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This report sets out the Office for Nuclear Regulation’s Pre-Application Opinion on the proposed format and content of EDF Energy’s application for consent to decommission Dungeness B Nuclear Power Station under the Nuclear Reactors (Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations 1999, as amended (EIADR). Our opinion has been informed by our assessment of EDF Energy’s scoping report and supporting appendices, consultation responses, and independent technical advice from our technical support contractor.
Dungeness B’s current decommissioning strategy reflects its site-specific circumstances. The licensee has selected an Early Safestore strategy in line with the fleet strategy, with an anticipated duration of around 90 years. However, a Prompt Decommissioning strategy is under consideration due to the station’s lower long-term radioactivity compared to other stations, and the site’s exposure to coastal weathering, erosion and climate-related risks. These site-specific factors would  favour earlier reactor dismantling, however EDF considers that further underpinning information is needed before any change in strategy can be fully justified.
Our assessment found that the scoping report identifies the principal environmental topics that should be addressed in the Environmental Statement. In particular, the scoping report includes a preliminary Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) screening and a Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) assessment screening, both of which are relevant to the overall Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) of the project.
We have raised one reservation relating to the level of detail provided in the project description, particularly for the marine works. Further information is required on the proposed alternative discharge lines, the intended fate of the inlet and outfall tunnels, the role of Long Pits in the wider project, and the likely end state of the existing intake and outfall structures within the marine environment. Where detailed information is not yet available, the assumptions adopted should be stated clearly and justified. Without this, there is a risk that there will not be a sufficiently robust basis for assessing likely significant effects in the EIA, HRA and MCZ assessments.
We have identified a number of other issues that should be considered in the Environmental Statement to ensure that the eventual EIADR application is robust, clearly substantiated and aligned with regulatory expectations. These issues relate principally to the definition and justification of study areas and Zones of Influence, the treatment of baseline and future baseline conditions, the coordination of topic interactions across technical chapters, and the need for clearer justification where pathways or receptors are scoped in or out.
We have also identified a matter for consideration relating to the proposed EIADR project boundary, as the scoping report excludes areas of non-operational land within the nuclear licensed site boundary from the EIADR project. It is normal practice for an EIADR project to include the entire nuclear power station, although we recognise that those areas may be delicensed earlier than the remainder of the site, in which case any remediation needed to support delicensing could reasonably be treated as part of normal site operations and would not fall within the scope of EIADR. However, if those areas remain within the licensed site throughout decommissioning, they would eventually fall within the scope of EIADR and require consent. The licensee should therefore discuss this matter with NRS and consider how any future change in scope would be managed so as to avoid unnecessary regulatory complexity at a later stage.
Overall, our opinion is that EDF Energy’s scoping report provides an adequate basis for development of the EIADR application for consent to decommission Dungeness B Nuclear Power Station, subject to the issues identified in this report being appropriately addressed in the Environmental Statement and supporting assessments. The findings we have set out are intended to improve the clarity, proportionality and robustness of the eventual application, whilst securing compliance with EIADR. We will consider the final application, together with consultation responses received at the application stage, before reaching a decision on whether to grant consent under EIADR.
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[bookmark: _Toc232158905]Introduction
This report presents the Office for Nuclear Regulation’s (ONR) Pre-Application Opinion (PAO) on the proposed format and content of an application for consent for a project to decommission Dungeness B Nuclear Power Station under the Nuclear Reactors (Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations 1999, as amended (EIADR). This PAO was produced in response to a request by the licensee, EDF Energy Nuclear Generation Ltd (EDF), under regulation 6 of EIADR. 
Background
EIADR 
ONR is the enforcing authority for EIADR, which is a legal instrument requiring the environmental impact of decommissioning nuclear power stations, and other nuclear reactors, to be considered in detail before consent for the decommissioning project to commence is given. 
An application for consent under EIADR primarily includes an Environmental Statement (ES), which presents an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) for the project and any features of the project or measures envisaged to avoid, prevent or reduce and, if possible, offset any likely significant adverse effects on the environment. The information to be included in an ES is specified in Schedule 1 of EIADR. The application for consent is subject to stakeholder consultation before consent is granted.
The process of obtaining consent can begin with the optional request from the licensee for a PAO from ONR. The PAO provides advice to the licensee on what issues and environmental aspects we consider should be covered in the subsequent application for consent. To support the request, the licensee submits a scoping report to ONR setting out the proposed format and content of its ES. As part of the PAO process, ONR is required to seek the opinion of key stakeholders via a consultation.
Dungeness B 
Dungeness B is a twin reactor Advanced Gas-cooled Reactor (AGR) power station that began operations in 1983 and ceased generation activities in 2021. 
The AGR fleet’s baseline decommissioning strategy is ‘Early Safestore’, which involves initial decommissioning works and construction of a weather-tight safestore around the reactor complex and high-activity waste vaults, followed by a care and maintenance period that defers reactor dismantling and final site clearance. The licensee has selected this strategy for Dungeness B, where the overall duration of the decommissioning project is expected to be 90 years.
A ‘Prompt Decommissioning’ strategy is also under consideration whereby continuous reactor dismantling would commence immediately following the initial decommissioning works without a planned care and maintenance period. The overall duration of this approach would be approximately 40 years. 
Prompt Decommissioning is being considered at Dungeness B due to a number of site-specific factors. Firstly, the graphite used in the cores of Dungeness B’s reactors is of a higher purity than that used in other UK AGR stations. Combined with the fact that Dungeness B operated for significantly fewer operating hours than the other AGRs, this means that lower levels of long‑term radioactivity are expected. As a result, the licensee expects to be able to commence some reactor core dismantling activities earlier than at other AGR stations.
In addition, Dungeness B is located in an area of the southeastern English coast and is exposed to harsh weather conditions. Erosion from saline exposure and uncertainty about how climate change may affect future flooding, coastal change and corrosions risks mean that beginning dismantling sooner could help manage these challenges and reduce long-term risks to the station. This is particularly relevant during the care and maintenance phase of the Early Safestore strategy since the safestore would be exposed to these environmental conditions for several decades and may therefore require significant maintenance.
However, the licensee does not consider there to be sufficient underpinning information to fully justify a strategy change to Prompt Decommissioning at this time. Therefore, an ‘Early Safestore’ decommissioning strategy has been selected by the licensee, whilst acknowledging that a strategy change to prompt decommissioning could be made in the future once further underpinning information is available. EDF is developing decommissioning plans that do not foreclose either option. 
Following completion of defueling, Dungeness B will be relicensed to Nuclear Restoration Services (NRS), therefore NRS will be responsible for delivering the majority of the EIADR project. The EIADR project has been developed with appropriate collaboration between EDF and NRS, including visibility of, and agreement on, the decommissioning strategy. 
Figure 1-1 of the scoping report, reproduced in Appendix 1 of this PAO, shows the spatial boundary of the project works area which the EIADR consent is expected to cover. As shown in Appendix 1, the works area excludes areas of non-operational land within the nuclear licensed site boundary such as the site access facility and most of the staff car park. Hence, EDF does not intend for these areas to be covered by this EIADR consent. 
Scope
The scope of this PAO covers the scoping report and the supporting appendices contained in the following documents submitted by EDF:
Dungeness B Nuclear Decommissioning – EIA Scoping Report [1]
Dungeness B Nuclear Decommissioning – EIA Scoping Report (Appendices) [2] 
The appendices include:
Preliminary Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) screening report (Appendix 18D) – this has been prepared in accordance with the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, as amended, which require the competent authority (in this case, ONR) to carry out an assessment to test if a project could significantly harm the designated features of a European site. Whilst the duty is on the competent authority to complete the assessment, it is common practice for the applicant (in this case, EDF) to present a ‘shadow’ HRA report and for the competent authority to assess it, and if deemed adequate, adopt it.
Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) assessment screening report (Appendix 13A) – this has been prepared in accordance with the Marine and Coastal Access Act 2009, which requires consideration of MCZs and Highly Protected Marine Areas (HPMAs). The potential impacts of a decommissioning project on designated marine sites should be considered in an EIADR application. 

[bookmark: _Toc150776376][bookmark: _Toc232158906]Assessment standards and interfaces
Technical Assessment Guide
The following Technical Assessment Guide (TAG) has been used in the assessment of the scoping report:
NS-TAST-GD-105 - The Assessment of the Nuclear Reactors (Environmental Impact Assessment for Decommissioning) Regulations Submissions (EIADR) [3]
Use of technical support contractors
A technical support contractor with expertise in EIA was used to review the scoping report and provide independent advice on the submission to help inform ONR’s PAO. 
Consultation 
In the production of this PAO, ONR consulted the consultation bodies defined in regulation 2 of EIADR for a period of one month, as required by regulation 6. For Dungeness B, the consultation bodies are:
Environment Agency;
Folkestone and Hythe District Council;
Kent County Council; 
Natural England;
any other body with environmental or public health responsibilities or local or regional competencies with whom the ONR considers it appropriate to consult.
We received responses to the consultation and provided these to the licensee. The consultation responses are listed in [4] and can be found on our website. The responses have been taken into account in the preparation of this PAO.
Although the full responses are not reproduced in this report, we expect the licensee to give due consideration to the consultation responses, particularly where those responses have been provided by bodies with statutory functions or jurisdiction in respect of the matters concerned. Failure to do so could impact the adequacy of the application and our decision to accept it.
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The Dungeness B EIADR scoping report is structured to define the scope and methodology for the future ES. The main report begins with introductory chapters covering the purpose of the submission, the proposed decommissioning works, alternatives, legislation and policy context, and the overarching EIA methodology. It then sets out topic-based chapters for the environmental aspects proposed to be assessed in detail, such as air quality, human health, and marine ecology. Each of these chapters follows a broadly consistent structure, typically presenting the relevant legislation and policy, baseline conditions, consultation undertaken, scope for mitigation, potential effects, proposed assessment methodology, and a summary of likely significant effects to be considered in the ES. The report also includes a chapter on “Other Environmental Topics”, which explains why matters such as maritime heritage, shipping and navigation, radioactive waste and discharges, and major accidents and disasters are proposed to be scoped out of detailed assessment.
The appendices provide the supporting technical material that underpins the scoping conclusions and expand on the specialist assessments summarised in the main report. They include more detailed baseline information, methodological explanations, figures and topic-specific technical material that informs the proposed scope of the ES. Of particular relevance to ONR’s PAO are the preliminary HRA screening report and the MCZ assessment screening report. These appendices set out EDF’s initial consideration of whether the proposed decommissioning works could give rise to effects on designated European sites, MCZs and Highly Protected Marine Areas, and therefore provide an important part of the evidence base for ONR’s consideration of the adequacy and robustness of the overall scoping approach.
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ONR’s PAO is presented below. Our feedback has been graded as a ‘reservation’, ‘observation’ or ‘comment’, depending on the significance, as defined in Table 1. Feedback is also categorised into one or more of the themes defined in Table 2. Therefore, the feedback in Table 3–6 are categorised according to the categories and themes in Table 1 and 2.

Table 1: Feedback categories 
	Term 
	Description  

	Reservation 
	A major issue that should be addressed in the EIA process and documented in the application. If not addressed, there is high risk that the application may not be legally compliant and/or open up for legal challenge. 

	Observation 
	An issue that should be considered in the EIA process and documented in the application. If not addressed, the application could be vulnerable to challenge and/or requests for further evidence. 

	Comment 
	A minor issue that could be considered in the EIA process and documented in the application. 



Table 2: Feedback themes 
	Term 
	Description  

	Structure
	A comment focussed on how the scoping exercise has been reported and structured. This includes comments regarding proportionality of the scoping report and ES, information presented on figures, information provided to support the scoping report, and inconsistencies in the scoping report. 

	Evidence
	A comment focussed on the evidence that has been provided to inform the conclusions of the scoping exercise. For example, a description of elements of the proposed works such as anticipated numbers of heavy-goods vehicle movements or sufficient baseline to understand the effects. 

	Baseline 
	A comment focussed on the baseline presented in the scoping report, for example adequacy, breadth, completeness, data sources. 

	Future Baseline 
	A comment focussed on the future baseline, for example how it has been determined and any limitations associated with determining it. 

	EIA Methodology 
	A comment relating to the proposed EIA methodology, including legislation, policy and guidance referenced, assessment method. 

	Scope Definition 
	A comment focussed on what should be assessed in the EIA and included in the proposed works. 

	EIA Scope 
	A comment focussed on how the EIA scope has been defined and if it is deemed suitable, or if the assessment has considered all of the potential effects sufficiently. This includes the spatial scope (the geographical area over which the environmental effects are considered) and the temporal scope (the time period over which the environmental effects are considered).

	Assessment Interactions 
	A comment made where other assessments have been referred to (for example, HRA), since EIADR requires co-ordination between assessments. 

	Uncertainty 
	A comment focussed on the approach and method of managing uncertainty and limitations, as well as comments on assumptions and limitations reported in the scoping report or will likely occur during the EIA. 

	Clarity 
	A comment made where clarity is needed in the reporting of the scoping report or the points being made in the scoping report. 

	Omission 
	A comment made where information is potentially missing from the scoping report. 


EIA chapters
ONR’s feedback on the EIA chapters is presented in alignment with the chapters of the scoping report. Table 3 details our opinion on Chapters 1-5, the introductory chapters, and Table 4 details our opinion on Chapters 6-20, the technical topic areas. 

Table 3: Opinion on Chapters 1–5: (introductory chapters) 
	Scoping report section 
	Category (theme)
	Justification   

	Project description 
	Reservation (Evidence / Scope Definition)  
	The overall project description is clear and readily understandable, but it lacks sufficient detail in some areas, particularly in relation to the marine works. While this may partly reflect limited design development or uncertainty at this stage, further detail is needed on the proposed alternative discharge lines, the intended fate of the inlet and outfall tunnels, and how works at Long Pits would operate in conjunction with the rest of the project. In particular, a clear understanding of the likely end state and treatment of the existing intake and outfall structures within the marine environment is essential to support a meaningful assessment of potential impacts. Where detailed information is not yet available, the assumptions adopted should be stated clearly and justified to provide a transparent and robust basis for assessment. Although some additional detail is provided in the technical chapters, for example at paragraph 8.6.5, this information is not reflected in the project description in Section 2 and should be incorporated there. Once further is available, the scope of the EIA, HRA and MCZ assessments should be reviewed and revised as necessary.

	EIA Scope 
	Observation (Structure) 
	The scope considered in the scoping report is of sufficient depth and breadth and is in line with regulatory requirements and good practice. The temporal scope of the EIA is set out clearly and highlights, insofar as is possible at this stage, the uncertainties. The spatial scope is set out in the technical chapters of the report, however, this is often unclear and could be more clearly set out and justified.  

	EIA Methodology 
	Comment (Structure) 
	The order of topic chapters within the scoping report makes it difficult to follow the report. Chapter 21 suggests the same order of topic chapters for the Dungeness ES as the scoping report. EDF could consider reviewing and reordering chapters to enable topics with similar receptor types to be grouped together for easier review (i.e., Transport, Air Quality, Noise and Human Health). 

	Alternatives 
	Observation (EIA Methodology)

	There is sufficient assessment of alternative decommissioning options considered i.e. Early Safestore as the baseline and Prompt Decommissioning as the alternative. However, further detail should be given regarding the options for alternatives for the marine works, including alternative methodologies. 

	Future baseline 
	Comment (EIA Scope) 
	Further consideration should be given to the baseline and future baseline with respect to the present and ongoing decommissioning works at Dungeness A. 

	Cumulative 
	Observation (Scope Definition) 
	The approach to assessing intra-project effects (where multiple impacts interact to affect a single receptor) is inconsistent across chapters. Some topics clearly identify receptors subject to combined effects and provide cross-references to the relevant assessment chapters (e.g. Chapter 19), whereas others simply state that such effects are considered elsewhere without identifying receptors or providing clear signposting (e.g. Chapter 14). This lack of consistency makes it difficult to follow how intra-project cumulative effects are being addressed. A more systematic and consistent approach should be applied throughout the ES to clearly identify, assess, and cross-reference these effects.


	
	Observation (Scope definition) 
	The approach to intra-project effects could be set out more clearly. The interaction with current and ongoing decommissioning works at Dungeness A is not set out clearly, particularly for the Initial Decommissioning Works phase (although there is more consideration for the Final Site Clearance).  

	Transboundary 
	Observation (Scope Definition) 
	A transboundary assessment matrix is included as Appendix 5A, however, for a number of topics it is unclear how the study areas were derived, and further commentary in either the matrix or the EIA Scoping Report would aid the reader in understanding how the Zone of Influence (ZoI) was derived. 

	
	Observation (Omission)
	The absence of consideration of non-UK receptors, in this case nature conservation designations, is considered an omission and should be addressed. Potentially sites within (but not limited to) France, Belgium, the Netherlands and the Channel Islands should be reviewed. 



Table 4: Opinion on Chapters 6–20 (technical chapters)
	Section 
	Category (theme)
	Justification   

	Chapter 6 – Air Quality 
	Comment (Scope) 
	Paragraph 6.3.7 identifies several potential receptors, including human health, commercial properties, and ecological sites. However, no study area is defined for commercial receptors, despite them later being scoped out. 

	
	Observation (Baseline) 
	Paragraph 6.3.4 notes that Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) guidance has been used to define the study area distances; however, these differ from the ZoI set out in the scoping report. The scoping report defines the air quality study area as up to 250 m from the works area and up to 200 m from affected roads, whereas IAQM guidance recommends wider assessment distances for construction dust where human and ecological receptors are present. 

	
	Observation (Omission) 
	Table 6-3 shows the national Air Quality Objectives set out in the Air Quality Strategy for England but does not include nitrogen oxides (NOx), even though they are considered later on in the assessment, and no justification is provided for the omission. 

	
	Comment (Baseline) 
	Paragraph 6.3.23 refers to “good” human health‑based standards but does not define or reference the source of these standards; a citation or explanatory reference should be included. 

	
	Comment (Baseline) 
	Baseline air quality monitoring is proposed to inform the air quality impact assessment and verify dispersion modelling, comprising six months of nitrogen dioxide (NO₂) monitoring using diffusion tubes at six locations and baseline dust deposition monitoring using Frisbee gauges at three locations. The scope and methods are generally appropriate and proportionate; however, given the site’s proximity to the coast, clarification is required as to whether baseline dust monitoring is necessary or proportionate, as background coastal sources may dominate measured dust levels.

	
	Observation (Future Baseline) 
	Paragraph 6.3.24 – 6.3.30 sets out how the future baseline will be determined. The future emission sources considered are from traffic movements and does not consider dust emissions. 

	
	Observation (EIA Scope) 
	The assessment of potential significant effects between the Air Quality, Human Health and Terrestrial Ecology chapters lacks clarity and consistency. The Air Quality chapter states that impacts from fugitive PM10 emissions during dismantling and construction on human health receptors and nature conservation sites have been considered, whereas the Terrestrial Ecology chapter indicates that emissions to air from vehicle movements and associated nitrogen deposition are scoped out of the HRA on the basis that traffic levels fall below screening criteria (see para. 18.6.4). This discrepancy should be resolved to ensure a consistent and clearly aligned approach across technical chapters. 

	
	Comment (Clarity) 
	Figure 6-1 adequately shows the Environmental Designations and the locations of dust and NO₂ monitoring; however, it does not map residential or other sensitive human receptors. 

	Chapter 7 – Conventional Waste and Materials 
	Comment (EIA Methodology) 
	Section 7.2 of the legislation and policy review omits several key international and national legislative instruments, including but not limited to the list below. The licensee should consider referencing these where relevant to the assessment.  
International legislation: 
· Landfill Directive (1999/31/EC). 
· Hazardous Waste Directive (91/689/EEC). 
National legislation: 
· Waste Batteries and Accumulators Regulations 2009. 
· Controlled Waste (England and Wales) Regulations 2012.  

	
	Observation (EIA Scope) 
	A Materials Management Plan is referenced; however, no Site Waste Management Plan is included. The licensee should consider whether a Site Waste Management Plan could be developed to set out mitigation measures and enable monitoring of their effectiveness during construction, in line with RGP. 

	
	Comment (EIA Scope) 
	Justification provided in Section 7.6 for scoping out certain receptors lacks clarity and should be strengthened. As such, Section 7.8 currently scopes in only changes in landfill void capacity. The assessment should be expanded to also consider the construction of temporary site facilities and access routes, the transportation of waste to disposal sites, and the deconstruction and dismantling of the power station, including site clearance. 

	Chapter 8 - Coastal Processes 
	Chapter 8 is comprehensive and detailed, with the topic assessed appropriately and all relevant receptors adequately considered. 

	
	Observation (Scope Definition) 
	Paragraph 8.3.46 states that marine works will be completed as part of the Initial Decommissioning Works by 2049; however, this is not referenced in the upfront chapters, including the project description. This creates an inconsistency in the description of project scope and phasing that requires clarification and/or cross-referencing. 

	
	Comment (Baseline) 
	Baseline information is disproportionately detailed compared with other chapters in the scoping report. Greater consistency and proportionality across chapters is recommended for the ES. 

	
	Comment (EIA Scope) 
	While the assessment scopes in ‘scour of sediment from the seabed’ due to the discharge rate being unconfirmed, paragraph 8.6.10 states that the proposed discharge will be several orders of magnitude lower than the current 10m3/s ebb-tide rate once cooling water flows cease, and that higher flows are not expected. On this basis, EDF should reconsider whether scour needs to be scoped in at this stage, unless a discharge rate greater than the current rate is ultimately proposed. 

	
	Comment (EIA Scope / Clarity) 
	Paragraphs 8.6.14 and 8.6.15 both state that scour associated with the infrastructure would not change and, therefore, would result in no impact on seabed morphology. Despite this, seabed morphology has been scoped into the coastal processes assessment due to uncertainty around the final discharge rate. Given that the assessment itself anticipates no negative impact, the rationale for retaining this topic within scope is unclear, and it may be more proportionate to scope it out on that basis. 

	
	Comment (EIA Scope / Clarity) 
	Paragraph 8.6.21 states that reductions in water quality from contaminant release are not associated with impacts on coastal processes or the marine physical environment; however, contaminant release due to scour is identified as an impact pathway for sensitive habitats to be addressed in Chapters 13 (Marine Ecology) and 19 (Water Environment and Flood Risk). Given this, it is unclear why this potential effect remains scoped into the Coastal Processes chapter. Clarification is required to ensure impacts are not double counted. 

	Chapter 9 – Climate Change 
	We acknowledged that the climate change topic is inherently complex due to the range of issues and interrelationships involved. Notwithstanding this, Section 9.8 provides a clear and accessible summary of the likely significant effects, which is helpful for the reader. 

	
	Comment (Clarity) 
	The terms IEMA (Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment) and ISEP (Institute of Sustainability and Environmental Professionals) are used interchangeably throughout the report, including in paragraph 9.7.18 where the terminology swaps between the two. Whilst this is a minor non-technical change it would help the reader if an upfront clarification is included, noting that IEMA is now ISEP and that ISEP is used throughout the remainder of the report. 

	
	Comment (EIA Scope) 
	Shingle replenishment is to continue until 2041 if the most recent application is approved, but it is considered further in this chapter by seeming to assume it shall continue until at least 2100. It would be useful for the mechanism for this to continue to be discussed as it is an important assumption for the assessment. 

	
	Observation (EIA Scope / Clarity) 
	The chapter notes that the climate change risk assessment will consider fluvial, surface water and groundwater flooding; however, flood-related impacts are assessed across multiple chapters. Specifically, flooding is considered within the Human Health chapter (in relation to contamination of water resources affecting human health) and again within the Water Environment and Flood Risk chapter (in relation to increased surface water flood risk arising from changes to site layout and topography). It is recommended that the assessment clearly distinguishes between these topics and ensures that flood-related impacts are appropriately assessed and these findings are reported clearly in the ES, avoiding repetition or omission. 

	Chapter 10 – Historic Environment 
	Comment (EIA Methodology) 
	Section 10.2 could benefit from the inclusion of additional legislative and policy references relevant to the historic environment, notably the National Policy Statement for energy (EN-1). Guidance is otherwise covered adequately. 

	Chapter 11 – Human Health 
	Observation (Scope Definition) 
	The justification for applying a 1 km assessment radius around the works area is unclear. It should be demonstrated that this extent is sufficient to capture the potential effects arising from both on‑site and off‑site activities. 

	
	Comment (EIA Scope / Clarity) 
	Table 11‑6 states that there are no open spaces or recreational facilities that would be directly affected, and only a limited number that may be indirectly affected. Despite this, open space, leisure and play are scoped into the assessment. A clear decision should be taken on whether this receptor warrants further assessment as, its inclusion may inconsistent with the principle of proportionate EIA. 

	
	Comment (EIA Scope) 
	References in Table 11-6 to the human health assessment “drawing on the assessments and conclusions” of other chapters are not appropriate at ES stage. While topic integration is supported, each receptor should be assessed in a single, appropriate chapter only (for example, Air Quality or Socioeconomics), with the Human Health chapter avoiding duplication. Such receptors should be acknowledged at scoping as potential health determinants but scoped out of detailed human health assessment where they are robustly addressed elsewhere, with clear cross referencing applied consistently. 

	
	Comment (Clarity) 
	Air quality is scoped in as a wider determinant of health for indicative dismantling works and final site clearance. However, it is unclear which specific human health receptors would be affected, particularly in relation to construction dust and traffic emissions. Assuming these impacts are already assessed in Chapter 6 (Air Quality), it is difficult to understand what additional effects would be considered under Human Health, or how double counting would be avoided. 

	Chapter 12 – Landscape and Visual 
	Comment (EIA Methodology) 
	The policy section currently reproduces large extracts from the Places and Policies Local Plan (Adopted September 2020). EDF could consider including an appendix, if appropriate, to summarise the key points and move the full extracts to the appendix in the ES. 

	
	Comment (Baseline) 
	The proposed landscape and visual survey methodology is consistent with the relevant good practice (RGP) for EIA, including the principles of the Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3). The combination desk-based study, zones of theoretical visibility analysis and targeted site surveys provide a proportionate and robust baseline for the assessment. While surveys are proposed for a single winter season, this approach is appropriate provided seasonal limitations are acknowledged and professional judgement is applied to account for summer vegetation effects. Overall, the methodology is suitable to inform the landscape and visual impact assessment and support a robust assessment of likely significant effects. 

	
	Comment (Future Baseline) 
	Paragraph 12.3.33 highlights uncertainty in the future baseline conditions for later decommissioning phases due to the long timescales involved. This uncertainty should be managed through ongoing monitoring of baseline landscape conditions, with the approach secured and clearly referenced within the Environmental Management Plan once the EIADR consent has been granted. 

	
	Comment (Clarity) 
	Loss of landscape elements and/or change in landscape character is scoped in but no justification is provided in the chapter or in the summary of potential likely significant effects. 

	
	Comment (Clarity) 
	Change in visual amenity is scoped in but no justification is provided in the chapter or in the summary of potential likely significant effects. 

	Chapter 13 – Marine Ecology 
	Overall, the Marine Ecology chapter is well written and proportionate in its assessment of scoped impact pathways, clearly justifying the need for a precautionary approach given the complexity of assessing underwater noise impacts on marine receptors. 

	
	Comment (Baseline) 
	Paragraph 13.3.5 states that a precautionary 50km Study Area has been used for migratory fish with a regional approach being adopted, which differs from the HRA. The Regional Study Area for migratory fish is referenced once more in paragraph 13.3.11 but is not subsequently defined or consistently applied elsewhere in the scoping report and/or in Appendix 13A (Marine Conservation Zone Screening). Only once the extent of the Regional Study Area is known will it be possible to comment on the proportionality of the defined study area. 

	
	Comment (Evidence) 
	Paragraph 13.1.4 provides more detail on the assumptions made for the marine works, however these assumptions are not mentioned in the upfront sections for the proposed works i.e. limited drilling or a gravity-based pipe-weight system. 

	
	Comment (EIA Methodology) 
	The study areas are generally well defined; however, the regional element of the migratory fish study area could be clarified further. Table 13‑4 refers to a ‘refined’ study area for migratory fish, which may be misleading given that the study area is subsequently defined as extending to 50 km. Removal of the term ‘refined’ should be considered to avoid confusion. 

	Chapter 14 – Noise and Vibration 
	Comment (Baseline) 
	While the proposed noise surveys are broadly acceptable, the methodology does not explicitly define the baseline noise indices to be reported (for example, LAeq, LA90, LAmax) or confirm how representativeness will be ensured in terms of seasonality and meteorological conditions. Clarification of these aspects would strengthen the robustness and transparency of the noise baseline characterisation.

	
	Observation (Scope Definition / Clarity) 
	Explanation of potential noise and vibration impacts on noise sensitive receptors is not clear, making it difficult to understand why certain elements have been scoped out. 

	
	Observation (EIA Scope) 
	Section 14.6 cross-references to noise and vibration impacts on certain receptors in other topic chapters, including Marine Ecology, Terrestrial Ecology, Historic Environment and Human Health. However, Figure 14-1 still showing some of these cross-topic receptors and descriptions of potential effects within Section 14.5 makes it difficult to understand what impacts on what receptors Chapter 14 is assessing. Further clarity to this is required when progressing to the ES stage. 

	Chapter 15 – Socio Economic 
	Overall, Chapter 15 gives a very clear and comprehensive consideration of socioeconomic receptors, including a detailed summary of the proposed study area and current and future baseline written in line with RGP. It includes a clear summary of potential effects and sufficient detail to support scoping in or out of specific topic elements.  

	
	Comment (EIA Methodology) 
	Section 13.2.1 of the EIADR TAG notes that while there is no legislation which specifies the detailed content for a socioeconomic impact assessment, there is legislation that can be considered, for example, the Equality Act 2010 and the Energy Act 2004. While Chapter 15 of the scoping report does make some reference to Local Policy and guidance, there is no reference to wider legislation. This should be considered during ES development to ensure all relevant legislation has been correctly considered. 

	Chapter 16 – Soils and Geology 
	Comment (EIA Scope) 
	Paragraph 16.3.4 identifies human health and ecological receptors as potential receptors. Clarification is required as to whether human health has already been assessed within the Human Health chapter, and ecological receptors within the Terrestrial Ecology chapter. The assessment approach should be clarified to ensure that potential effects are not assessed more than once. 

	
	Comment (Clarity) 
	Paragraph 16.7.8 refers only to human health and geology receptors despite ecological receptors being scoped in at paragraph 16.6.7. This omission is repeated in Table 16‑5, which does not define sensitivity descriptors for ecological receptors. Clarification is required on the treatment of ecological receptors and how this aligns with paragraph 16.6.8, which refers to hydrogeological and hydrological impacts to Chapter 19: Water Environment and Flood Risk. 

	
	Comment (EIA Scope) 
	Clarification is required as to whether the second bullet point in paragraph 16.6.8 should be addressed within the Human Health chapter (specifically the scoping out of potential impacts on workers on the basis that relevant health and safety legislation provides sufficient mitigation to prevent significant effects) or whether this statement should instead be presented as an assumption within the EIA methodology. 

	
	Observation (EIA Scope) 
	Table 16‑6 lists all potential effects as either scoped in or scoped out of the assessment; however, no justification is provided. A clear justification is required for each scoping decision. 

	Chapter 17 – Traffic and Transport 
	Comment (Structure) 
	There is no cross-reference in the introduction to the socioeconomic assessment which will likely have interactions such as severance. 

	
	Comment (Baseline) 
	The proposed baseline traffic surveys are considered to be consistent with RGP such as the EIADR TAG. The combination of week-long automatic traffic counts (ATCs) and targeted manual Classified counts provides a robust baseline, capturing traffic flows and vehicle classifications along sensitive local roads and strategic links. However, the extent of the study area, which reaches as far as Ashford, may be overly wide and should be reconsidered or more clearly justified with reference to likely routing and the project’s ZoI. This spatial scope should also be considered in the context of air quality, noise, and health assessments to ensure consistency. In addition, the anticipated scale of heavy goods vehicle (HGV) movements is unclear and requires justification, for example by reference to comparable activity such as the Dungeness A decommissioning works. Subject to confirmation of the baseline year, consideration of seasonal variability, clarification regarding non-motorised users, and justification of the study area extent and HGV numbers, the survey strategy would be suitable to inform the traffic and transport assessment. 

	
	Observation (EIA Methodology /Clarity) 
	Paragraph 17.6.2 states that peak traffic flows during the Initial Decommissioning Works are based on comparator projects at Hinkley Point B and Hunterston B, resulting in a worst‑case of 24 two‑way HGV movements per day. Given this relatively low level of traffic, clarification is required on how paragraph 17.6.10 justifies a potentially significant effect arising from an increased risk of road traffic accidents over a prolonged period. The validity of assumptions of traffic movements at other sites should be reviewed and set out. Given that Chapter 6 (Air Quality) and the preliminary HRA screening report scope out some effects downstream from vehicle movements, it is difficult to understand the approach and scope proposed for this chapter. This should be reviewed and a proportionate approach adopted following a review of more fulsome data that can be shared with other technical specialists. 

	
	Comment (Omission) 
	Paragraph 17.3.4 notes that ATCs will be undertaken at the locations set out in paragraph 17.3.25 and on Figure 17-1, however the study area is not defined. The study area (a clear boundary) is not depicted in Figure 17-1; this just has the data collection points. 

	
	Comment (Omission) 
	Section 17.8 summarises the potential likely significant effects but does not provide justification for the scoping in or out of each pathway. 

	Chapter 18 – Terrestrial Ecology 
	Comment (Omission) 
	There is no reference to specific Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA)/NRS biodiversity plans. It is unclear if this is an omission. 

	
	Comment (Omission) 
	Figure 18‑1 maps the works area, including the 3 km and 10 km buffers and environmental designations; however, the study area is not clearly defined. 

	
	Comment (Clarity) 
	Paragraph 18.3.4 refers to a precautionary study area for baseline data collection but does not specify its extent, which is only defined later in paragraph 18.3.29. 

	
	Comment (Structure) 
	It would be useful to have a figure providing a summary of the baseline, in particular the habitats within 3km of the works area. 

	
	Comment (EIA Methodology) 
	Paragraph 18.7.5 outlines the frames of reference used to assess sensitivity; however, it does not provide clear criteria or definitions for each sensitivity level or category. 

	
	Comment (EIA Methodology) 
	Paragraph 18.7.6 sets out the characteristics likely to influence the description of potential impacts; however, it does not provide clear criteria for each magnitude of impact level or category. 

	
	Observation (EIA Scope) 
	Activities that create noise have been scoped in as they are considered to potentially cause a significant effect, however, there is a lack of evidence to support this conclusion in the noise chapter. 

	
	Observation (EIA Scope  Clarity) 
	Unlike the other chapters of the scoping report, Table 18‑8 only identifies the pathways scoped into the ES stage assessment. As a result, it is unclear which pathways have been considered overall and which have been scoped in or out of the terrestrial ecology assessment (noting Table 18-6 lists the scoped out ecological receptors, although further surveys are still required to confirm). In addition, the table and accompanying assessment read more like a HRA, rather than an environmental topic chapter setting out a comprehensive EIA scoping approach. As a result, the scope of assessment works is somewhat unclear. 

	
	Observation (EIA Scope) 
	Notwithstanding the above comments, ONR considers the proposed scope for the EIA suitable, however, it would have been appropriate to have proposed a more data driven scope. Where practicable, it is recommended that a review of those areas scoped in is undertaken after sight of appropriate baseline data, and the scope is adjusted to ensure it is reasonable and proportionate for the ES. 

	Chapter 19 – Water Environment and Flood Risk 
	Overall, Chapter 19 gives a very clear and comprehensive consideration of water environment and flood risk receptors, including a detailed summary of the proposed study area, the current and future baseline written in line with RGP. It includes a clear summary of potential effects and sufficient detail to support scoping in or out of specific topic elements. 

	Chapter 20 – Other Environmental Topics 
	Observation (EIA Scope) 
	While conclusion of the Major Accidents and Disasters section notes that all the identified major accidents and disaster risks would be reduced to as low as reasonably practicable, this chapter does not then state that this is the basis for the topic to be scoped out. This should be stated to align with the major accidents and disasters summary in Table 22-1 in the scoping report conclusion. 



Summary of the EIA chapters
Our assessment found that the scoping report identifies the principal environmental topics that should be addressed in the environmental statement. We have raised one reservation relating to the project description, together with a number of observations and comments for EDF to consider when preparing the ES. In summary:
The project description should be strengthened to provide a clearer and more complete account of the proposed works, particularly the marine works. Where information is not yet available, assumptions should be stated clearly and justified, and the scope of the EIA, HRA and MCZ assessments should be reviewed as further detail emerges.
The spatial scope of the assessment should be presented more clearly and justified consistently across the technical chapters, so that the basis for study areas and ZoIs is transparent.
The ordering and structure of topic chapters could be reviewed to improve readability and ensure related topics are grouped logically.
Further explanation should be provided on alternatives for the marine works, including alternative methodologies where relevant.
Further consideration should be given to how the baseline and future baseline are defined, particularly in relation to the present and ongoing decommissioning works at Dungeness A.
The approach to cumulative effects should be set out more clearly and applied more consistently, including both intra-project effects and interactions with ongoing works at Dungeness A.
The transboundary assessment should be strengthened by clarifying how study areas and ZoIs have been derived and by considering whether relevant non-UK receptors, including designated nature conservation sites, should be included.
Preliminary Habitats Regulation Assessment screening report 
The preliminary HRA screening report is included as Appendix 18D of the scoping report. We completed an initial assessment of this, noting that this is currently in the preliminary stage. Our opinion is presented in Table 5.
Table 5: Opinion on the preliminary HRA screening report
	Category (theme)
	Justification 

	Reservation (Evidence / Scope Definition)
	Consistent with our reservation raised on the project description in the EIA (see Table 3), the level of information provided in relation to the marine works remains insufficient. Once further detail becomes available, the HRA should be reviewed and revised as necessary.

	Comment (EIA 
Methodology)
	It would be helpful for the methodology to clearly set out, at the outset, the rationale for separating the marine and terrestrial elements of the assessment.

	Observation (Scope Definition / Clarity)
	The rationale for the identification of Habitat Sites of Relevance would benefit from further clarification and strengthening. In particular, the assessment should more clearly explain why the selected sites have been identified and why other designated sites in closer proximity have not been considered. It is also unclear whether designated sites located outside the United Kingdom, and its terrestrial waters, have been considered and excluded, or whether their omission from the assessment is unintentional.

	Observation (EIA 
Methodology / Clarity)  
	Within Section 2, the description of the HRA process would benefit from clarification. In particular, the methodology should clearly explain that mitigation measures are considered at the Appropriate Assessment (AA) stage to avoid or reduce potential impacts such that no likely significant effects remain. If the mitigation is effective in removing all Likely Significant Effects (LSEs), there is no requirement to proceed to the assessment of alternatives or to consider derogation under the Habitats Regulations. It is currently unclear at which stage mitigation is intended to be considered, beyond a brief statement that mitigation is not appropriate at the screening stage, which would benefit from further explanation.

	Comment (EIA Methodology)
	Paragraph 3.2.5 refers to case law on the consideration of mitigation measures, including mitigation that is required under separate regulatory regimes or would be in place irrespective of the Proposed Development. To aid clarity and transparency, the relevant case law should be explicitly cited in the text.

	Comment (EIA Methodology / Clarity)
	The rationale for applying a 15 km ZoI for the HRA is not clearly explained. RGP would typically apply the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management recommended screening distances, with a default of 2 km for most impact pathways and larger distances used selectively where justified (for example, 30km for bats). Further clarification of the chosen distance, or alignment with established guidance, would therefore be helpful.

	Observation (EIA Methodology)
	The rationale for selecting designated sites with marine components, particularly those supporting species with large foraging or migratory ranges, should be more clearly explained. This justification should be incorporated into Section 4.1 alongside the explanation of the 15 km ZoI. Further clarification is also required on the use of distance buffers for seals and the basis for the selection of designated sites. The use of Seal Management Units is not generally favourable due to inconsistencies between devolved administrations and outdated data on abundance and habitat use. It is therefore recommended that the Convention for the Protection of the Marine Environment of the North-East Atlantic (OSPAR Convention) regional sea areas are used instead, specifically OSPAR Region II (the Greater North Sea), to define the potential ZoI for seals.

	Observation (EIA Scope / 
Clarity)
	With respect to air quality, there is a lack of clarity regarding which effects have been screened in and out, particularly in relation to atmospheric pollutants and dust arising from traffic movements. The scope of pollutants and dust considered does not appear to align with those included in the EIA scoping report, and the basis for this divergence has not been clearly explained. In addition, other air quality issues highlighted in the scoping report do not appear to have been fully addressed and remain applicable.

	Comment (Assessment Interactions)
	It is noted that a separate application for the shingle recharge works was submitted in 2025 to cover operations up to 2041, and that these works were subject to a separate HRA screening. However, it remains unclear whether shingle recharge activities beyond 2041 would continue under a future standalone application or form part of the proposed decommissioning works through to completion. Clarification on this point is required to confirm whether the potential effects of shingle recharge have been fully and appropriately assessed for the full project lifetime.

	Comment (EIA Scope / Assessment Interactions)
	Coastal squeeze has been identified as a potential pathway of effect within the HRA; however, it is not immediately clear how this relates to the proposed works, given that the project scope does not include activities such as the construction or maintenance of sea defences that would typically give rise to coastal squeeze. The issue appears to be more closely associated with the maintenance of existing coastal defences, which has been considered under a separate application and standalone HRA. On this basis, it may be more appropriate for coastal squeeze to be considered, if relevant, within the in‑combination assessment rather than as a direct pathway of effect arising from the proposed works alone.

	Comment (EIA Scope)
	It is unclear why barriers to migration have been identified as a potential impact pathway at this location. The English Channel in this area is relatively wide and, while it supports migratory marine mammals and fish species, project activities would need to be of a substantial scale to materially impede migration through this part of the Channel. Although this pathway is ultimately screened out, the rationale for its initial inclusion has not been clearly explained and would benefit from further clarification.

	Observation (Omission)
	There appears to be an omission in relation to direct habitat loss. Although limited and temporary habitat loss from marine works is acknowledged, this pathway has been screened out. However, any habitat loss within designated sites should usually be considered to be potentially significant and therefore requiring appropriate assessment. If this pathway has been excluded because the marine works are located outside designated sites, this should be clearly stated at the screening stage.



Summary of the HRA
In summary, without clearer justification of site selection, ZoIs, mitigation timing and key impact pathways, and without improved alignment with RGP, the HRA screening conclusions could be vulnerable to challenge and may not be sufficient to rule out likely significant effects with confidence. We have identified one reservation relating to the level of information provided for the marine works, together with a number of observations and comments for EDF to consider when preparing its finalised HRA report.
Marine Conservation Zone Assessment 
We completed an assessment of the MCZ assessment screening report in Appendix 13A of the scoping report. Our opinion is presented in Table 6. 
Table 6: Opinion on the MCZ assessment screening report
	Category (theme)
	Justification 

	Reservation (Evidence / Scope Definition)
	Consistent with our reservation raised on the project description in the EIA (see Table 3), the level of information provided in relation to the marine works remains insufficient. Once further detail becomes available, the MCZ assessment should be reviewed and revised as necessary.

	Observation (EIA Methodology)
	The assessment should identify whether the project is located within or near an MCZ or HPMA by defining the ZoI, using relevant data such as tidal excursion data from the ABPmer tidal database and the marine mammal management units. 

	Observation (EIA Methodology)
	The assessment should clearly state which project activities, and which aspects of those activities, could give rise to effects that are more than insignificant. 

	Observation (EIA Methodology)
	The ZoI for marine mammals should be defined using recognised frameworks: marine mammal management units for cetaceans, and OSPAR sea regions for seals. The use of an arbitrary 100 km ZoI in this report, without any explanation or evidence to justify how this distance was derived, does not align with RGP.

	Observation (Clarity)
	The assessment is unclear on the source of airborne noise affecting seals while hauled out on the beach. It should be clarified whether this noise arises from marine shipping activities associated with the works, demolition of on‑site facilities, or a combination of both, and how each source may contribute to potential disturbance.

	Observation (EIA Methodology / Clarity)
	The ZoI appears to be based on receptor presence rather than the realistic spatial extent of the effect pathway. For example, the activities described are unlikely to generate airborne noise that is either sufficiently loud or capable of propagating over long distances. As such, a clear justification should be given for the 60 km ZoI applied to seals for airborne noise. The same issue applies to the ZoI defined for underwater noise affecting marine fish and marine mammals, which should be based on predicted effect ranges rather than receptor distribution alone.

	Comment (EIA Scope)
	Given the site’s location adjacent to one of the busiest shipping lanes in Europe, any temporary increase in vessel presence or associated airborne noise is unlikely to result in a significant effect. As noted above, the relevant test is whether the proposed activities could affect receptors other than insignificantly. In this context, and noting that the intake and outfall are not located within an MCZ or HPMA, these effects could reasonably be screened out.

	Observation (EIA Scope / Omission)
	There is no clear consideration of potential transboundary effects. It is unclear whether any marine protected areas designated under the Marine Strategy Framework Directive in EU Member States have been identified or screened into the assessment.

	Observation (Structure)
	In Section 4, the sequencing of information should be reviewed to ensure alignment with RGP. Designated sites should first be identified using a standard, justified ZoI. Only once relevant sites have been screened in should the receptors and their sensitivities be described, followed by consideration of the potential effects of project activities on those receptors within the MCZs/HPMAs.

	Comment (EIA Scope)
	Any increases in suspended sediment or deposition arising from anchor chain movement or jack up barge foot placement are likely to be minimal and barely perceptible. These effects may therefore be considered insignificant and could be reasonably screened out as a pathway. This is particularly relevant given the site is not located within an MCZ or HPMA.

	Comment (Clarity)
	The reference to “Medway Estuary MCZ Zone 2” is misleading and should be corrected. The site was extended in 2019 to include additional smelt spawning habitat and to reflect the tidal incursion range of the river; this extension does not constitute a separate zone. The designation is simply Medway Estuary MCZ, and both parts of the site support smelt as a qualifying feature.

	Comment (EIA Scope)
	The relevance of the Medway Estuary MCZ to the assessment is unclear and appears to be a stretch. Although the feature of interest is migratory fish, it is unlikely that smelt originating from the Medway Estuary would occur in the project area. Smelt are not known to migrate over large distances and typically inhabit coastal and brackish waters. On this basis, the justification for including Medway Estuary MCZ should be clearly explained or the site screened out.

	Comment (Scope Definition / EIA Scope / Assessment Interactions)
	In the Dolphin Head HPMA: 
· The inclusion of dolphin species is not appropriate as cetaceans are not qualifying features of this site’s designation. Consideration of other cetaceans should be addressed within the ES or HRA, as relevant, rather than within this assessment. 

· Of the seal species, only grey seal is a protected feature of the HPMA; harbour seal is not. Any discussion relating to harbour seal should therefore be confined to the EIA and removed from this document.



Summary of the MCZ assessment 
In summary, without methodological correction and clearer justification of ZoIs, pathways and site relevance, the MCZ assessment could be vulnerable to challenge and requests for further information or re-assessment. We have identified one reservation relating to the level of information provided for the marine works, together with a number of observations and comments for EDF to consider when preparing its finalised MCZ assessment.
EIADR project boundary
It is normal practice for a single EIADR project to include the entire nuclear power station, although this is not a requirement as it is possible to have more than one EIADR project for a station. 
Noting the EIADR project boundary described in Section 1.1.2 and shown in Appendix 1 of this PAO, we recognise that EDF may choose to delicense the non-operational land at Dungeness B earlier than the remaining site, subject to meeting ONR’s requirements for delicensing, which is a separate process to EIADR (see [5]). Alternatively, NRS may choose to delicense these areas early following the transfer of the site to NRS for decommissioning. 
In these cases, any remediation activity required to achieve the early delicensing can reasonably be considered to be part of normal site operations carried out as an enabling activity for future decommissioning, hence would not be in scope of EIADR. Any remediation activity required should be carried out in line with site arrangements and in compliance with the nuclear site licence, the environmental permit(s) and any other relevant regulatory requirements. 
However, should the excluded areas remain on the licensed site throughout decommissioning, they would eventually fall into scope of EIADR and require a consent since EIADR covers everything that is part of the power station and is not limited to buildings concerned with the operation of the reactor. In this case, the licensee (at this point, NRS) could choose to change the spatial scope of the EIADR project through the process set out in regulation 13, as explained in our EIADR guidance [6], to incorporate the non-operational land into the EIADR project rather than apply for an additional consent.
We recommend that EDF discusses this matter with NRS, as the anticipated future licensee, to ensure that the matter is fully understood by both parties.
[bookmark: _Toc232158909]
Conclusion 
This report presents ONR’s PAO on the scope and content of EDF’s application for consent to decommission Dungeness B, as set out in the scoping report and supporting documentation. Our assessment found that the scoping report identifies the principal environmental topics that should be addressed in the environmental statement. We have identified one major issue relating to the lack of detailed information provided in the project description, particularly for the marine works, which should be addressed to provide a sufficiently robust basis for assessing likely significant effects in the EIA, HRA and MCZ. We have also made a number of observations and comments for EDF to consider, particularly in relation to consistency across the EIA, HRA and MCZ assessments, the justification of study areas and impact pathways, and the clarity of the final ES, so as to support a robust application. Subject to these issues being addressed, we consider that the submission would provide an adequate basis for developing a legally compliant ES for the decommissioning project.


[bookmark: _Toc232158910]Next stages of the EIADR process
The licensee will progress with the production of the ES and submit this to ONR as an application for EIADR consent in due course. At this stage, the ES will be subject to a 90-day public consultation, following which ONR will make a decision on whether to grant consent for the decommissioning project described. 
Contact information 
 The ONR EIADR Team can be contacted via EIADR@onr.gov.uk 
General information on EIADR can be found at: https://www.onr.org.uk/eiadr.htm 
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Appendix 1 – Map of the Dungeness B works area  [image: Map titled ‘Appendix 1 – Map of the Dungeness B works area’. It shows the Dungeness B site on the coast, with the main works area highlighted in red within a purple nuclear site licence boundary. Additional smaller zones (Areas A, B, C, and D) are marked in different colours, including a small yellow area to the northwest. A label indicates ‘Non-operational land’ to the west of the main site. An inset map provides a closer view of the works area outline. The coastline lies to the south, and surrounding land and infrastructure are shown in light grey.]
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