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The Nuclear Institute (NI) 
Response on:
Consultation on draft National Policy Statements for Energy Infrastructure
Annex A: Response to Consultation Questions
Question 1
Do you think that the Government should formally approve (‘designate’) the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement?
Yes.

The NI concurs fully with the need and urgency for new energy infrastructure and urges the Government to formally approve all six draft energy National Policy Statements without further delay. This includes the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement (EN-1).

Although as outlined below, we have identified areas where we believe the Statement could be usefully clarified, this is against our overall view that the Statement is fit for purpose for the IPC to use to consider relevant energy infrastructure applications. We base this view on our own review of the nuclear-related aspects, combined with the more general review co-ordinated in parallel by the Royal Academy of Engineering (RAEng).
Question 2
Does the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement provide the Infrastructure Planning Commission with the information it needs to reach a decision on whether or not to grant development consent? 

Yes. Our view is that HMG policy and guidelines need to be clear, so that any body such as the IPC can clearly define the issues it is being asked to consider, and balance the national interest, regional and local matters, when arriving at an informed decision. The policy on EN1 and EN6 needs to be clear to avoid ambiguity, given that issues associated with sites for major infrastructure programmes can be complex, and complicated.

Question 3
Does the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement provide suitable information to the Infrastructure Planning Commission on the Government’s energy and climate policy?
Possibly there is not enough information on strategic issues, such as the forecast electricity needs beyond 2025, and where it will come from (both up to and beyond 2025). While the HMG policy is clear the need and mix is less certain in our opinion, including the base-load needed to balance intermittent forms of generation. In sum our view is that the country will need all forms of generation currently foreseen, as well as interconnectors to Europe, and a gas grid.
Question 4
Does the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement provide suitable direction to the Infrastructure Planning Commission on the need and urgency for new energy infrastructure?
Generally yes. It notes the need (in EN-1 section 3.1) for 43 GW new capacity by 2020 and 60 GW new capacity by 2025. It splits this into renewable generation (mainly wind) leading to 35GW new generation by renewable and 25GW ‘non-renewable’ by 2025 (17GW by 2020) of which nuclear could/should form a significant/major part. ‘New nuclear power should be free to contribute as much as possible towards meeting the need for 25GW of non-renewable generation. The Government expects that under this approach a significant proportion of the 25GW will in practice be filled by nuclear power.’
We support the figures quoted, noting that these are central HMG projections and there may well be uncertainties in actual needs. In our view, the need for nuclear may be understated, as this central projection assumes the ambitious targets for renewable generation are achievable, and that fossil fuelled power stations can be CCS-capable by 2025. (As noted above in our response to Question 3, we believe the UK will need all forms of new generation foreseen).
Elsewhere, the Government notes that inclusion of the ten sites in the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement could enable generation of between 12-17GW by 2025.

We believe that the Government should set more strategic targets for all forms of generation based on a five year plan (short term), ten year plan (medium term) and a 25 year plan (long term) together with targets already identified for 2050, etc. Within this, the Government should clarify more precisely what proportion of the 25GW new non-renewable generation by 2025 is needed at minimum from new nuclear build to enable its Government’s energy and climate policy goals to be achieved with reasonable likelihood. In our view 12GW does not satisfy the Government expectation of ‘as much as possible’ contribution towards 25GW of non-renewable generation by 2025, and that a figure nearer 20GW would be the minimum figure consistent with that expectation.
Question 5

Do the assessment principles in the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement provide suitable direction to the Infrastructure Planning Commission to inform its decision-making?

Generally yes. We note a couple of areas where the Statement could be usefully clarified:
1)  EN-1 section 4.1.6 ‘In deciding to bring forward a proposal for infrastructure development, the applicant will have made a judgement on the financial and technical viability of the proposed development, within the market framework and taking account of Government interventions. Where the financial and technical viability of the proposal has been properly assessed by the applicant (our emphasis) it is unlikely to be of relevance in IPC decision-making (any exceptions to this principle are dealt with where they arise in this or other energy NPSs and the reasons why financial or technical viability is likely to be of relevance explained).’

We understand that this is stating an overarching principle, but it does not guide the IPC in what determination it may require that technical and financial viability has been properly assessed by the applicant. It is unclear whether the IPC has to concern itself with such a determination, or whether it is expected of the applicant to present sufficient evidence (eg including Independent Peer Review) that its viability assessments are sound.

We note in the specific example of the Nuclear National Policy Statement, and associated parallel activities, significant assessment work has been undertaken by and on behalf of Government to assess technical and financial viability of potential new nuclear generation on nominated sites. Financial viability of new nuclear generation has been considered at a strategic level in support of the Government White Paper on Nuclear Power and the current Justification determination which is out for public consultation in parallel with this consultation. Many of the technical viability issues are associated with specific aspects of siting which have been considered within the Strategic Siting Assessment.
2) EN-1 section 4.15.3 (security considerations) states ‘The IPC should ensure the DECC is notified of non-nuclear applications for development consent for energy infrastructure so that any national security implications can be identified and appropriately managed’.

There appears to be no corresponding guidance to the IPC for nuclear applications which we find surprising. We note that guidance is provided to the IPC within EN-6 section 3.4.2. It may be helpful to cross-reference that guidance in section 4.15 of EN-1 for completeness.
Question 6

Does the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement appropriately cover the generic impacts of new energy infrastructure and potential options to mitigate those impacts?
Yes.
Question 7

Do you have any comments on any aspect of the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement not covered by the previous questions?
We have three comments:

1) We note that consent for on-shore electricity generating stations with a capacity over 50 MW is a matter devolved to the Scottish Government (and Northern Ireland Assembly). This is of particular concern if the Scottish Government’s approach deviates significantly from the policy in these National Policy Statements, as this might challenge the security and stability of the resultant generating capacity and distribution arrangements (particularly as Government recognises the difficulties in significantly increasing interconnection with continental Europe). This is particularly pertinent to the nuclear sector. On a more parochial note, current Scottish Government policy may be reducing the opportunities for a significant Scotland-based nuclear-skilled workforce and supply chain both nationally and internationally, a particular concern for our members in the South of Scotland and North of Scotland branches. Dounreay for example has hosted nuclear generating stations from the 1950s to the 1990s and much of the supporting infrastructure is still intact. Although remote from the rest of the UK, arguments are being made locally to develop renewable generating capacity, so why not nuclear? Further South, where more generation is needed, there are operational nuclear power stations at Hunterston and Torness, supported by a local qualified supply chain. The need for new regional generation by 2025 is clear, with the planned closure of Cockenzie coal-fired power station, and the possible closure of both Hunterston B and Torness by then.
2) Draft EN-1 section 3.3.25 bullet 1. Section 3.3.25 details need for diverse energy mix but bullet 1 states ‘nuclear power is able to provide reliable base-load generation and reduces the UK’s dependence on imports of fossil fuels, but it is slow to start up or shut down and cannot respond rapidly to peaks and troughs in demand or supply’
We concur with the statement that nuclear power is able to provide reliable base-load generation and reduces the UK’s dependence on imports of fossil fuels. We don’t agree that a nuclear power station cannot respond rapidly to peaks and troughs in demand. Modern nuclear power stations, such as are being considered for new build and those already operating, such as Sizewell B, are perfectly capable of responding rapidly to peaks and troughs in demand.  This has been demonstrated in the UK for Sizewell B, and has been shown more extensively for example in Germany (in response to variations in wind-powered generation) and especially in France, where nuclear generation forms a much larger proportion of the overall electricity generation mix. However, it is not ideal from an economic sense to use capital-intensive assets such as nuclear power stations in this way, but the ability to use this flexibility on rare occasions does not preclude the use of nuclear power in a diverse network. This has been set out in detail in a peer-reviewed technical paper published in the Nuclear Institute’s journal Nuclear Future (Volume 5 number 6) in December 2009.
3) EN-1 section 4.5 covers ‘Good Design’. Paragraph 4.5.2 states ‘Nevertheless the IPC needs to be satisfied that energy infrastructure developments are sustainable and, having regard to regulatory and other constraints, are as attractive durable and adaptable (including taking account of natural hazards such as flooding) as they can be.
Requiring under good design guidance that developments should be as attractive durable and adaptable ‘as they can be’ conflicts with other areas of guidance that reflect a need to be reasonable and proportionate. It should be noted that the safety regulatory requirements for the infrastructure are required to satisfy the Health and Safety at Work Act (HSWA). The Act places duties on employers with respect to the health and safety of their employees and persons not in their employment and to ensure these duties are met ‘so far as is reasonably practicable’. We recommend that the words ‘as they can be’ be amended to ‘so far as is reasonably practicable’.
Question 8

Do you think that the Government should formally approve (‘designate’):

a) The draft National Policy Statement for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2)?
b) The draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)?
c) The draft National policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and gas and Oil Pipelines (EN-4)?
d) The draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5)?
Yes.

The NI concurs fully with the need and urgency for new energy infrastructure and urges the Government to formally approve all six draft energy National Policy Statements without further delay. This includes the draft National Policy Statements for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2), for Renewable energy Infrastructure (EN-3), for Gas Supply Infrastructure and gas and oil pipelines (EN-4), and for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5).

For EN-5, Yes – there is an over-riding need for the grid to be robust, enduring, and able to cope with many diverse forms of transmission, including intermittent forms, as envisaged in the future mix of energy generation in the UK.

Question 9

Do the following National Policy Statements provide the Infrastructure Planning commission with the information it needs to reach a decision on whether or not to grant development consent:

a) The draft National Policy Statement for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2)?
b) The draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)?
c) The draft National policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and gas and Oil Pipelines (EN-4)?
d) The draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5)?
No comments.
Question 10

Do the following National Policy Statements appropriately cover the impacts of the specific types of new energy infrastructure covered in them, and potential options to mitigate those impacts:

a) The draft National Policy Statement for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2)?
b) The draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)?
c) The draft National policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and gas and Oil Pipelines (EN-4)?
d) The draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5)?
No comments.
Question 11

Do you have any comments on any aspect of the following draft National Policy Statements not covered by the previous questions:

a) The draft National Policy Statement for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2)?
b) The draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)?
c) The draft National policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and gas and Oil Pipelines (EN-4)?
d) The draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5)?
No.
Question 12

Do you agree with the findings from the following Appraisal of Sustainability reports:

a) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft Overarching Energy National Policy statement (EN-1)?
b) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National Policy Statement for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2)?
c) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)?
d) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and gas and Oil Pipelines (EN-4)?
e) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5)?
Yes, we agree with the findings, such as they are.

We understand that the Appraisal of Sustainability is an area both of developing methodology and of Government policy. We note that the structure proposed by Strategic Environmental Assessments (SEA) has been used, which is not necessarily consistent with the principles described in the UK Sustainable Development Strategy (UKSDS) and the Brundtland Report. (We note consideration of the UKSDS is contained within Appendix 1 of the AoS report for EN-6).
The UKSDS requires that all policy, law, strategy and regulation should ensure that they are within the limitations of the environment, that proportional mitigation of environmental impacts is applied within those limits (via the polluter pays and precautionary principles), whilst ensuring a strong, healthy and just society.

SEA simply requires that environmental impacts be considered against social and economic impacts – which the AoSs have done.  The shortfalls with this approach are therefore:-

· None of the 14 ‘topic areas’ (in EN-1 AoS) have been assessed in terms of – are they within the limitations of the environment.  Note – limitation in this sense is not some European discharge limit – instead it is a limit that ensures the natural capital is not degraded at an unsustainable rate i.e. quicker than it can be repaired/replenished.
· The only reference to this and the UKSDS is in the AoS for EN-1 (Guide Question 177 for Ecology) (other than in Appendix 1 to EN-6).  

· Environmental limits do not exist for many of the topic/SD areas – which is a shortfall with the UKSDS itself, which the UKSD Commission should be working to resolve.
We believe therefore that it would be useful if the Government clarified (if it has not already done so) the role the UK Sustainable Development Strategy plays within Government policy (particularly given that the lack of defined environmental limits in many topic areas makes it currently impractical to apply), and how any potential conflict with the policy behind these energy infrastructure National Policy Statements has been satisfactorily resolved.

Question 13

Do you think that any findings from the following Appraisal of Sustainability reports have not been taken account of properly in the relevant draft National Policy Statements:

a) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft Overarching Energy National Policy statement (EN-1)?
b) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National Policy Statement for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2)?
c) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)?
d) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and gas and Oil Pipelines (EN-4)?
e) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5)?
We are not aware of any.
Question 14

Do you have any comments on any aspect of the following Appraisal of Sustainability reports not covered by the previous questions:

a) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft Overarching Energy National Policy statement (EN-1)?
b) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National Policy Statement for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2)?
c) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)?
d) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and gas and Oil Pipelines (EN-4)?
e) Appraisal of Sustainability report for the draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5)?
No.
Question 15

Do you have any comments on the Habitations Regulations assessment reports for the following draft National Policy Statements:

a) Habitats Regulations Assessment report for the draft Overarching Energy National Policy statement (EN-1)?
b) Habitats Regulations Assessment report for the draft National Policy Statement for Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure (EN-2)?
c) Habitats Regulations Assessment report for the draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)?
d) Habitats Regulations Assessment report for the draft National policy Statement for Gas Supply Infrastructure and gas and Oil Pipelines (EN-4)?
e) Habitats Regulations Assessment report for the draft National Policy Statement for Electricity Networks Infrastructure (EN-5)?
No.
Question 16

Do you think that the Government should formally approve (‘designate’) the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement?

 Yes.

The NI concurs fully with the need and urgency for new energy infrastructure and urges the Government to formally approve all six draft energy National Policy Statements without further delay. This includes the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement (EN-6).

We have identified areas, as outlined below, where we believe the Statement could be usefully clarified or augmented.
Question 17

Does the draft Nuclear Energy National Policy Statement provide the Infrastructure Planning Commission with the information it needs to reach a decision on whether or not to grant development consent?
In general, yes. We have identified a few areas where we feel the Statement would benefit from clarification or strengthening: 
1) As noted previously in the NI’s response to Question 4 on EN-1 above, we believe that the Government should clarify more precisely what proportion of the 25GW new non-renewable generation by 2025 is needed at minimum from new nuclear build to enable its Government’s energy and climate policy goals to be achieved with reasonable likelihood. In our view 12GW does not satisfy the Government expectation of ‘as much as possible’ contribution towards 25GW of non-renewable generation by 2025, and that a figure nearer 20GW would be the minimum figure consistent with that expectation.

2) EN-6 section 2.3 The need for nuclear power, includes section 2.3.1 ‘Nuclear power is low-carbon, economic, dependable, safe and capable of increasing diversity of energy supply and reducing our dependence on any one technology or country for our energy or fuel supplies’. The NI concurs with all these statements, and the evidential links that are cited for most of them in the immediately following paragraphs.

The wealth of evidence assessed by Government concerning the safety of nuclear power and the clear conclusion reached by Government as set out in the White Paper on Nuclear Power should be referred to in this section of the Statement.

The economic assessment undertaken by Government should also be referred to here. The conclusion reached (again as set out in the White Paper on Nuclear Power) was that nuclear (taking account of the full life-cycle costs) was competitive with other forms of non-renewable generation under a range of scenarios reflecting key uncertainties (such as future fossil fuel costs, cost of money and carbon pricing) and certainly competitive with all forms of renewable generation. The economic benefits of nuclear are much greater than the low marginal costs of generation referred to in paragraph 2.3.8.
3) EN-6 section 3.8 covers ‘Radioactive Waste Management’. The concluding paragraph (3.8.20) states ‘Having considered this issue, the Government is satisfied that effective arrangements will exist to manage and dispose of the waste that will be produced from new nuclear power stations. As a result the IPC need not consider this question.’

As noted in our response to Question 19 immediately below, we concur with the Government’s preliminary conclusions that effective arrangements will exist to manage and dispose of the waste that will be produced from new nuclear power stations. We would also concur that therefore the IPC need not consider the generic waste management and disposal process.

However, if the IPC is not to consider the appropriateness of a development application in terms of its on-site waste storage facilities’ capacity to store the quantities of waste arising until an onward transfer or disposal route is available, it is unclear who determines this. We believe this could usefully be clarified in Section 3.8.  

Question 18

Does the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement provide suitable direction to the Infrastructure Planning Commission on the need and urgency for new nuclear power stations?
We have raised in earlier responses (Questions 4 and 17) the need in our view for Government to be more explicit on its anticipated need for new nuclear generation by 2025. We believe that to deliver this may well require more than one reactor to be deployed on some of the nominated sites.
We note also that the Grid transmission agreements already entered into suggest that multiple reactor developments are being considered at Braystones, Sellafield and Kirksanton  as well as the firm plans announced by EdF Energy for dual EPR units at Hinkley Point and Sizewell.

However we note in EN – 6 sections 5.3.6 and 5.3.7. (Treatment of multiple reactor applications on a nominated site) that the Strategic Site Assessment has considered one reactor only on each site, except for the AoS and HRA for Hinkley Point and Sizewell which has considered 2 reactors. If multiple reactor applications are made on other sites in NNPS, it is left up to the IPC and regulators to determine acceptability. 
We are aware that there are successful examples of series build of reactors on a single site (eg Gravelines on the North French coast with 6x900MW units), that there are benefits to be had from such an approach on certain of the UK sites, and that there is a reasonable likelihood of multiple reactor development applications being made.
We recommend that the Government includes some statement in the NPS on its view about the suitability of each nominated site to host multiple reactors up to the number inferred by the grid transmission agreements. Given all are coastal sites, adequate cooling water shouldn’t be a problem (Gravelines for example has a total generation capacity of 5400MW, significantly greater than any of the nominated sites); most of the other criteria (demographics, flora/fauna, flooding, military, civil air movements) apply to the site irrespective of the number of reactors on it; the one outstanding consideration is whether the site is big enough.
Question 19

Do you agree with the government’s preliminary conclusion that effective arrangements will exist to manage and dispose of the waste that will be produced by new nuclear power stations in the UK?
Yes. The NI agree with the Government’s preliminary conclusion that effective arrangements will exist to manage and dispose of the waste that will be produced by new nuclear power stations in the UK.
Firstly it must be recognised that the amount of waste produced from the third generation nuclear power stations is only about 1/10 of that arising from the first generation.  Current government policy is not to reprocess the spent fuel though this could change if the price of uranium were to rise significantly.  Management of spent fuel is well established in many countries and the plan to retain it on site until such time as a deep level geological storage facility is available involves no untried technology.  The technology for the final encapsulation prior to final geological storage is also well proven.  Again intermediate level waste arisings from the operation of modern PWR nuclear power stations are low compared with earlier designs and experience at Sizewell B has shown that they can be safely stored on site. Thus there are no technical problems with the safe on site and final storage of the wastes from the third generation reactors planned.
However, we note the importance of sustaining, and if practicable accelerating, progress of the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) programme towards a national Geological Disposal Facility (GDF).
Question 20

Does the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement appropriately cover the impacts of new nuclear power stations and potential options to mitigate those impacts?
Yes, in general. We note this is also covered by the Justification process out for consultation in parallel.
We note that for the Cumbrian sites, cumulative effects need to be considered by the IPC. Certain factors are set out in the NNPS for which the IPC should consider the potential effects of allowing developments at each of the sites. However, one of the factors which is not mentioned is the potential cumulative dose to the public, particularly given that the peak estimated dose in the locality was estimated to be 38% of the limit in the IRR in 2007 (NNPS 5.7.137, 5.11.126 and 5.13.123). We recommend that this cumulative impact is considered by the IPC, in consultation with the Environment Agency (EA).
Question 21

Do you agree with the Government’s preliminary conclusion on the potential suitability of sites nominated into the Strategic Siting assessment, as set out below? You can respond in general terms on the assessment as a whole, or against one or more specific sites.
a) General comments
The Government considers the following sites to be potentially suitable for the deployment of new nuclear power stations by the end of 2025:

b) Bradwell

c) Braystones

d) Hartlepool

e) Heysham

f) Hinkley Point

g) Kirksanton

h) Oldbury

i) Sellafield

j) Sizewell

k) Wylfa

The Government does not consider the following site to be potentially suitable for the deployment of new nuclear power stations by the end of 2025:

l) Dungeness

Response to Q21

a) General Comments and l) Dungeness
The NI does not fully agree with the Governments preliminary conclusions.  While we support the conclusion that the 10 sites listed are potentially suitable for the deployment of new nuclear power stations by the end of 2010 we also believe that Dungeness is also a potentially suitable site, which is necessary to meet the overall policy objectives.  In principle the IROPI statement could cover this site since the case is made on the assumption that there will be an impact on Natura 2000 sites, which cannot be fully mitigated.  

2.5.5 of EN6 states “The Government does not consider it is appropriate to include more than ten sites in this NPS at this stage when the need is balanced against the potential harm to Natura 2000 sites and other factors like planning blight”. The balance between potential harm and the public benefits is the basis for the IROPI assessment and so the question which perhaps should be addressed is are 10 sites sufficient to be able to meet the policy objectives.  Given that the aim is to provide a significant proportion of the 25GW of low carbon electricity generation needed assuming 35GW of renewable generation, and noting our view that 20GW should be a minimum target for nuclear, nominating only 10 sites would seem to put that objective in question.

The other reason for limiting the number of sites given is “planning blight”.  It is hard to conceive that this is a significant issue for the Dungeness site since the issues are associated with the impact of any use of the site or its surroundings.  Dungeness as a site has many advantages since it is in a region where the mismatch between electricity generation and consumption is large, it has established grid connections, has been used for nuclear generation for more than 40 years and would provide potential economic benefits for the area.

We note also that the Government has emphasized in the National Policy statements the importance of deploying energy infrastructure assets earlier than 2025 if possible to do so. Dungeness is one of the sites where new nuclear generation could be deployed first, with for example grid transmission addition of 1650MW scheduled for 2016. 

Braystones (c), Kirksanton (g) and Sellafield (i)
We note the Government’s view that it may not be realistic to deploy reactors at all 3 Cumbrian sites Braystones, Kirksanton and Sellafield by 2025. The preferred approach in terms of challenges to the local infrastructure may be to develop to the maximum extent on just one of the three sites and ensure that the appropriate infrastructure is in place to enable the development and any future developments of the selected sites. If applications are brought forward on more than site simultaneously then the cumulative environmental, infrastructure, safety etc. effects will need to be considered.

We would observe that the statement about a lack of a qualified workforce (at Braystones and Kirksanton) given the close proximity to Sellafield, where some 10,000 skilled and qualified people work, is incorrect. 
Question 22

Do you agree with the Government’s preliminary conclusion that the three sites identified in the Alternative Sites Study, as listed below, are not potentially suitable for the deployment of new nuclear power stations by the end of 2025? You can respond in general terms on the sites identified in the Study as a whole, or against one or more specific sites.
a) General comments
b) Druridge Bay
c) Kingsnorth
d) Owston Ferry
Having reviewed the Alternative Sites Study report and Government’s assessments, we agree with the Government’s preliminary conclusions. In general, it is not credible to consider for deployment by 2025 a green-field site where no detailed investigations or considerations have been undertaken, either by Government or a third party, such as a potential developer. This applies to Owston Ferry and to a partial extent to Druridge Bay.
The position for Kingsnorth is somewhat different. Although we concur with the Government’s preliminary conclusion, we do not agree with the reasoning. In particular, we do not agree with one of the principal reasons cited by Government, that of having to decommission the existing  conventional coal/duel fuel Kingsnorth power station during the likely construction of a nuclear power station on the site. There is no inherent reason why such activities cannot be undertaken safely and effectively in parallel. We note for example the decommissioning of Calder Hall, including the demolition of its cooling towers, has proceeded in parallel with other Sellafield operations and building projects. We understand a more pertinent reason (and hence our concurrence with Government) is the plan by the site owner to build a fossil-fuelled power station with CCS capability over the same time period.
Question 23

Do you agree with the findings from the Appraisal of Sustainability reports for the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement?
In our response to the corresponding Question 12 with respect to EN-1 we recommended that the Government clarifies how it has resolved any potential policy conflict with the UK Sustainable Development Strategy (UKSDS) (if it hasn’t already done so).

However, we note that for the Nuclear National Policy Statement, the SEA-based structure may be more appropriate anyway. The balance between benefit and detriment (including environmental detriment) is addressed separately at a strategic level by the Justification process. We note that there is a parallel consultation in progress on the Government’s preliminary conclusion that the construction, operation and decommissioning of both types of reactor (EPR and AP-1000) is Justified.
Question 24

Do you think that any findings from the Appraisal of Sustainability reports for the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement have not been taken account of properly in the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement?

We are not aware of any.
Question 25

Do you have any comments on the Habitats Regulations Assessment reports for the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement?
 Our only comment is we note the lack of impact assessment at this stage. However we recognise that outline impact assessments have been made (assuming regulatory limits for discharges, typically significantly higher than historical or anticipated discharges from reactors) as part of the application for Justification (see also response to Question 23 above). We recognise that impact assessments will be an important part of the project level assessments.
Question 26

Do you have any comments on any aspect of the draft Nuclear National Policy Statement or its associated documents not covered by the previous questions?
As noted in our earlier response on EN-1, we recommend that in the reference to Good Design (paragraph 3.5.2), the words ‘as they can be’ be replaced by ‘so far as is reasonably practicable’. 
Question 27

Do you have any comments on the Impact assessment report for the draft energy National Policy Statements?
No.
Question 28

Does this package of draft energy National Policy Statements provide a useful reference for those wishing to engage in the process for development consent for nationally significant energy infrastructure, particularly for applicants?
Generally yes. We believe it would be useful to produce a plain English summary document, including summaries of each contributing document, to help first-time ‘engagers’ navigate their way round the volume of material.
Question 29

Do you have any comments on any aspect of the draft energy National Policy Statements or their associated documents not covered by the previous questions?
We believe the Government should consider urgently where additional new nuclear capacity could be sited for deployment immediately post-2025 to enable Government’s 2050 energy and climate change goals to be achieved.
Although the need for new nuclear power post-2025 is not stated, we believe the figures given in Prof McKay’s book ‘Sustainable Energy – Without the Hot Air’ (CUP 2009) give a useful guide to the range of nuclear contributions to a decarbonised energy sector. These ranged up to 110GW deployed by 2050 (Prof McKay’s ‘economic’ scenario), with an alternative scenario including a figure of 40GW.

It is clear from the Atkins Additional Sites study that there are limited numbers of potential additional sites, although we note a number were discounted against criterion D6 (sites of ecological importance). Further work may be able to show that appropriate mitigation could be engineered to make some of these sites viable. Our conclusion is using existing designated nuclear sites in the UK, is probably more viable than alternative sites. However in the longer term, to meet 2050 objectives and beyond, this should not be ruled out.
The alternative approach, adopted in Japan, is re-use of existing nuclear sites. This would require fast decommissioning of existing redundant nuclear power stations, rather than the delayed ‘Safestore’ approach which is current policy. In the USA we note site closure contracts have been used, eg Rocky Flats, to achieve this.
Submitted and Signed on Behalf of the Nuclear Institute
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