
11/65474065_1 1 

 
ENVIRONMENTAL PERMITTING (ENGLAND AND WALES) REGULATIONS 2016 

 

Appeal by NNB Generation Company (HPC) Limited 

 

Water discharge activity at Hinkley Point C, Somerset 

 

Permit variation application relating to acoustic fish deterrent 

ER Reference: EPR/HP3228XT/V004 

Appeal ref: APP/EPR/573 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This document is submitted on behalf of NNB Generation Company (HPC) Limited (the 

“Appellant”) in response to the Statement of Case prepared by the Environment Agency  

(the “EA”) dated 18 November 2020 (the “EA SOC”). 

1.2 The Appellant disagrees with the conclusions reached by the EA. The Appellant also 

disagrees in key respects with the methodology used by the EA to reach those conclusions.  

1.3 As has been stated previously in the Appellant’s Statement of Case, the Appellant will 

present evidence to the inquiry to demonstrate that, contrary to the EA’s assertions, there is 

no reasonable scientific basis on which to conclude that operation of Hinkley Point C (the 

“Project”) without an acoustic fish deterrent (“AFD”) would have an adverse impact on the 

integrity of the relevant European sites.  Such evidence will be set out in the proofs of 

evidence submitted by expert witnesses on behalf of the Appellant and in oral evidence 

presented to the inquiry.  

1.4 The purpose of this Response is to: 

1.4.1 identify areas where the EA SOC has raised new issues which were not previously 

communicated to the Appellant; 

1.4.2 set out how the Appellant proposes to address such new issues in evidence; and 

1.4.3 correct key errors of fact contained in the EA SOC. 

 

1.5 Accordingly, the Response does not seek to address each and every point made in the EA 
SOC and the fact that a particular point is not referred to does not mean that it is accepted.  



11/65474065_1 2 

A Statement of Common Ground identifying points agreed and points at issue will be 
agreed with the EA in due course. 

 

2. NEW ISSUES RAISED BY THE EA SOC 

Surveys in relation to glass eel entrainment and relevance to assessment 

2.1 Paragraph 37a of the EA SOC states: 

“Although entrainment is not affected by the AFD system, new evidence on glass eel 

densities in the Bristol Channel was submitted as part of the application. This produces an 

additional 10 tonnes of equivalent adults, resulting in an increase of two orders of magnitude 

% loss from the population, see TB004 (CD Ref EA21).” In referring to this “new evidence” 

the EA appears to be referring to TR274 prepared by Cefas on behalf of the Appellant (CD 

Ref: O.1). 

2.2 The EA SOC later goes on to state in relation to glass eel entrainment (paragraph 126d): 

“The EA conclusions based on the current AA could not have been reached at the time of 

the 2012 AA, as the EA was not in receipt of TR274, which reported and synthesised the 

results of both the 2012 and the (yet-to-be-undertaken) 2013 glass eel trawl surveys.” 

2.3 The statement by the EA contained within paragraph 126d is incorrect in the following 

respects: 

2.3.1 The 2012 survey that it refers to was designed in conjunction with the EA. The full 

set of 2012 survey results were provided to the EA at the end of March 2012. 

Attached to this Response at Appendix 1 are two acknowledgments of receipt from 

EA staff: Miran Aprahamian and Andrew Sadler. Dr Aprahamian was an EA senior 

technical advisor who was, at that time, the EA’s expert on migratory fish in the 

Severn Estuary, including glass eels. Andrew Sadler was at the time team leader, 

fish movements. The results of the 2012 survey were discussed with the EA at the 

time. 

2.3.2 While the EA is correct that it was not in possession of the full set of synthesised 

data later provided in TR274, the data that were provided in 2012 showed all the 

key features of the Severn glass eel distribution, and permits a mean value to be 

calculated of the same order to that used in TB004 to compute glass eel 

entrainment. (The glass eel surveys consisted of 3 surveys in total, with measured 

mean densities of 0.0017, 0.0058 and 0.0039 glass eels/m3). In TB004 (CD Ref: 

EA21) (see below) the EA simply use the mean of the measured glass eel density 

values from the glass eel surveys from 2012 and 2013  and do not rely upon any 
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of the synthesis or extended analysis provided in TR274 to reach the conclusions 

set out in TB004. 

2.4 TB004 provides the EA calculation of glass eel entrainment losses. The Appellant does not 

agree with the EA’s calculation, which is considered to overstate significantly potential 

losses, due to the use of inappropriate assumptions in the EA calculations. The Appellant 

has previously provided a reasonableness assessment of the TB004 glass eel conclusions 

to the EA. This reasonableness assessment is contained within SPP107 which was provided 

to the EA on 27 July 2020. (CD Ref: EA35)  The Appellant did not receive comments on this 

report until Document EA36 (the Environment Agency response to SPP107) was disclosed 

in the package of evidence accompanying the EA SOC. 

2.5 The EA comments on SPP107 are not agreed by the Appellant, and an updated version of 

SPP107 which addresses the EA comments will be provided in evidence.  

 

 The application of the LVSE Intake Design factors. 

2.1 At paragraph 37b, the EA SOC states:  

“The application of the LVSE Intake Design factors. The Appellant applied these to reduce 

to (sic) numbers of individuals entering the CWS due to the efficient design of the intakes. 

These factors were not included in the original permit application and were not discussed 

during the pre-application process. On reviewing these factors the EA has reassessed the 

intake intercept area over the full tidal cycle, taking account of the slight misalignment of the 

intakes with the tide, see TB006 (CD Ref EA22). The EA has also devised an alternative 

ratio due to the capped design of the intakes by calculating the difference in the proportion 

of the water column HPB & HPC will be abstracting from over a full tidal cycle, see TB007 

(CD Ref EA23). These adjustments result in a range of increases to the predicted impacts 

depending on species, ranging from 15 – 200%.” 

2.6 This statement, in particular the suggestion that LVSE intake heads may not function (or may 

not function as effectively) without an accompanying AFD system, demonstrates a 

misunderstanding on the part of the EA as to how the LVSE intake heads are designed to 

work.  

2.7 The Appellant will bring detailed evidence to demonstrate why this concern is misplaced but 

in summary, LVSE intake structures are designed to minimise impingement by: 

2.7.1 reducing vertical velocities, by means of velocity caps on the intakes. Velocity caps 

are, in essence, a concrete lid on the top of the intake that ensures that the intake 

only abstracts water horizontally (“Benefit 1”); 
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2.7.2 limiting the exposure of the intake surfaces to the tidal stream and, in doing so, 

reducing the risk of impingement for fish swimming with the tidal stream (“Benefit 

2”); 

2.7.3 reducing intake velocities into the head to a target velocity of 0.3m/s over as much 

of the length of the intake surface as possible (“Benefit 3”).  This is to meet 

Environment Agency guidance1 which states that for most power plant intake 

purposes, a design fish-escape velocity (i.e. intake velocity) of 0.3 m s-1 will be 

suitable and meet best requirements. 

2.8 The EA SOC states at paragraph 99: 

“[the] LVSE factors applied to the impingement assessment by the Appellant was not part of 

the original WDA permit application and was not discussed with the EA during the pre-

application process for the current variation application.” 

2.9 Set out below is a short summary of how the EA have characterised and assessed these 

benefits over time: 

2.9.1 During pre-application consultation with the EA, all three of the expected benefits 

of the LVSE intakes were discussed. Version 2 of TR456 (dated 9 July 2018) 

(attached to this Response and CD Ref: O.2) discusses all three expected benefits 

but that report notes that Benefit 2 had not been quantified at the time of the report.  

2.9.2 The Applicant submitted version 9 of TR456 (dated 8 February 2019) with the 

Application for variation of the WDA Permit2. In this version 9, all three of the 

expected benefits from the LVSE head were quantified.  

2.9.3 On 7th November 2019, the EA provided a revised method for calculating Benefit 

2 (See TB006 – CD Ref: EA22) and a new value for Benefit 1 (See TB007 –CD 

Ref: EA23).  

2.9.4 These two documents were reviewed on behalf of the Appellant by the fisheries 

experts at Cefas. Cefas accepted the EA’s analysis as set out in TB007. Cefas 

agreed in principle with the EA’s methodology as set out in TB006, however it 

                                                      
1 Environment Agency 2005 Screening for Intake and Outfalls: a best practice guide. Environment Agency 

Science Report SC030231/SR3. Environment Agency, Bristol, UK (CD Ref: N.2 ) 
2 Note that Version 10 was attached to the Appellant’s Statement of Case as CD Ref: B.6) The differences 

between Version 9 and Version 10 were either formatting or the addition of minor clarifications. These 
differences are listed on page 8 of Version 10. These minor changes did not affect the analysis regarding 
LVSE heads 
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concluded that the EA had made several errors in implementing this methodology 

as regards calculating the LVSE cross sectional area. 

2.10 The EA SOC makes no reference to the errors in TB006 identified by Cefas. The Appellant 

does not agree with the EA’s LVSE calculations as set out in the EA SOC. The Appellant will 

bring detailed evidence demonstrating why its approach to the LVSE calculations is robust 

and correct. 

The calculation of Equivalent Adult Value (EAV) factors  

2.11 The EA SOC states at paragraph 37c: 

“The EA conducted a detailed review into the Appellant’s method which was broadly 

accepted, however, found that the Appellant’s method systematically undervalued species 

of fish that can survive to spawn in multiple years (repeat spawning). The EA developed an 

extension to the appellant’s method, the Spawning Production Foregone (SPF) extension in 

TB010.” 

2.12 The EA first described the so-called “SPF extension” approach  in TB010 version 3 on 29 

January 2020. The EA did not propose the SPF extension approach during the pre-

application consultation, and therefore this represented Cefas’ first opportunity to review and 

provide comments. 

2.13 However, while the EA characterises the TB010 SPF extension as “an extension to” the 

Cefas method - as described in the Appellant’s document TR426 (CD Ref: O.3) - in reality, 

the EA’s method in TB010 is taking a different approach, and then comparing the results 

generated by that different approach to EAV based assessment. This is inappropriate, in the 

Appellant’s view. 

2.14 Cefas’ assessment of the SPF methodology and its application in TB010 are set out in 

SPP102 (CD ref: G.1). SPP102 identified methodological errors in the TB010 calculations 

and an additional important error in how the SPF EAV is applied to power station effect 

calculations. The first error in the SPF methodology was the inclusion of incorrect values of 

natural mortality at one of the calculation steps. This has now been addressed by the EA. 

The second, more significant, error is the omission of fishing mortality from the SPF EAV 

calculation. The assumption underlying the SPF EAV methodology described in TB010 is 

that those fish that survive to first maturity (i.e. the age when they are mature enough to 

spawn) can then spawn again in future years, subject only to losses due to natural mortality 

(e.g. largely predation and disease). This is incorrect because once (often before) fish reach 

the age of first maturity they become large enough to be subject to commercial fishing and, 

as a result, far fewer survive to breed again than the TB010 methodology assumes. The EA 

provided an updated version of TB010 (version 05) on 12 June 2020 which provided their 
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response to SPP102 in Appendix E, as described in the notes on page 1 of that report. 

However, this updated version of TB010 only corrected one of the errors identified in SPP102 

and did not resolve the error with the use of SPF EAVs.  Another version (version 06) was 

received with the EA SOC (CD Ref: EA24 ) but this contained no information on changes 

(the information on changes present in version 05 having been removed from page 1). 

Version 06 does not appear to have addressed the outstanding issues with version 05. Since 

the SPF EAV is a component of the EA Quantitative Impact Assessment (QIA, TB020) (CD 

Ref: EA19), the resulting modelled effects of the Project on fish populations are overstated 

when applying this extension. 

2.15 The Appellant will present further detailed evidence as to why the use of the SPF extension 

approach, as applied by the EA, is not appropriate. The Appellant will provide alternative 

assessments to address weaknesses in the EA approach and support with further 

quantitative and contextual evidence to provide a more robust assessment of the impacts of 

mortality on the fish populations. 

 

Defining the appropriate scale of assessment areas  

2.16 The EA SOC states at paragraph 37d: 

“The stock units used by the Appellant were developed by ICES to manage near shore and 

offshore commercial fish stocks, not for an estuarine environmental impact assessment or 

HRA. The Appellant justifies the use of the ICES areas as marine fish move over these very 

large areas and the local population in the Severn Estuary in fact moves freely out into the 

Atlantic and English Channel, and is replenished by fish from those areas. However there 

has been no evidence provided in the application to substantiate this. The EA’s review of 

information and data from 90 peer reviewed academic articles in TB011 (CD Ref EA25), 

agrees that most fish move freely in and out of the SAC but highlights that many species do 

not move over large distances. This literature based review concludes that there is evidence 

to support more fine scale structures within these biological stock unit areas for many of the 

species, producing re-scaling reduction factors between 4.00 (herring) and 32.42 (sea bass) 

to develop more appropriate population sizes for the ecological impact assessments.” 

2.17 Cefas have presented two methods to determine the effects of HPC on marine fish: 

(A) By comparison with ICES stock assessments (see TR456 - CD Ref F.29) 

Stock assessments are used to assess the effects of commercial fishing at 

population (stock) scales based upon internationally agreed and peer 

reviewed evidence and methodologies. These assessments are applied to 

commercially fished species that use the Severn Estuary during parts of 
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their life-cycle including bass, cod and whiting. Twaite shad, salmon and 

eel are assessed at the local level in TR456. Allis shad has rarely been 

impinged and there is no information on where such stragglers originate. 

(B) A very local effects assessment (in effect a local depletion assessment) 

based upon demonstrating what the effects of closing Hinkley Point A were 

on the local fish community in the vicinity of Hinkley Point using a statistical 

trend analysis of the extensive Hinkley Point B impingement data (SPP106 

– CD Ref G.3). 

2.18 The EA has adopted ‘local stock areas’ for its calculations. These are smaller than the areas 

used for ICES stock assessments.  

2.19 The Appellant will present evidence to explain why the ICES assessment areas are 

appropriate for the commercially fished species. The Appellant will also use ICES 

assessments to provide a more accurate projection of the effects of the HPC intake on 

population trajectories and spawning stock biomass. In addition, the Appellant will put such 

assessments into a wider context by describing their relevance and appropriateness given 

the ecology and life-histories of selected species. 

2.20 The Appellant considers that the alternative local depletion assessment conducted in 

SPP106 has been misrepresented in the EA SoC. The Appellant will extend the SPP106 

analysis to explain in detail why this is the case.  

2.21 The local impact of HPC cooling water abstraction is very short range (that is, only those fish  

which come within a few metres of the intake surfaces will be at risk of abstraction). To aid 

understanding of this short-range effect, the Appellant will present a new local effects 

analysis using heat maps within the updated version of SPP106. 

 

Significance of EA approach in relation to conclusions on site integrity 

2.22 The approach adopted by the EA, as set out above, leads to key differences between the 

EA and the Appellant in relation to estimated mortality for each of the assessed species as 

a result of the Project. This in turn leads to different estimates of the effects of the Project at 



11/65474065_1 8 

the population level and, ultimately, to different conclusions as to whether adverse effects on 

site integrity can be excluded. 

2.23 The Appellant will present analytical and contextual evidence to resolve the differences 

between the EA and Cefas assessment methodologies based upon the most up to date 

scientific evidence. 

2.24 The Appellant will present analyses that use stock assessments over appropriate time and 

space scales to show differences in population trajectories with and without the impacts of 

the Project. The results of these analyses will be long term and will enable a determination 

to be reached as to whether losses as a result of the Project would have any significant effect 

on the population dynamics of the various fish populations and, therefore, whether there will 

be any adverse effects on site integrity. By providing an alternative to EAV, these analyses 

will show the effects of removing one of the most significant differences between the EA and 

Cefas methodologies from the assessment, As discussed previously, the Appellant will also 

provide an additional local effects assessment to update SPP106 and enable a better 

understanding of the highly localised and limited effects of HPC abstraction, and what this 

means for considerations of site integrity. 

Correction of error of fact: Provision to EA of supporting technical report SPP105 

2.25 The EA states at paragraph 124 that: 

“The EA does not agree with the level of effectiveness of the HPC embedded 

mitigation, particularly those assigned to the LVSE, and the new information 

provided in tables 3- 5 within SPP106 cannot be validated at this time without the 

supporting technical report (SPP105) and the detailed calculations that are used in 

the report which have not been provided to the EA.” 

2.26 Supporting technical report SPP105 was in fact provided to the EA on 9 July 2020, with 

receipt acknowledged by the EA on the same day (see emails attached to this Response at 

Appendix 2) 

 
Further matters regarding the EA SOC 
 

2.27 Until receiving the EA Appropriate Assessment and EA SOC, the Appellant had not been 

made aware by the EA of precisely which fish species present in the Severn Estuary were 

considered by the EA to be adversely affected. Whilst it remains the Appellant’s view that 

the Annex II protected species in respect of which the sites were designated should be the 

main focus of the inquiry and the application of the relevant legal test of effect on the integrity 

of the sites, in light of the clarification by the EA, through the EA SOC and the EA’s 
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Appropriate Assessment (CD Ref: EA7), of the species of concern the Appellant will respond 

in evidence to all species put forward by the EA as potentially adversely affected. 

2.28 In the EA SOC, the EA summarises the conclusions from its Appropriate Assessments for 

twaite and allis shad. These assessments rely on technical material contained within the 

Appropriate Assessment itself, and in the supporting EA note TB016 (CD Ref: EA29), that 

has not previously been discussed with the Appellant. The Appellant has requested copies 

of this technical material which includes undisclosed reports, models and unpublished 

papers. Based upon the information currently disclosed, the Appellant will explain the 

reasoning for its disagreement with the EA assessments on shads and will also present new 

analyses and supporting evidence to demonstrate that the Project would not have a 

significant effect on the population dynamics for these fish and, therefore, would not have 

adverse effects on site integrity. 

2.29 At para. 29 the EA refers to a number of cases on the weight to be given to views of expert 

consultees and the enhanced margin of appreciation enjoyed by the decision maker in cases 

involving scientific, technical and predictive assessments.  These cases are in the context of 

judicial review of such decisions, not appeals against them on the merits. 

2.30 As to the concept of the integrity of the sites in question, the Appellant will refer to the 

guidance of the Commission at section 4.6.4 of Commission Notice C(2018) 7621 final, 

Managing Natura 2000 sites – The provisions of Article 6 of the ‘Habitats’ Directive 

92/43/EEC.  It is the integrity of the site which is the statutory test, not whether “targets” are 

met (see e.g. EA SOC paras. 51, 65, 75, 87).  Nor is the test simply “adverse effect”, it is 

adverse effect on the integrity of the site. The EA acknowledges this at para. 103 SOC. 

2.31 This involves a focus on the specific Annex II species and Annex I habitat types in respect 

of which the sites in question are designated. 

2.32 Much of the EA’s reasoning appears to be based on the argument that when fish stocks are 

at low levels even relatively small numbers of fish are crucial to recover stocks in as short a 

time as possible (e.g. paras. 74 and 77).  The Appellant disagrees with such a stringent and 

absolute test which goes beyond what is required by the Directive and Regulations. The 

issue is whether such effects are significant in terms of site integrity, having regard to 

conservation objectives. The Appellant will refer to relevant cases, guidance, and decisions 

of the Planning Inspectorate and Secretary of State, to include ODPM Circular 06/2005 and 

Defra Circular 01/2005 (CD Ref: N.1), para. 20, and the decision in ADT Auctions Ltd v 

Secretary of State Environment, Transport and the Regions and Hart District Council (2000) 

JPL 1155 at p. 1171 (CD Ref: M.3). 
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3. LIST OF DOCUMENTS (NEW DOCUMENTS SHADED GREY) 

 

A list of documents referred to in the Appellant’s Statement of Case and this Response to 
the EA SOC is below. Documents newly referred to within this Response are shaded grey. 

 

Document CD Ref 

CW1 Report to Discharge DCO Requirement CW1 and Marine Licence 
Condition 5.2.31 (NNB-209-REP-001030) dated March 2016 

B.3 

Report Summarising the Engineering Optionneering Process (NNB-308-
REP-000710) dated 11 February 2019 (including Bureau Veritas Report as 
appendix) 

B.4 

Updated Report to Inform Habitats Regulations Assessment (NNB-308-
REP-000722) dated 6 February 2019 

B.5 

TR456 Revised Predictions Cefas (HPC-DEV024-XX-000-RET-100031) 
dated 8 February 2019 

B.6 

Report on the Implications for Compliance with the Eels Regulations (NNB-
308-REP-000746) dated 12 February 2019 

B.7 

Justification and Supporting Evidence Report (NNB-308-REP-000724) 
dated 12 February 2019 

B.8 

Updated Water Framework Directive Compliance Assessment (NNB-308-
REP-000725) dated 13 February 2019 

B.9 

Application Document setting out the Case for Removal of the Requirement 
to Install an Acoustic Fish Deterrent (NNB-308-REP-000721) dated 13 
February 2019 

B.10 

EA Evidence Report – Protection of Biota from Cooling Water Intakes at 
Nuclear Power Stations: Scoping Study dated August 2018 

C.2 

Environment Agency/APEM Evidence Report "Nuclear power station 
cooling waters: evidence on 3 aspects" dated April 2019 

C.3 

TB008 - FRR Mortality Rates - Draft-04 F.14 

TB008 - Supporting Calculations - Draft-04 F.15 

TB013 - Uncertainty Analysis Report - Draft-04 F.22 

TB020 – Summary Technical Brief: Summary of Quantiative Impact 
Assessment Results  - Draft 3 

F.29 

Updated summary of HPC cooling water system impacts on fish species 
TB020 

F.30 

SPP102 Use of Spawning Production Foregone EAVs for Impingement 
Assessment DATED 29 April 2020 

G.1 
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SPP106 Assessment of Local Effects of HPC on Hinkley Point Fish 
Assemblages dated 20 July 2020 

G.3 

TR383 – Sizewell EAV metrics dated 31 July 2020 G.5 

Schedule 5 Request No.1 – Notice dated 16 April 2019 H.1 

Schedule 5 Request No.1 – letter dated 16 April 2019 H.2 

TR493 Effect of not fitting AFD system on HPC FRR (Response) dated 28 
June 2019 

H.3 

Schedule 5 Request No.2 – Notice dated 7 October 2019 H.4 

Schedule 5 Request No.2 – letter dated 7 October 2019 H.5 

Updated TR515 HPC Water quality effects of FRR discharges (Response) 
dated 21 April 2020 

H.7 

HPC Water Discharge Permit (EPR/HP3228XT) dated 13 March 2013 I.3 

EA's original Appropriate Assessment for HPC dated March 2013 (excerpt) I.8 

Consultation Overview Document dated April 2019 K.1 

Letter from HPC to EA – notice of deemed refusal dated 4 August 2020 L.1 

Case C-127/02  Waddenzee dated 7 September 2004 M.1 

Case C-258/11 Sweetman dated 11 April 2013 M.2 

ADT Auctions Ltd v Secretary of State Environment, Transport and the 
Regions and Hart District Council (2000) 

M.3 

ODPM Circular 06/2005 and Defra Circular 01/2005; Biodiversity and 
geological conservation 

N.1 

Environment Agency 2005 Screening for Intake and Outfalls: a best 
practice guide. Environment Agency Science Report SC030231/SR3. 
Environment Agency, Bristol, UK 

N.2 

TR274 -Dynamics of glass eels in the Bristol Channel 2012-2013 O.1 

Version 2 of TR456 (dated 9 July 2018) -Revised Predictions of 
Impingement Effects at Hinkley Point C - 2018 

O.2 

TR426 - Hinkley Point Equivalent Adult Value (EAV) metrics 2009-2010 O.3 

Version 3 of TB010  - Converting impingement and entrainment numbers 
to Equivalent Adult Values and Spawning Production Foregone. 

P.1 

Version 5 of TB010  - Converting impingement and entrainment numbers 
to Equivalent Adult Values and Spawning Production Foregone. 

P.2 
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APPENDIX 1 

 

  



1

Brian Robinson (Cefas)

From: Aprahamian,Miran <miran.aprahamian@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Sent: 26 March 2012 09:53
To: Sarah Walmsley (Cefas)
Subject: RE: eel survey - additional

Good morning -  thanks for the report - I will not distribute it  
  
Much appreciated  
  
Miran 
 

From: Sarah Walmsley (Cefas) [mailto:sarah.walmsley@cefas.co.uk]  
Sent: 26 March 2012 09:25 
To: Aprahamian,Miran 
Subject: eel survey - additional 

Click here to report this email as spam. 

 

Hi Miran 
Just in addition to the report, the data that I have sent is Commercial in Confidence, so the data should not be released to anyone else. 
 
Thanks 
Sarah 
 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Dr Sarah Walmsley 
Team Leader Fish Stock Monitoring,  
Cefas, Lowestoft Lab, Pakefield Road, Lowestoft, Suffolk, NR33 0HT, UK 
 
Phone +44 (0)1502 527790 



2

www.cefas.defra.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This email and any attachments are intended for the named recipient only. Its unauthorised use, distribution, disclosure, storage or copying is not permitted. If you have received it in 
error, please destroy all copies and notify the sender. In messages of a non-business nature, the views and opinions expressed are the author's own and do not necessarily reflect those of 
Cefas. Communications on Cefas’ computer systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. 
 
 
 

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received this message by mistake, please notify the sender 
immediately, delete it and do not copy it to anyone else.  
 
We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any attachment before opening it. 
We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation.  Email 
messages and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or recipient, for business 
purposes. 
 
If we have sent you information and you wish to use it please read our terms and conditions which you can get by calling us on 08708 506 506.  Find out more 
about the Environment Agency at www.environment-agency.gov.uk 
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Brian Robinson (Cefas)

From: Sadler, Andy <andrew.sadler@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Sent: 02 April 2012 11:29
To: Sarah Walmsley (Cefas)
Subject: RE: surveying glass eels in the Severn estuary - ps

Hi Sarah 
  
Many thanks for your submission and report. I have had a quick look but am still catching up from having a week off! 
  
You mentioned it is Commercial in Confidence and not to forward on, I was wondering if it would be possible to circulate to our Regional Eel Management Plan 
Implementation Group leads (all internal to the EA) with the instruction not to pass on so they have awareness of the work you have been undertaking. If you are 
uncomfortable with this I won't forward on.  
  
Have you sent to Miran Aprahamian? 
  
Regards 
Andy 
  
Andy Sadler 
Team Leader, Fish Movements 
Ext: 01480 483829 
Int: 7-50-3829 
  
Document Protective Marking - NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED (GPMS) 
  
 

From: Sarah Walmsley (Cefas) [mailto:sarah.walmsley@cefas.co.uk]  
Sent: 26 March 2012 09:40 
To: Sadler, Andy 
Subject: surveying glass eels in the Severn estuary - ps 

Click here to report this email as spam. 
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Hi Any 
I forgot to add that the data are Commercial in Confidence, and should not be given out to anyone else 
 
Thanks 
Sarah 
 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Dr Sarah Walmsley 
Team Leader Fish Stock Monitoring,  
Cefas, Lowestoft Lab, Pakefield Road, Lowestoft, Suffolk, NR33 0HT, UK 
 
Phone +44 (0)1502 527790 
www.cefas.defra.gov.uk 
 
 
 
From: Sarah Walmsley (Cefas)  
Sent: 26 March 2012 09:10 
To: 'Sadler, Andy' 
Subject: RE: surveying glass eels in the Severn estuary  
 
Hi Andy 
Attached is the survey report from the eels survey, which went really well. 
 
I’ve completed the catch return form and popped it in the post this morning 
 
All the best 
Sarah 
 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Dr Sarah Walmsley 
Team Leader Fish Stock Monitoring,  
Cefas, Lowestoft Lab, Pakefield Road, Lowestoft, Suffolk, NR33 0HT, UK 
 
Phone +44 (0)1502 527790 
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www.cefas.defra.gov.uk 
 
 
 
From: Sadler, Andy [mailto:andrew.sadler@environment-agency.gov.uk]  
Sent: 13 February 2012 14:34 
To: Sarah Walmsley (Cefas) 
Subject: RE: surveying glass eels in the Severn estuary - apologies 
 
Hi Sarah 
  
Auth attached, original in the post for records. Please print off copy and retain during fishing. Have consulted with enforcement and tags not required. The are aware of your 
work so no concerns.  
  
I will also send a catch return form in the post to record any elvers that are taken. Please can you send this back by the end of April 2012. 
  
We would also be keen to receive a copy of the survey report when completed 
  
Happy fishing. Apologies this has been down to the wire! 
  
Regards 
Andy 
  
Andy Sadler 
Team Leader, Fish Movements 
Ext: 01480 483829 
Int: 7-50-3829 
  
Document Protective Marking - NOT PROTECTIVELY MARKED (GPMS) 
             
 
 
 

This email and any attachments are intended for the named recipient only. Its unauthorised use, distribution, disclosure, storage or copying is not permitted. If you have received it in 
error, please destroy all copies and notify the sender. In messages of a non-business nature, the views and opinions expressed are the author's own and do not necessarily reflect those of 
Cefas. Communications on Cefas’ computer systems may be monitored and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. 
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Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have received this message by mistake, please notify the sender 
immediately, delete it and do not copy it to anyone else.  
 
We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But you should still check any attachment before opening it. 
We may have to make this message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data Protection Act or for litigation.  Email 
messages and attachments sent to or from any Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or recipient, for business 
purposes. 
 
If we have sent you information and you wish to use it please read our terms and conditions which you can get by calling us on 08708 506 506.  Find out more 
about the Environment Agency at www.environment-agency.gov.uk 
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Dack, Shannon

Subject: FW: HPC AFD - CEFAS Worked Examples - LVSE
Attachments: SPP105_predicted-performance-of-the-hpc-lvse-intakes-v1.docx

From: Pettigrew Ross 
Sent: 09 July 2020 10:43 
To: alex.evans@environment‐agency.gov.uk <alex.evans@environment‐agency.gov.uk> 
Cc: Miller ‐ Bourke, Aaron <aaron.miller@environment‐agency.gov.uk>; Wright, Lisa <lisa.wright@environment‐
agency.gov.uk>; Coales, Rebecca <rebecca.coales@environment‐agency.gov.uk>; Fayers Chris <chris.fayers@nnb‐
edfenergy.com> 
Subject: HPC AFD ‐ CEFAS Worked Examples ‐ LVSE  
  
Hi Alex, 
 
Please see attached for CEFAS Scientific Position Paper SPP105 ‐ Predicted Performance of HPC LVSE Intake 
Heads.  Apologies for the slight delay in getting this out to you. 
 
CEFAS is working up reports on scale of assessment and glass eels which will be with you shortly.  I will 
provide an update on dates soon. 
 
Is there any update on the provision to us of your actual numbers of fish impacted (rather than 
percentages) and your assessment thresholds? 
 
Many thanks 
 
Ross 
 
Ross Pettigrew CEnv, MIEMA 
Environmental Technical Manager (Conventional) 
Environment Team ‐ Safety, Security and Assurance Directorate 
t: +44 (0) 1173661432 
m: +44 (0) 7889706632 
e: ross.pettigrew@nnb‐edfenergy.com 
 

 
 
www.edfenergy.com 
 
 
 
 
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may be protected by legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and delete 
the e-mail from your system. 
This e-mail has been scanned for malicious content but the internet is inherently insecure and NNB Generation Company (HPC) Limited and NNB Generation Company 
(SZC) Limited (“the Companies”) cannot accept any liability for the integrity of this message or its attachments. No employee or agent of the Companies or any related 
company is authorised to conclude any binding agreement on behalf of the Companies or any related company by e-mail.  
All e-mails sent and received by the Companies are monitored to ensure compliance with the Companies’ information security policies. Executable and script files are not 
permitted through the Companies’ mail gateway. The Companies do not accept or send mails above 30 Mb in size. 
 
NNB Generation Company (HPC) Limited  
Registered in England and Wales No. 6937084 
Registered Office: 90 Whitfield Street, London, W1T 4EZ 
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NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited  
Registered in England and Wales No. 9284825 
Registered Office: 90 Whitfield Street, London, W1T 4EZ 



From: Evans, Alex
To: Pettigrew Ross
Cc: Miller - Bourke, Aaron; Wright, Lisa; Coales, Rebecca; Fayers Chris
Subject: RE: HPC AFD - CEFAS Worked Examples - LVSE
Date: 09 July 2020 16:50:38
Attachments: image006.png

image007.png

Hi Ross
 
I hope you are well.
 
Thanks for providing a copy of SPP105.
 
In response to your query, the copy of TB020 (Draft 03) shared with you on the 12/06/2020 (via
Sharefile) provides this information within tables 2, 3 and 4.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions, or we can discuss at tomorrow afternoon’s
permitting/planning call.
 
All the best,
Alex
 
Alex Evans
Senior Permitting Officer: Nuclear New Build
National Permitting Service (Part of National Operations)

Environment Agency | Richard Fairclough House, Knutsford Road, Warrington, WA4 1HT
alex.evans@environment-agency.gov.uk
External: 020-302-503-88 | Internal: 50-388
Working days: Monday to Friday
 

cid:image006.png@01D58F3C.AAF23F30

 

From: Pettigrew Ross [mailto:ross.pettigrew@edf-energy.com] 
Sent: 09 July 2020 10:43
To: Evans, Alex <alex.evans@environment-agency.gov.uk>
Cc: Miller - Bourke, Aaron <aaron.miller@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Wright, Lisa
<lisa.wright@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Coales, Rebecca <rebecca.coales@environment-
agency.gov.uk>; Fayers Chris <chris.fayers@edf-energy.com>
Subject: HPC AFD - CEFAS Worked Examples - LVSE
Importance: High
 
Hi Alex,
 
Please see attached for CEFAS Scientific Position Paper SPP105 - Predicted Performance of
HPC LVSE Intake Heads.  Apologies for the slight delay in getting this out to you.
 
CEFAS is working up reports on scale of assessment and glass eels which will be with you

mailto:alex.evans@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:ross.pettigrew@edf-energy.com
mailto:aaron.miller@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:lisa.wright@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:rebecca.coales@environment-agency.gov.uk
mailto:chris.fayers@edf-energy.com
mailto:alex.evans@environment-agency.gov.uk
https://twitter.com/envagency
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/eLkhCx2QyHR47pvc8cIGF?domain=facebook.com
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/nLQuCy9Rzc2z8GocMUuP0?domain=youtube.co.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/-7BMCz70AiwpkXqcg_kkd?domain=flickr.com
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/eqmrCAMyrSl3wxOFYE2SF?domain=linkedin.com
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/B_RRCBPzvCR9wxKcWvIgd?domain=gov.uk




shortly.  I will provide an update on dates soon.
 
Is there any update on the provision to us of your actual numbers of fish impacted (rather
than percentages) and your assessment thresholds?
 
Many thanks

Ross
 
Ross Pettigrew CEnv, MIEMA
Environmental Technical Manager (Conventional)
Environment Team - Safety, Security and Assurance Directorate
t: +44 (0) 1173661432
m: +44 (0) 7889706632
e: ross.pettigrew@nnb-edfenergy.com

 

 
www.edfenergy.com
 
 
 
 
This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and may be protected by legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient, please
notify the sender and delete the e-mail from your system.
This e-mail has been scanned for malicious content but the internet is inherently insecure and NNB Generation Company (HPC) Limited and
NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited (“the Companies”) cannot accept any liability for the integrity of this message or its attachments. No
employee or agent of the Companies or any related company is authorised to conclude any binding agreement on behalf of the Companies or any
related company by e-mail.
All e-mails sent and received by the Companies are monitored to ensure compliance with the Companies’ information security policies.
Executable and script files are not permitted through the Companies’ mail gateway. The Companies do not accept or send mails above 30 Mb in
size.

NNB Generation Company (HPC) Limited 
Registered in England and Wales No. 6937084
Registered Office: 90 Whitfield Street, London, W1T 4EZ
NNB Generation Company (SZC) Limited 
Registered in England and Wales No. 9284825
Registered Office: 90 Whitfield Street, London, W1T 4EZ

Information in this message may be confidential and may be legally privileged. If you have
received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately, delete it and do
not copy it to anyone else. We have checked this email and its attachments for viruses. But
you should still check any attachment before opening it. We may have to make this
message and any reply to it public if asked to under the Freedom of Information Act, Data
Protection Act or for litigation. Email messages and attachments sent to or from any
Environment Agency address may also be accessed by someone other than the sender or
recipient, for business purposes.

mailto:ross.pettigrew@nnb-edfenergy.com
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/yExcCE0Dyi0JvwxhB_cg0?domain=edfenergy.com

