailed comment is sought from NE and the Environment Agency (EA).
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 – Regulation 63 Fish
Overall, NRW agrees with the outcome of the shadow HRA assessment of no adverse effect on site integrity (AEOSI) on fish receptors, however we note a number of omissions and errors in the reports as detailed in Annex 1 of this letter.
Marine Mammals
NRW refers to a number of actions required to fully address the potential implications of the proposal on marine mammals. Please see Annex 1 of this letter.
Other Receptors
For other receptors, including benthic ecology, coastal and physical processes, water quality, and ornithology, NRW refers the ONR to the comments of NE.
Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations 2017

We refer the ONR to the advice of the EA and NE.

If you have further questions regarding our response to this consultation, please contact the Marine Area Advice and Management Team (marine.advice@cyfoethnaturiolcymru.gov.uk)
Fish
Detailed comments
F1. RAG = BLUE
Environmental Statement Volume I: Main Text, Chaper 9 Marine biodiversity.

Section 9.10.27, states that’ While the wider Severn Estuary supports several migratory fish species, as described in Section 9.5, there is no evidence of significant inshore migration routes along the coast near HPB.’
NRW(A) do not agree with this statement and advise that a current evidence project on tracking tagged fish using hydroacoustic telemetry undertaken by Swansea University and related to the development of HPC, has detected tagged twaite shad on receivers place in close vicinity to the HPB intake (Dr Clarke, pers. comms), the same tagging project has also recorded adult twaite shad present throughout most of the year in the vicinity of the HPC intakes, and the impingement monitoring at HPB, has recorded numbers of migratory fish over the years.

F2. RAG = GREEN
Section 9.10.28, states that: ‘…the Study Area does not feature a significant population of these species and therefore the receptor is considered of regional (medium) importance.’
NRW(A) advise that as the Study Area for fish has a 200km radius encompassing the river Severn which has the highest elver run in the UK, as well as several SAC sites supporting protected populations of migratory fish, the receptor should be of International (Very high) importance.



F3. RAG = YELLOW
Habitats Regulation Appraisal: Screening Report,

Table 4-2 National Site Network sites within the Study Area
We note that a number of Welsh sites with migratory fish are missing from the list, and it is unclear on what basis they have been excluded, given that they are nearer to HPB than sites included such as River Boyne and River Blackwater SAC. The sites are: Dee Estuary SAC, River Dee and Bala Lakes SAC, Afon Gwyrfai a Llyn Cwellyn SAC, Afon Eden - Cors

Goch Trawsfynydd SAC and Afon Teifi/River Teifi.  NRW(A) advise that these sites should be screened in for assessment. However, as they are all considerably further afield than sites assessed closer to the site, this does not materially change the outcome of the HRA.

Habitats Regulation Appraisal: Report to inform appropriate assessment,

F4. RAG = GREEN
Table 1.16, Migration Windows for Fish Qualifying Features of the Severn Estuary SAC and Table 1-19 – Migration Windows for Qualifying Fish Features of the Severn Estuary SAC.

The timing of migration for fish in these tables appears to be based on in-river movement, and consequently does not reflect presence in Bridgwater Bay. NRW(A) advise that various life stages of migratory fish, are likely to be present at the site all year around and this should be assumed in the assessment.

F5. RAG = YELLOW
Appendix C Projects and plans considered within the in-combination assessment.
We note that some developments appear to be missing, such as the Bristol Port Deep Sea Container Terminal (DSCT) proposal.


Marine Mammals

	Requires Action

	Reference
	Summary
	RAG

	MM7
	Strengthen the conclusion on behavioural disturbance in the CEA by supporting it with evidence from the noise modelling.
	AMBER

	MM9
	Provide clarification on the criteria used to include or exclude projects in the in-combination assessment, including justification for differences from the cumulative effects assessment.
	AMBER

	MM10
	Provide clear and specific justifications for the inclusion or exclusion of projects in the in-combination assessment. Each screening decision should be supported by detailed evidence.
	AMBER

	MM11
	Provide a clear justification for the exclusion of marine mammals from the in-combination assessment in Section 2 of the Stage 2 Report.
	AMBER




Detailed comments
Environmental Statement Volume I: Main Text, Chapter 9 – Marine Biodiversity

MM1. RAG = YELLOW
Section 9.3.3, Page 12 - Further evidence required
The Environmental Statement outlines the use of a 200 km Study Area for cetacean species, based on their mobility and the likely extent of impacts from the Proposed Works. However, no justification or supporting evidence is provided for the selection of this distance. NRW(A) requests that the applicant provides a clear rationale for the choice of a 200 km Study Area for cetaceans, including reference to relevant guidance, data sources, or species-specific movement ecology to support its appropriateness. For further context, see NRW’s position statement on marine mammal management units in Habitat Regulations Assessments.

MM2. RAG = YELLOW
Section 9.5.64, Page 39 - Further evidence required
Whilst the Environmental Statement provides comprehensive detail on the most appropriate abundance and density estimates of cetacean species in the area, it lacks equivalent consideration for pinnipeds. NRW (A) recommends that the applicant include equivalent at-sea density estimates for grey and harbour seals, using the data provided in Carter et al. (2020), to ensure a balanced assessment across all relevant marine mammal species.
MM3. RAG = YELLOW
Section 9.10.38, Page 55 - Further assessment required
“The Severn Estuary is naturally a highly turbid body of water due to its physical shape, tidal regime and flow rates. Therefore, any marine mammals that may occasionally enter the Works Area will be habituated to the high levels of sediment within the water column.” The above statement is an assumption made by the applicant. NRW(A) agree with the conclusion that turbidity levels from the proposed works will not have a significant impact on marine mammals, however, would prefer the applicant to justify this with a more detailed assessment, for example, a comparison between baseline turbidity levels and the predicted increase.

MM4. RAG = YELLOW
Section 9.10.39, Page 55 – Clarification for future assessments
The Environmental Statement refers to very-high frequency cetaceans, such as harbour porpoise, as “higher sensitivity hearing species.” This terminology is incorrect. Very-high
frequency cetaceans are categorised based on their ability to detect higher frequency sounds, not because they are inherently more sensitive to noise. NRW(A) advises that the applicant take note of this technical distinction and ensure accurate use of terminology in future assessments.

MM5. RAG = YELLOW
Section 9.10.39, Page 55 – Clarification for future assessments
NRW(A) welcomes the applicant’s precautionary approach to underwater noise modelling, including the use of the TTS (temporary threshold shift) radius in the assessment. For information, we note that under current UK guidance, TTS is not considered a form of auditory injury. While TTS thresholds can be useful as a proxy for assessing behavioural disturbance from UXO detonations, auditory injury is typically associated with permanent threshold shift (PTS).
Note: this issue is also identified in the Habitats Regulation Appraisal: Screening Report and Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment (Section 1.3, pages 19-30) and the Environmental Statement Volume III: Appendices-Part 2, Chapter 9 Appendix 9C Underwater Noise Assessment.

Environmental Statement Volume III: Appendices-Part 2, Chapter 21 Cumulative Effects

MM6. RAG = YELLOW
Chapter 21A, Table 21A-1, Pages 11-12 & Table 21A-3, Page 23– Clarification required “it is not expected that the Proposed Works will create noise level frequencies that would lead to behavioural disturbance and thus the magnitude of change due to temporary, intermittent and limited duration underwater noise from decommissioning activities is considered to be low”
The use of “noise level frequencies” is technically inaccurate. If it is assumed that the applicant is referring to noise source levels, then this would be more appropriate. NRW(A) advises that the terminology be revised to reflect the applicant’s intended meaning.

MM7. RAG = AMBER
Chapter 21A, Table 21A-1, Pages 11-12 & Table 21A-3, Page 23– Further assessment required
“it is not expected that the Proposed Works will create noise level frequencies that would lead to behavioural disturbance and thus the magnitude of change due to temporary, intermittent and limited duration underwater noise from decommissioning activities is considered to be low”

NRW(A) agrees with the above conclusion for behavioural disturbance. However, this conclusion is currently based on an expectation and is not supported by reference to the noise modelling (Appendix 9C). NRW(A) recommends that the applicant strengthen the assessment by including relevant evidence, such as outputs from the noise modelling.


Habitats Regulation Appraisal: Screening Report and Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment

MM8. RAG = YELLOW
Stage 1 Screening Report, Section 4.2.24, Page 59- Further evidence required
Whilst the HRA provides comprehensive detail on the most appropriate abundance and density estimates of cetacean species in the area, it lacks equivalent consideration for pinnipeds. NRW (A) recommends that the applicant include equivalent at-sea density estimates for grey and harbour seals, using the data provided in Carter et al. (2020), to ensure a balanced assessment across all relevant marine mammal species.

MM9. RAG = AMBER
Appendix C: Projects and Plans considered within the in-combination assessment, Pages 1-17- Clarification required
NRW(A) notes that the list of plans and projects considered in the in-combination assessment differs from those included in the cumulative effects assessment (CEA); for example, Whitecross Offshore Wind Farm is included within the in-combination assessment but not the CEA.
It is also unclear why certain projects have been included or excluded, for example, Whitecross is included, while others such as Llyr and Erebus are not. NRW(A) requests clarification on the criteria used to screen projects into the in-combination assessment. Screening distances should be clearly defined and justified. For marine mammal species, these are typically based on Marine Mammal Management Unit (MMMU) boundaries.
However, for specific impact pathways such as disturbance from underwater noise, alternative screening distances may be used where appropriate. In such cases, the applicant must demonstrate that these distances are proportionate to the scale and nature of the proposed works and are supported by robust evidence or guidance to ensure their validity.

MM10. RAG = AMBER
Appendix C: Projects and Plans considered within the in-combination assessment, Pages 1-1765 – Further assessment required
NRW(A) considers some of the justifications provided for screening projects in or out of the in-combination assessment to be insufficient, for example,
“Due to the nature of the works proposed, it is considered unlikely this development will interact with the Proposed Works”
Statements of likelihood without supporting detail (e.g. spatial overlap, timing, or impact pathway relevance) are not sufficient to justify exclusion from an in-combination

assessment. NRW(A) recommends that each screening decision is supported by specific information demonstrating how interaction has been assessed and why it can be ruled out.

MM11. RAG = AMBER
Stage 2 Report to Inform Appropriate Assessment, Section 2, Pages 57-65 – Clarification required
The rationale for excluding marine mammals from the in-combination assessment is not clear from this section. NRW(A) requests that the applicant provides a clear justification for their exclusion, outlining the criteria used and appropriate references to earlier parts of the assessment to support this decision.
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Consultation response: EIADR application for consent for Hinkley
Point B power station
Introduction

Nuleaf (the Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum) is the Local Government Association (LGA) representative body on nuclear legacy wastes and decommissioning. We are directly supported by over 100 local authorities and national park authorities across England and Wales and speak for the wider LGA. Our members include Somerset Council, the host local authority for Hinkley Point B.
Nuleaf’s remit encompasses all aspects of the management of the UK’s nuclear legacy. Our primary objectives are:
to provide a mechanism to identify, where possible, a common local government viewpoint on nuclear legacy management issues;
to represent that viewpoint, or the range of views of its member authorities, in discussion with national bodies, including the Welsh and UK Government, the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) and regulators;
to seek to influence policy and strategy for nuclear legacy management in the interests of affected communities; and
to develop the capacity of its member authorities to engage with nuclear legacy management at a local level.

Nuleaf is active in advising the UK and Welsh Government, the NDA and Nuclear Restoration Services (NRS) on all aspects of strategy, policy and practice in the decommissioning of nuclear facilities and the management of waste. We also engage regularly with ONR, the Environment Agency, and with EDF Energy around their plans to defuel the Advanced Gas Cooled Reactors (AGRs) at Hinkley Point B and elsewhere.
Through Nuleaf’s Radioactive Waste Planning Group (RWPG) we provide a link between senior land use and waste planning officers, the NDA and EDF Energy. Our group has considered the issues around EIADR and discussed the current framework with the UK Government and industry. This response is informed by those discussions.
In our response we focus on two critical issues that are of importance for our members. We note that Somerset Council, as the Waste and Minerals Planning Authority, has submitted a more detailed response covering all relevant issues. We very much support their submission.
Overview
Hinkley Point B power station, an Advanced Gas-Cooled Reactor (AGR) closed in 2022 after 46 years of electricity generation. It is one of the first AGRs to be decommissioned, following closely behind Hunterston B Power Station in Ayrshire. Dungeness B is also now closed and currently being defueled. It has been agreed that, following defueling, the AGRs will pass to the NDA/NRS for decommissioning.
At Hinkley Point B, the overall strategy is for the enclosing of the reactors and debris vaults in a ‘safe store’ and then a period of quiescence of approximately 70 years after which Final Site Clearance will be undertaken, releasing the land for future reuse. All plant and buildings not included within the safe store structure will be deconstructed early in the process and the waste arisings managed.
From a local government perspective, we believe the following are of critical importance for the EIADR and for the process of decommissioning and remediating the Hinkley B site and delivering the final Site End State:
Effective working between EDF and NRS to ensure a seamless transition of the site to the decommissioning phase of operations.
Integration of A and B site management where of benefit, for example in terms of waste management and storage.
Close liaison with Somerset Council to ensure that all activity on the site is aligned with Council land use and waste planning policies; and with wider policy around socio-economics and sustainable development.
Engagement of local authority and community through direct work with the Council and work with the Site Stakeholder Group (SSG)
Management of waste arisings in the most sustainable ways possible through application of the waste hierarchy and circular economy principles.
Minimising carbon emissions and delivering the best environmental outcomes in terms of issues including biodiversity, transport and noise.
Response on specific issues
We offer comment on two issues:
Waste Planning
Nuleaf, working through our RWPG, continues to advocate close working between Waste Planning Authorities and site operators to ensure that
proposed actions on a site are aligned with planning policies. We are pleased that Somerset Council consider the proposed principles align with local plan policy and also take into account wider principles of sustainable waste management.
It is important that there is active engagement by site operators in the preparation of future Local Plans and Waste Plans to ensure that this alignment continues. It is also important that the operator takes into account Somerset Council policy, for example the Somerset Economic Strategy, as it develops its proposals for the site end state and considers any opportunity for the interim use of land.
Finally, we are strong advocates for the development of a Masterplan for site under decommissioning, as has been done at Winfrith. Ideally this Masterplan would cover both the A and B sites and also take into consideration operations at the C site. Other tools such as Planning Performance Agreements (PPAs) may also be appropriate.
Stakeholder and community engagement
We note that the SSG will be used to provide updates to the local community, something we welcome. We believe however that the SSG is not the appropriate vehicle for engagement with local authorities, and therefore SSG engagement should run in parallel with direct dialogue with the local authority.
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Environment Agency Position 

Please find below our response to the EIADR.

Groundwater and Contaminated Land 

We have reviewed the sections that pertain to groundwater and contaminated land, principally Chapter 12, with associated figures and appendices. This part of the EIA appears to be a sound piece of work and has covered off all the issues that we would like to have seen addressed, and beyond this we have no further comment. 

Flood Risk 

We note and agree with the summary findings on flood risk within Chapter 11, Section 11.12 of the Environmental Statement Volume 1: Main Text document. We also agree with Section 5.6.8: Embedded Measures of the Environmental Statement Volume IV: Non-Technical Summary.

The site lies mostly within Flood Zone 1 with a small section of the south west part of the site within Flood Zone 3. The submitted documents state that the site is not at increased flood risk over the decommissioning phase with climate change due to the standard of existing coastal defences. 

The documents identify surface water flooding as a potential risk and therefore the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) and Internal Drainage Board (IDB) should also be consulted on the proposals. 

We are pleased to see a Flood Warning and Evacuation Plan will continue to be in place for users of the site during the decommissioning period. 

Nuclear regulator comments on Chapter 2 - Decommissioning

The water discharge permit could also be affected by the extension of the Active Effluent Discharge Line (AEDL), as trade waste is discharged from the same point as radioactive effluent.

Graphic 2.7 – The operational dates of a DWPF up and running seems overly optimistic considering there has been no planning application yet and there is also currently still a ‘legal pause’ on the building of the DWPF by the NDA/ NRS. When is the CRAWD (current solid radwaste facility) being decommissioned in this timeline?

Table 2.1- We observe that the EA has not been made aware of the filling of voids at the HPB site with waste material and this may be subject to permit variation under our GRR regime. A Waste Exemption may be required for crushing concrete on site.

2.3.57- The operator may also need to consider the HPB seawall, as the current life of the safe store (and ISF) both exceed the life of the seawall – which we were told by HPB Civil Engineer has a structural integrity life around 50 years.

Table 2.4- Permission for any burials would be required by the EA through variation of site RSR permit.

Graphic 2.14 & 2.4.19- on the DWPF facility requirements– the EA would recommend that a weigh bridge is added as a requirement of the DWPF, if there is no other weighbridge available on site. In the past the station has had waste mis consignments, which may have been picked up by the final check of a weighbridge. With the increase in both radwaste and controlled wastes during the preparation for quiescence phase- a weighbridge could help prevent the likelihood of a mis consignment and any regulatory action.

2.4.48- Radioactive discharges are controlled by EPR16 and subject to the conditions of an RSR permit

Nuclear Regulator Comments on Chapter 20 Radio active waste and discharges 

Table 20-3 – Technical Guidance relevant to radioactive discharges and waste – we note there is further relevant technical guidance regarding radioactive discharges and waste for the applicant to be aware of here- Nuclear sites radioactive substances regulation: technical guidance - GOV.UK

20.5.6- We note the dose from Hinkley Point B in the most up to date RIFE (29) is 0.033mSv, which is higher than the previous RIFE dose used in the submission (RIFE 28) but is still well below the legal public dose limit (1mSv).

20.6.2- The EA has legal vires under EPR16  to ensure the effects of discharges and disposals are As Low as Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) not tolerable.

20.6.6- We note that the impact of ILW from HPB on Interim Storage Facilities (ISF) is being scoped out of EIADR, but these facilities can form the greatest contributor to public dose over their lifetime.

20.6.8- We observe that there is a difference in the plans for decommissioning and waste disposals as defined in our GRR Regime (in the Hinkley B Site Wide Environmental Safety Case (SWESC)) Vs the Environment Statement (ES) for EIADR Submission. We understand that the plans in the Environmental Statement may be subject to further assessment however we would advise the operator that the SWESC needs to reflect decommissioning plans when available to ensure future permit compliance.

20.6.8- For information the burial of low level radioactive waste at the HPB site would require an application  to vary the RSR permit to incorporate in-situ burial of radioactive waste - Form Guidance EP-RSR: How to Apply for an environmental permit - Form RSR-C5

20.6.9 – A Waste Management Plan (WMP) is required by the HPB RSR permit (C.1.1.3). This is in addition to wider expectations for an IWS & RWMC
Advice to LPA/Applicant

This development will require a number of environmental permits under the Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations 2016, Regulation 12 to cover a range of activities. More guidance can be found here: Check if you need an environmental permit - GOV.UK
In circumstances where an activity/operation meets certain criteria, an exemption from permitting may apply, more information on exempt activities can be found here: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/register-your-waste-exemptions-environmental-permits#
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The application is for decommissioning of Hinkley Point B power station, removing the building to slab level and keeping SUDS infrastructure underground unchanged. As a result there will be no increase in volume of surface water runoff being discharged from the system.
Some of the decommissioning work is taking place within the IDB area, but none of the buildings being removed are located within 9 m of any of the viewed rhynes therefore, the work will not impact our maintenance of the rhynes.
The IDB has no objection to the proposal but would like to recommend the following conditions:
Conditions:
During the decommissioning phase and beyond, we would require access to the rhynes, and the decommissioning works should make sure our current access is maintained.
No building material shall be located within 9m of the rhynes or ordinary watercourse or interfere with our access.
No fences should be erected that prevent our access to the rhynes
The Board would request that the following informative is added to any permission that is granted:
Informative
The drainage of the site remains unchanged with a discharge directly into the estuary hence any water quality issue of the drainage resulting from the decommissioning work is a matter for the Environment Agency.
The applicant is advised that, prior to works commencing on site, Land Drainage Consent is required under section 23 and 66 of the Land Drainage Act 1991 from the Internal Drainage Board for any construction in, or within, 9m of a watercourse and for the introduction of additional flow into a watercourse in the Board's District (or from the Environment Agency for an EA Main River).
There must be no interruption to the surface water drainage system of the surrounding land as a result of the operations on the site. Provisions must be made to ensure that all existing drainage systems continue to operate effectively and that riparian owners upstream and downstream of the site are not adversely affected.
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