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Introduction
BANNG considers the absence of a revised EN-6 on Nuclear Energy is a crucial
omission from the suite of NPSs. We recollect a major consultation during 2018 was
undertaken on The Siting Criteria and Process for a New National Policy Statement
for Nuclear Power with Single Reactor Capacity over 1 GW Beyond 20251. This drew
considerable and detailed responses, not least from BANNG and our response is
attached for reference (BANNG Paper 34). Government responded to the
consultation responses in July 2018 and promised a further consultation on a draft
revised EN-6. Despite repeated calls to BEIS and ministers the revision of EN-6
vanished into the desert air. We are mystified by the delay especially as EN-6 has
been singled out from the suite of documents.
In lieu of a revised EN-6 which would have revised strategic siting criteria and a list
of sites designated as ‘potentially suitable’ for deployment of nuclear stations, there
was a ministerial statement of December 2017 which effectively carried forward
sites for big GW reactors up to 2035. This paved the way for continuing Sizewell and
possibly other sites based on the unamended EN-6. It must be questionable that
‘there are no changes material to the limited circumstances in which it will have
effect’. Arguably the changes since 2011 when the EN-6 was approved have been
systemic and fundamental even when related to the so-called ‘limited
circumstances’, let alone when viewed in a broader context. In particular, increasing
knowledge of Climate Change and its impacts on Sea Level Rise (SLR) and associated
coastal processes especially on coastal and estuarial sites (comprising all eight sites
designated as ‘potentially suitable’) suggest a complete revision of the strategic
siting criteria is necessary. The hesitation of Government to introduce a fully revised
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EN-6 might be viewed as deliberate, avoiding the possibility of tougher siting
constraints leading to some sites being removed from the list either in a revised EN6 or through the DCO process.
This disjunction between criteria in the original EN-6 and the changing
circumstances implied by Climate Change data as expressed by the IPCC and at CoP
26 was exposed at the Sizewell C Examination where the reliance of the responding
party on the existing but increasingly outdated EN-6 was challenged by opposing
parties arguing that the siting circumstances had fundamentally altered. Hence the
reluctance to provide a revised EN-6 has led to inertia in site selection and
identification which encourages developers to appropriate sites that are
increasingly sub-optimal and which, in the course of the next century and beyond,
could become severely compromised, if not altogether destroyed by natural forces.
On the issue of siting for new nuclear plants there are transitional arrangements.
EN-6 together with the ministerial statement will continue to provide information,
assessments and statements both for projects deploying after 2025, whether before
or after the designation of any amendments to EN-1. This EN-1 provides for
amendments and changes which, though relevant to nuclear power are generic and
not site specific. BANNG considers the situation to be unacceptable. The original EN62 was explicitly designed to enable the early deployment of nuclear power stations
(up to 2025 but only Hinkley Point C achieved that goal) and stressed that ‘it is
essential that this NPS has sufficient sites to allow nuclear to contribute as much as
possible towards meeting the need for 25GW of new capacity’ (p.13). The pace of
deployment urged by the Government has, typically, not been achieved.
BANNG considers it is fundamentally wrong to continue with an NPS that is no
longer fit for purpose. Government made clear in its 2018 consultation that there
would be no new site nominations until the 2020s. and indicated that there would
be a new standalone NPS to set the framework for new proposals post 2025. A
period of procrastination has followed but the promise has now been repeated in
this Consultation: ‘A new NPS for nuclear electricity generation infrastructure
deployable after 2025 will be developed to reflect the changing policy and
technology landscape for nuclear’3.
In view of the recent (if optimistic) acceleration of the nuclear programme
envisaged in the 10 Point Plan, the Energy White Paper and this EN-1, the need
for a new EN-6 is urgent and should be presented for full public engagement
and duly revised before adoption. The NPS should cover the siting of all new
nuclear power facilities, including SMRs, AMRs, Fusion. There should be
separate consideration of siting for radioactive waste storage facilities
especially if it is envisaged spent fuel stores will remain at nuclear sites.
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It follows that there should be no further site nominations until the new NPS is
approved.
AoS Assessment of EN-1
Among the key points in the AoS assessement of EN-1 (1.7.4) BANNG concurs with
the view that owing to the nature and size of infrastructures ‘significant adverse
effects are likely to remain’ on landscape and there will be ‘significant negative
effects on biodiversityj’ and ‘cumulative negative effects on biodiversity, landscape,
water and air quality, water resources , coastal change and health’. This indicates
that the accumulation of effects as a whole must be considered. BANNG agrees and
argues that these mega projects such as Sizewell C and Bradwell B must first
be considered as a whole in terms of their suitability for deployment at
specific sites. Only if the site is confirmed as potentially suitable should a
specific project proceed to consideration of the acceptability of separate
components.
Assessment of Alternatives to EN-1
BANNG disputes the claim made for alternative without nuclear, namely that it
would be adverse for the Natural Environment as renewable would take up mor
land and sea for the same energy output as nuclear energy. The more extensive
footprint over sea is arguably less environmentally damaging than the massive and
radioactive intensive development of a nuclear power station. Although extensive
in area, wind farms and arrays do not cover the whole surface allowing considerable
space for other activities e.g. shipping, sailing, fishing, cropping, solar etc.
For this reason we do not agree the non-nuclear alternative is more adverse
for the natural environment. And, it is certainly less dangerous and does not
leave a long-term residue of highly radioactive wastes.
Habitats Regulation Assessment (1.7.12)
It is appreciated that Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI) are
applied to the integrity of European Sites. We do not consider there is a need for
new nuclear power and certainly not sufficient to justify it as an overriding public
interest. To the contrary we maintain that the need to protect the environment
constitutes an imperative reason of overriding public interest in avoiding,
damaging, destroying or in any way compromising the integrity of these
precious sites.
Question 1a. Government Policy on Energy and Climate Policy (Part 2)
BANNG has no comments to make on this section save to note two points that will
be developed later. The first is the inclusion of ‘nuclear’ in 2.3.5 as a source for
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increasing the supply of clean energy in decarbonising energy supply. We dispute
that nuclear is needed, let alone necessary and do not regard it as a ‘clean’ source.
The second point concerns Climate Change and here we wish to note that current
projections post COP26 indicate a global temperature rise of around 2.40C by 2100
with concomitant rises in SLR and impacts on flooding, coastal processes etc. We
further note the IPCC’s 6th Assessment Report statement of an imminent,
accelerating and irreversible threat to the planet from global warming, the extent of
which will depend, in part, on human efforts at mitigation. We consider that nuclear
energy’s contributions to be marginal at best and an insecure source especially as a
substantial number of power stations are at vulnerable coastal locations.
Question 1b. The need and urgency for certain types of energy infrastructure
(Part 3)
BANNG is concerned by the assertion in 3.1.2 that it is not necessary to consider
separately the specific contribution of any individual project to satisfying need. The
original NPSs suggested there should be as much nuclear energy as can be delivered
by the sector, regardless of cost, need or location. That position is now moderated
somewhat. We would argue that there is already nuclear in the system committed
until beyond 2050 (Sizewell B and Hinkley Point C) and that nuclear is both more
expensive and likely to displace renewable alternatives, is inflexible and could be
surplus to requirements.
In the decade since the original statement of the need for an undefined generating
capacity of new nuclear energy (16GW was estimated) an energy transition has
been gathering pace. This has been spearheaded by a rapid deployment of
renewables, notably wind power, and nuclear has fallen away both in terms of
competitiveness and deliverability. Arguments for nuclear as necessary for baseload or firm power have grown less convincing as various scenarios have
demonstrated that nuclear can fulfil a much smaller part of the energy mix and,
some will say, can be eliminated altogether as a necessary low carbon source of
electricity. The new nuclear programme has, so far, only commenced development
of one potential GW station, Hinkley Point C, and the Government has recognised the
downward trend in its 10 Point Plan and Energy White Paper which has the modest
aim of bringing ‘at least one large-scale nuclear project (presumably Sizewell C) to
the point of Final Investment Decision (FID) by the end of this Parliament’4. Even
this ambition is heavily qualified by the proviso, ‘subject to clear value for money
and all relevant approvals’.
Therefore, the need for further GW stations is hardly enthusiastically endorsed by
Government which, one suspects, is moving towards SMRs and the illusion of Fusion
for an improbable nuclear future. With the shut-down of all remaining AGR stations,
nuclear will be providing approximately 5GW of generating capacity from Sizewell B
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and Hinkley Point C by the end of this decade and will continue to contribute up to
and beyond the point of Net Zero carbon by 2050. If Sizewell C gets the go-ahead
and begins generating by, say, 2135 it would add a further 3GW to the nuclear
capacity though, if embedded carbon from construction is deducted, its contribution
to the goal of net zero by 2050 would only be for around ten years. Although
substantial for a short while, it can hardly be described as making a significantly
beneficial impact on carbon displacement. It is highly likely that, by the time
Sizewell C comes on stream, it will be producing at the expense of more competitive,
flexible and safer alternative sources. Moreover, it would continue to displace
alternative and cheaper sources until the end of this century. Far from being
needed, Sizewell C would be an unwanted and unnecessary surplus to requirements.
Therefore, while wind and solar may need to be complemented with technologies
which supply electricity, or reduce demand when the wind is not blowing and the
sun does not shine (3.2.23), nuclear is not one of them, and certainly not in the
longer term when its cost and competitiveness would rule it out
Government policy on the question of the need for new nuclear is far more
restrained than a decade ago. Although the Government continues to favour new
nuclear, its commitment to a substantial nuclear programme has faltered though not
to the point where it has been abandoned. While Government is clinging to its claim
that additional nuclear beyond Hinkley Point C will be needed, the prospect of new
nuclear is clearly qualified by various issues, including: the expectation that costs
will reduce by 30% by 2030; that an appropriate financing model can be agreed;
and that all relevant approvals can be secured.
It will be clear that BANNG demurs from the highly optimistic and unrealistic case
for more nuclear power supported in 3.3.39 and 3.3.40 but notes that the
Government’s ambitions are limited to no more than ‘additional nuclear beyond
Hinkley Point’. Hardly a ringing endorsement for the technology.
We do not agree with the inclusion of nuclear energy in 3.3.43 and 3.3.44 as one of
the known technologies for which the need is established and is urgent. Similarly we
question the inclusion of nuclear as a technology that needs to be brought forward
as soon as possible. We have commented above on the high costs and long time scales for new nuclear projects which will be unnecessary and uncompetitive by the
time they can be deployed
BANNG considers it is safe to conclude that new nuclear will not be needed as
part of the low carbon future for the UK. In any event, a substantial nuclear
component will continue until well beyond the critical net zero date of 2050.
In that context, it must clearly be recognised that the high opportunity costs
represented by Sizewell C would be embarrassing and profligate. On the issue
of need, there is a clear case for the Sizewell C project to be withdrawn and for
no further nuclear capacity to be contemplated.
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Question 2 Do you agree with the amendments made to EN-1 Part 4 on
Assessment Principles?
General policies and Considerations
Our comments on assessment principles will be primarily related to nuclear energy
which, we understand, will be the subject of a separate, though long delayed NPS.
However, the general principles and generic assessment put forward in this section
clearly apply to nuclear as well as other energy infrastructures. While it is not
possible to comment at a site specific level, the assessments indicate the issues to be
considered at the planning stage. We assume the new NPS on nuclear energy will
provide detailed siting criteria based on the general policies and considerations
outlined here. The consultation on siting criteria and process for a new NPS held in
2018 will, no doubt, have assisted in developing the new NPS and we have, for the
record, attached BANNG’s response to that consultation (BANNG Paper 34). And we
presume the revised siting criteria will have been further updated and reviewed to
take account of more recent forecasts concerning Climate Change and its potential
long-term impacts. For the moment we must rely on the general assessment
presented in this EN-1 and interpret the assessment principles in respect of nuclear
energy,
We consider the approach to assessment is far too permissive in its application to
nuclear power. 4.1.2. carries the following statement: ‘Given the level and urgency of
need for infrastructure of the types covered by the energy NPSs..the Secretary of
State will start with a presumption in favour of granting consent to applications for
energy NPSs’. BANNG does not believe this should apply to nuclear power for which
there is no urgent need in the effort to fight climate change. We also reject the
statement in 4.1.4 that residual adverse impacts of nuclear development beyond
mitigation should be ‘weighed against the benefits of the proposed development’. In
the case of nuclear energy we believe that in view of the absence of need in the
future there should be a presumption against granting consent for
applications and that adverse impacts beyond any measures of mitigation
should be a substantive reason for refusal.
Alternatives
On the matter of Alternatives, again the NPS is too permissive in respect of nuclear
energy. The idea that any serious attempt can be made to consider alternatives in
the case of nuclear energy is farcical. In the first place, locations are determined
through the NPS and only eight were identified in the first EN-6 and then as only
‘potentially suitable’. Secondly, the scale of the plants and existing constraints makes
the idea of an alternative location within the local area impracticable. Third, the
siting is highly constrained by need for cooling water and therefore, sites are either
on the coast or estuaries, or conceivably on large rivers. Fourth, most of the sites are
in highly vulnerable locations anyway and alternatives, if conceivable, would
likewise be in unsuitable locations.
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The requirement to consider alternatives is inapplicable to nuclear energy
where the handful of nominated sites are already in problematic locations.
The new nuclear NPS should clarify that any site nominated will inevitably be
sub-optimal and that, therefore, there must be a presumption against
development.
Marine Considerations, Environmental and Biodiversity Net Gain and ‘Good
design’
4.4. The issue of alternatives also applies to marine considerations and nuclear
power. Dependence on high volumes of cooling water severely limits opportunities
to find ‘less favourable locations’ at coastal sites. Massive cooling infrastructures
that are highly damaging to marine ecosystems, fishing and recreation are required
and any alternative such as cooling towers is damaging to the terrestrial and
atmospheric environments.
4.5. Similarly, it is difficult to envisage how the monstrous scale and destructive
capability of a nuclear power station at a sensitive coastal location can deliver a
biodiversity net gain or any wider benefits such as reduced flood risk,
improvements to air or water quality or increased access to natural greenspace.
4.6. It should be also be made clear that, no matter what efforts are made towards
‘good design’, the scale and extent of nuclear power stations is such that their
intrusive and menacing presence is inescapable and cannot be mitigated.
EN-1 and the new NPS on Nuclear Energy should state explicitly that the scale
of new nuclear power stations and highly radioactive waste stores at sensitive
coastal locations is such that damage to the marine environment and
biodiversity is inevitable, continuing and irreversible and cannot be mitigated
or outweighed by compensation or any conceivable ‘good design’. Therefore
there must be a presumption against such developments.
Climate Change Adaptation
The section on climate change is crucial in that it confirms the uncertainties that
make the development of new nuclear power such a dubious proposition. It seems
improbable, to say the least, that nuclear power can be resilient against the possible
impacts of climate change (4.9.1) especially in the long-term and that, given it will
not be needed in the long term, the case for abandoning this technology is strong
indeed.
The publication of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 6th
Assessment Report has spelled out in uncompromising and unequivocal terms the
imminent, accelerating, irreversible threat to our planet from global warming
caused by human action. According to the scientific evidence it is already inevitable
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that the global temperature will rise by 1.5oC over pre-industrial levels (it is 1.1oC
already). On present trends post COP26 it will reach 2.40C by the end of the century
with Sea Level Rise (SLR) of the order of a metre but, even if temperatures are held
at that level, SLR will continue to rise. However, according to the IPCC, a rise of 2m.
by 2100 and 5m. by 2150 ‘cannot be ruled out due to deep uncertainty in ice sheet
processes’5. Moreover, the Report also states that, as sea levels rise, so the frequency
and severity of coastal flooding and erosion will increase and extreme events that
occurred once per century in the recent past are projected, under some scenarios, to
occur annually in the future. Meanwhile, there is already sufficient information to
indicate that the impacts of Climate Change on SLR, storm surges and coastal
processes could render coastal sites unviable and threaten the decommissioning
process and the security of long-term radioactive waste stores at highly vulnerable
locations.
Consequently, we consider that nuclear power infrastructures are likely to be
seriously affected by radical changes in climate in prospect and that the latest
credible forecasts for SLR (from IPCC etc.) strongly indicate that the
continuing operation of nuclear power stations, including radioactive waste
stores, cannot be ensured for their estimated lifetime.
The NPS indicates that adaptation will be necessary to deal with potential impacts.
Nuclear plants are subject to a process of ‘adaptive management’ whereby regular
reviews are undertaken to determine what measures, if any, need to be put in place
to ensure the safety and integrity of the development. The problem here is that
potential adaptations such as hard sea defences have to be established at the outset
and applied if necessary. But, over time and in conditions of increasing uncertainty
it becomes impossible to make specific projections and to provide assessment of
conditions. Certainly at the end of this century and beyond into the period of
decommissioning and radioactive waste management for the indefinite future it
becomes impossible to make provisions for adaptation or mitigation and therefore
forecasts and plans will become implausible, even fanciful.
We fully concur with the emphasis in 4.9.6 on long timescales and the need to
‘consider the impacts of climate change when planning the location, design, build,
operation and, where appropriate, decommissioning of new energy infrastructure’,
especially as it applies to nuclear power. Therefore,
We consider the new NPS on nuclear energy should state clearly that, in the
conditions of indeterminacy of climate change impacts in the far future, it is
impossible to make credible forecasts and plans and that any proposals for
nuclear energy, decommissioning and radioactive waste management must
recognise that, beyond a certain point, the future is unknowable and that,
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therefore, unknown and unforeseeable risks will be imposed on future
generations.
Question 3. Do you agree with the amendments made to EN-1 Part 5 on the
generic impacts of new energy infrastructure?
Marine Conservation Zones and Biodiversity within Developments
It is noted that appropriate weight should be given to specific designated sites in
determining applications. However, we consider that the requirements are
permissive in many instances and the appropriate weight provides too much
flexibility and offers too much priority to the presumed need for the development.
We give two illustrations. One is Marine Conservation Zones which identify specific
marine habitats for conservation. We do not think these should be compromised by
development in any way. Second, we do not consider the idea of ‘substantial weight’
sufficiently robust or definitive to ensure the prevention of harm to habitats and
species against claims of need for development. Therefore, the NPSs for energy,
including that for nuclear power, should be robust and prescriptive giving priority
to protection of habitats and species in MCZs other relevant designated areas.
Coastal Change
The comments already made on Climate Change Adaptation also apply to this
section on Coastal Change, especially when applied to nuclear energy. As a general
observation we would note that Section 5.6 as a whole could be read as a conclusive
argument against contemplating new nuclear infrastructures in any area subject to
coastal change. From this we must conclude that, beyond the present round of
nuclear developments, including Hinkley Point C, there should be no further nuclear
development at vulnerable coastal locations.
We invite the Government to confirm that it will set its face against further
developments on shorelines experiencing erosion, coastal landslip and
permanent inundation both now and in the future. This would include
Bradwell which we have for more than a decade argued is totally unsuitable as
a site for nuclear development of any kind, including big GW, SMRs, Fusion or
radioactive waste facility such as a GDF.
It seems inconceivable that a developer could fulfil all the requirements
necessary for an assessment of the effects on the coast. The constraints
imposed covering designated areas, coastal management, natural and human
processes are formidable and Government should be at pains to ensure that
developers are aware of the very considerable obstacles they must face in
order to proceed.
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Despite this we are not confident that the Secretary of State will forbear from
using discretionary powers to impose a development even when it does not
meet the constraints of coastal change.
Flood Risk
Similar concerns to those already raised in relation to nuclear energy and climate
change and coastal change apply in the case of flood risk. In short, our position is
that nuclear power stations on coastal sites will be at increasing risk of inundation
during their lifetimes as climate change impacts intensify and accelerate and put at
peril the infrastructures containing reactor cores, interim nuclear waste storage
facilities and other structures that will remain on site until towards the end of the
next century. Flood and coastal risk management must take a robust approach
coastal impacts and change. It is unlikely that nuclear developers will be able to
demonstrate credible plans for risk management in coastal locations into the
unknowable far future. We are, therefore, disappointed that both the Sequential and
Exception Tests are contemplated ‘allowing necessary development to go ahead in
situation where suitable sites at lower risk of flooding are not available’ (5.8.16).
There must be a presumption against the development of sensitive and
dangerous infrastructures such as nuclear power stations in coastal areas
subject to flood risk without exception.
Other Generic Impact Issues
We have few further comments to make on the remaining Generic Impacts as
applying to nuclear power. Our concerns are with specific impacts as applied
through strategic siting critera in the NPS – EN-6 and its forthcoming standalone
replacement. As we have indicated we do not think any assessment of sites or
impacts should be undertaken unless and until the new NPS is published and sites
listed. We strongly believe that some, if not all, the existing listed sites should be
removed from the list. In the case of one of these sites, Bradwell, we have set out our
reasons for its deletion in many of our documents (see BANNG Papers on our
website, banng.info). In particular we would draw your attention to BANNG Papers
Nos. 4, 9, 33, 42 and 44.
We have just two comments on the other generic issues. One relates to the impacts
of cooling systems in 5.10.3. We disagree that modern hybrid systems have less
visible impacts and do not generally exhibit visible steam plumes. It depends
entirely on what they are being compared to. In the case of a coastal nuclear power
station like Bradwell a hybrid system is highly visible and less energy efficient than
a sea cooling system which is far less obtrusive but with far greater volumes
imposed on the marine environment.
Our other point is to note that radioactive waste management is not considered in
this EN-1 revised. However, s we have indicated throughout this response we regard
the long-term storage of highly active wastes, including spent fuel, to be perhaps the
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most significant reason why nuclear power plants should not be contemplated on
coastal sites where both stores and conditions will inevitably deteriorate over the
generations imposing an increasing risk on future communities.
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the energy National Policy
Statements review
A note on IROPI
We realise that Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest (IROPI) relates to
potential adverse effects on the integrity of European Sites, including the UK.
Furthermore, we recognise that IROPI can only be invoked after possibilities of
avoidance, mitigation and alternatives have been ruled out. And, we also note that
the HRA accompanying this review only applies to EN-1 to EN-5; and therefore does
not apply to EN-6.
However, we believe the new NPS on nuclear energy will persist with the IROPI
concept. It is our view that this should be resisted for the following reasons:
Imperative Reasons; we do not regard the need for nuclear energy to be an
imperative reason for
Overriding all other considerations, especially environmental degradation, and we
do not consider it is in the,
Public Interest to do so. Rather it is very much in the public interest to protect and
sustain environments and well-being rather than impose risks of radioactivity and
environmental harm on present and future generations.
We made a similar point earlier, in reference to Habitats Regulations Assessment
(1.7.2 of revised EN-1) where we stated that ‘the need to protect the environment
constitutes an imperative reason of overriding public interest in avoiding, damaging,
destroying or in any way compromising the integrity of these precious sites’.
IROPI should not be applied in any circumstances to the adverse effects of
nuclear power.
Prepared on behalf of the Blackwater Against New Nuclear Group by
Professor Andrew Blowers OBE, Chair of BANNG and supported by West
Mersea Town Council
November 27 2021
Annex/
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Annex
A Note of Support from West Mersea Town Council
West Mersea Town Council (WMTC) in North Essex representing over 7,500 residents
within 3 miles of the possible site for Bradwell B has provided the following statement
of support:
WMTC strongly supports the responses given by BANNG to the Consultation. In
particular, the response to Question 2, Climate Change Adaption, Flood Risk and Habitat
Regulation Assessment. The Council does not consider that alternatives are acceptable
or practicable in respect impacts from nuclear power stations on marine and
environmental considerations. In particular it is concerned that the scale of these plants
would impose impacts over wide areas thereby ruling out the possibility of alternative
locations.
WMTC is further concerned that consideration given here, or elsewhere, to emergency
planning and especially on potential impacts on populations that live by proposed sites
where evacuation may be necessary. The Council would draw your attention to the
example of Mersea Island, close to the Bradwell site which is only accessed by a
causeway (The Strood) that floods at high tides. It is of the view that there must be a
pre-condition for considering a site that there has to be in place a tried and tested
system for evacuation.
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