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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1. PURPOSE OF THIS DOCUMENT 

1.1.1. On 23 May 2022, Drax Power Limited ("the Applicant”) made an application (“the 

Application”) for a Development Consent Order (DCO) to the Secretary of State for 

Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy (“the SoS”). The Application relates to the 

Drax Bioenergy with Carbon Capture and Storage (BECCS) Project (“the Proposed 

Scheme”) which is described in detail in Chapter 2 (Site and Project Description) of 

the Environmental Statement (ES) (APP-038). The Application was accepted for 

Examination on 20 June 2022. 

1.1.2. This document, submitted at Deadline 7 of the Examination, contains the Applicant’s 

responses to the representations submitted by the various Interested Parties at 

Deadline 6. 

1.1.3. In this document, the Applicant has focussed on responding to points that have not 

already been made by Interested Parties and responded to by the Applicant. It also 

does not seek to comment on submissions from Interested Parties on the contents of 

updated Government Policy in general terms.  

1.1.4. For this reason, the Applicant has responded to matters of the type identified in 1.1.3 

above, raised by the Environment Agency, Natural England, North Yorkshire Council, 

Biofuelwatch, National Grid Carbon Limited, Mr Hewitt and Just Transition Wakefield.
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

 Response Ref. 

(location in 

original 

submission) 

2.  Examining Authority’s 

Written Question 

 Environment Agency Response  Applicant’s Response 

provided as part of the 

submission of the WPPP? 

 

We note that item 9 of WE14 requires a 

‘Demonstration that there are no flows 

upstream from the Carr Dyke to the 

watercourses to the north (i.e. that the 

Landell Pumping Station controls the 

flow direction)’. For surrounding 

watercourses/drains that are within the 

500m but outside the REAC boundary 

it must be demonstrated that in case of 

an accident, the flow from the drains is 

towards the Carr Dyke which provides 

a cut-off without pumping polluted 

water into the Ouse. 

The parties have agreed that, due 

to the complexities of the land 

drainage system in this area and 

the flow processes that could be 

operating at the time of any 

pollution event or as a result of 

mitigation measures that are put in 

place, WE14 will be refined as 

follows: 

1 – To widen the watercourse 

pollution prevention plan boundary 

to encompass to the two 

watercourses on the northern bank 

in close proximity to the IDB.  

2 – As part of the development of 

the watercourse pollution prevention 

plan the Applicant / the Applicant’s 

contractor will:  

a. Agree a definition of a major 

pollution incident with the 

Environment Agency.  

b. The Applicant / the 

Applicant’s Contractor will agree 

with the IDB the method for shutting 
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 Response Ref. 

(location in 

original 

submission) 

2.  Examining Authority’s 

Written Question 

 Environment Agency Response  Applicant’s Response 

down the Landell Pumping Station / 

Carr Dyke culvert in the event of a 

major pollution incident to enable 

containment of any pollutants / 

prevent discharge to the River 

Ouse. 
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

 Response Ref. 

(location in 

original 

submission) 

4.  Examining Authority’s 

Written Question 

 North Yorkshire Council’s 

Response 

 Applicant’s Response 

ii) Removal of existing 

vegetation.  

iii) Protection of existing 

trees.  

iv)  The landscape 

mitigation plan for works 

other than the habitat 

provision area. 

has committed to provide 

responses to those matters. 

good design or additional mitigation 

measures so as to ensure that 

artificial light does not have a 

significant negative impact on the 

immediate and wider surrounding 

environment. The expectation is that 

the parameters set within the Draft 

Lighting Strategy are achievable from 

a lighting, flora, fauna and 

environment perspective. The 

Lighting Strategy would outline 

compliance with the parameters 

identified in the Draft Lighting 

Strategy in the form of detailed 

calculations or provide justification as 

to why the parameters are unable to 

be met. 

 

vi. Vegetation Retention 

The Applicant confirms that long term 

(30 years) maintenance and 

management will be carried out for 

the following: 
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

 Response Ref. 

(location in 

original 

submission) 

4.  Examining Authority’s 

Written Question 

 North Yorkshire Council’s 

Response 

 Applicant’s Response 

• New amenity planting (which will 

be determined at detailed design 

stage) within the Works areas. 

• Existing landscape areas and 

vegetation that have been 

identified for retention as detailed 

within the Outline Landscape and 

Biodiversity Strategy (OLBS) (AS-

094) paras 3.3.7, 3.3.8, and OLBS 

Figure 3 (Existing Retained 

Vegetation) (APP-183). 

The Applicant is not committing to 

maintaining all existing vegetation 

within the Works areas, however the 

Applicant confirms that they would 

only seek to remove vegetation for 

operational reasons.  

It should be noted that the vegetation 

within the Power Station Site did not 

provide significant screening of the 

Power Station from the viewpoints 

used in the LVIA, apart from the linear 

belt of trees and shrubs around the 

perimeter of the Woodyard to the 
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

 Response Ref. 

(location in 

original 

submission) 

4.  Examining Authority’s 

Written Question 

 North Yorkshire Council’s 

Response 

 Applicant’s Response 

north of the Proposed Scheme. For 

the LVIA it was assumed that this 

vegetation was to be retained and this 

is shown on OLBS Figure 3 (Existing 

Retained Vegetation) (APP-183). The 

Applicant has discussed with NYC 

that it is not considered appropriate to 

also commit to maintaining vegetation 

that it is not affected by the Proposed 

Scheme for the following reasons: 

• This vegetation is not being 

affected by the Proposed Scheme. 

• Such a commitment could impede 

the ability for Drax to carry out day 

to day operations on the site. 

• Future development on the Drax 

Power Station Site, that requires 

consent e.g. planning consent, 

would include approval from  the 

LPA including with respect to 

mitigation for that particular 

development and associated 

vegetation removal. Therefore any 

existing vegetation affected by 
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

 Response Ref. 

(location in 

original 

submission) 

4.  Examining Authority’s 

Written Question 

 North Yorkshire Council’s 

Response 

 Applicant’s Response 

similar values would not be 

unreasonable in the context of 

BS4142, but that the assessor 

should make a judgement and 

justify it where appropriate.”  

Can NYC answer the following 

questions:  

i) In the context of the 

above technical note 

and the rating levels for 

R6 and R14 being 34 & 

35 dB LAR,TR 

respectively, are the 

absolute noise levels, or 

the margin by which the 

rating level exceeds the 

background, more 

important in terms of 

assessing the 

significance of effect and 

why?  

ii) Is NYC satisfied with the 

assessment and 

conclusions drawn by 

continue to do so alongside 

the scheme in accordance 

with BS8233:2014 design 

criteria for habitable rooms. 

However, the adverse 

exceedance still exists, and 

it should be noted that the 

scope of BS8233:2014 

applies to new residential 

development and excludes 

assessing the effects of 

change in the external noise 

levels to occupants of an 

existing building. 

ii) NYC are satisfied with the 

assessment and 

conclusions drawn by the 

Applicant of the absolute 

noise levels in paragraphs 

7.9.17 and 7.9.18 of ES 

Chapter 7. 

carbon capture technology would be 

not significant, as noted in paragraph 

7.9.20 of the ES Chapter 7. 

ii) The Applicant welcomes this 

comment. 
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 Response Ref. 

(location in 

original 

submission) 

4.  Examining Authority’s 

Written Question 

 North Yorkshire Council’s 

Response 

 Applicant’s Response 

the Applicant of the 

absolute noise levels in 

paragraphs 7.9.17 and 

7.9.18 of ES Chapter 7 

[APP-043]? If not, 

please provide an 

explanation of the 

information required to 

adequately assess the 

absolute noise levels. 
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

acknowledges the possibility of amine emissions from 

biomass combustion and goes on “Drax’s current permit to 

operate makes no reference to any requirement to either 

control or monitor emissions of amines”. This is then 

followed by the incorrect conclusion that “it is logical to 

conclude that the impacts of amines from the biomass 

combustion are not of environmental concern”. This is 

flawed: 

a. because amines clearly are of environmental concern 

(as shown by the applicant’s proposal and theEALs 

defined by the EA) 

b. because the proposal will increase amines and 

nitrosamines 

c. because it assumes that all matters of environmental 

concern are regulated by permit to prevent 

environmental impacts. This is clearly not the case with 

impacts of non-threshold pollutants are inevitable 

regardless of whether they are measured and 

regulated. 

Without an assessment of existing emissions, the 

cumulative impact of the proposal cannot be properly 

assessed. It should be noted that the applicant has 

included existing emissions of other pollutants in its 

assessment, so it is Biofuelwatch’s position that it must do 

so for amines and nitrosamines. 

The future impact of the Proposed Scheme on amines 

and nitrosamines has been comprehensively and 

appropriately assessed for the ES, both alone and 

cumulatively. 

It is considered that Biofuelwatch are conflating the 

matters of ‘environmental concern’ between the issue of 

amines in the carbon capture process, which are a core 

component of that process, and the possibility of amines 

in the combustion process, which are minimal. 
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

lower than the background contribution to these pollutants, 

whether taken alone or cumulatively.” Whilst background 

levels exceed Drax’s long-term contribution to NOx 

concentrations, Drax can be expected to make a very 

significant contribution to the level of NOx within the 

plume. These high NOx levels within the plume will 

coincide with high amine concentrations. The applicant’s 

approach to cumulative emissions does not take this 

variability of NOx concentrations into account. The 

applicant has also not justified the use of background NOx 

levels in the model of nitrosamines concentrations rather 

than peak plume NOx levels. The applicant responded 

“Secondly, there remains a significant excess of these 

pollutants in the air, implying that adding a minor 

contribution from another source will not significantly affect 

reaction rates.” 

Whilst there may remain a “significant excess of these 

pollutants in the air” for complete breakdown of amines, 

this does not mean that the breakdown rate of amines is 

not dependent on NOx concentrations. The equations 

used by the ADMS chemistry module in the ADMS 

chemistry module user guide show reaction rates to be 

dependent on NO and NO2 concentrations. This is also 

confirmed by the applicant’s response which said “the 

“[modelled] formation of nitrosamines was higher with the 

Hull Freetown background concentrations (NOx annual 

mean ~38µg/m3 in 2016) than alternative rural sites such 

at their peak levels. The modelling therefore captures 

both typical and worst case concentrations of NOx within 

the plume itself. These modelled concentrations are 

combined with background concentrations of NOx that 

vary on an hourly basis.  

The Applicant is therefore confident that over the five 

years of modelling, the combination of peak plume and 

peak background concentrations, together with the 

converse possibility of minimum plume and minimum 

background concentrations, coinciding has been 

appropriately represented in the calculation of a robust 

annual mean impact from nitrosamines and nitramines. 

To suggest that all assessments should be based on 

peak coinciding with peaks is unhelpful since it would 

clearly overpredict impacts and this runs counter to best 

practice in the assessment of worst likely effects. 

As a final point of note, Biofuelwatch quote the Applicant 

in saying that the modelled formation of nitrosamines 

was higher with the Hull freetown background 

concentrations than the alternative rural sites such as 

Ladybower.  Using Hull Freetown and Ladybower for 

sensitivity testing provides an extreme example of the 

potential variation in nitrosamine formation due to 

variations in annual mean NOx concentrations. The 

range of concentrations, 9ug/m3 and 38ug/m3, across 

these two sites is significantly greater than the potential 
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

The applicant’s response concludes “it can be robustly 

concluded that the addition of maximum to maximum 

impacts is indeed conservative”. Biofuelwatch considers 

the applicant’s assessment of cumulative impacts to be 

neither conservative nor robust. Biofuelwatch notes that 

the EA have also been unable to confirm that the 

applicant’s assessment of cumulative impacts is 

conservative and robust [REP2-076] but Biofuelwatch is 

concerned that the EA may accept the applicant’s 

approach that considers background amine and 

nitrosamine concentrations to be zero (apparent EA 

agreement with Section 6.7, with associated limitations 

and assumptions provided in paragraph 6.5.54, of ES 

Chapter 6 (Air Quality) [APP-042] as shown by [REP5-

016]). Biofuelwatch requests the ExA to ask the EA if it is 

confident that background amine levels and nitrosamine 

levels are so low that they can be excluded from an 

assessment of the Predicted Environmental 

Concentrations of amines and their breakdown products, 

and, it it is confident background levels can be excluded, 

why it is confident when natural processes and domestic 

wood burning both emit amines and when a study by Ge 

et al1 noted 154 amines occurring in the atmosphere. 

misrepresentation of the EA’s screening criteria for 

insignificant in the context of the assessment of amines. 

For nitrosamines, we are rightly concerned with the 

specific risks associated with the increase in nitrosamine 

concentrations and this incremental risk is independent 

of existing risks from nitrosamines since, as noted by 

Biofuelwatch, the pollutant is not a threshold pollutant 

where risk begins above a certain concentration. 

 

1 Xinlei Ge, Anthony S. Wexler, Simon L. Clegg, Atmospheric amines – Part II. Thermodynamic properties and gas/particle partitioning, Atmospheric 
Environment, Volume 45, Issue 3, 2011, Pages 561-577, ISSN 1352-2310, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.atmosenv.2010.10.013. 
(https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S1352231010008757) 
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

5.10 REP2-073, para 69-70, 215 REP4-020, ref 9.23 

The response says “The identification (pre-mitigation) of 

the potential for effects significant at ‘up to an international 

scale’ reflects the relative importance of the receptors in 

line with a defined geographical context, as per the 

CIEEM guidelines; not that the impacts would have a 

transboundary, international, impact. The Applicant wishes 

to clarify that this does not mean that significant effects 

would occur across an internationally significant area, or 

that direct air quality impacts of Drax could be significant 

at International scale.” The Imperial College and the 

Norwegian Institute for Public Health study reported 

concerns over cumulative impacts when plants are located 

hundreds of kilometres apart. The applicant considers 

“These are theoretical studies that do not reflect the 

specific impacts of Drax and the dispersion of pollutants 

from a main stack that is 259m tall.” Biofuelwatch 

considers the Imperial College and Norwegian Institute for 

Public Health study to be relevant because it shows the 

considerable distances over which combined impacts can 

be expected to endanger human health. Drax points out 

the height of the stack. Higher stacks can be expected to 

increase the distance pollutants travel and therefore have 

the potential to increase the distance at which harmful 

cumulative impacts may occur.  It is therefore appropriate 

to consider that the plant has the potential for impacts at 

international scale (beyond impacts on sites of 

The Applicant reiterates their previous response to this 

question, but further notes that Biofuelwatch make the 

assertion that ‘Higher stacks can be expected to 

increase the distance pollutants travel and therefore 

have the potential to increase the distance at which 

harmful cumulative impacts may occur’. This is a 

misunderstanding of the dispersion process for realistic 

stack heights.  Higher stacks do not ‘increase the 

distance pollutants travel’. To illustrate this, consider the 

reverse statement: Lower stacks reduce the distance 

pollutants travel. If this were true then reducing stack 

heights would be beneficial but it is palpably not true. 

Higher stacks allow plume concentrations in the near 

field to disperse (vertically and horizontally) before 

impacting at ground level. However, once the plume is 

well mixed in the vertical, then the initial height of the 

release becomes less important such that at distance 

from the stack it is largely immaterial whether the release 

was from a tall or short stack.  

It is true that the point of maximum ground level impact 

of a plume moves further from the stack with increasing 

stack height. However, the magnitude of the maximum 

concentration at that point of maximum impact 

decreases with stack height. As such, ground level 

concentrations, including at distance from the stack, 

decrease with a taller stack although as stated above, 
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Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

surprised by the possibility that the defined EAL may not 

prevent harm to health; 

the government recognises other existing EALs are 

inadequate to prevent a significant health burden (see 

paragraph 47 of Biofuelwatch’s deadline 2 submission 

[REP2-073]) and there is very little information on which to 

set an EAL. Biofuelwatch requests that the ExA considers 

the risk that the EALs are not adequate to protect human 

health because insufficient health-related data is available. 

The applicant's response said “UKHSA is satisfied that the 

applicant’s risk assessment for amine emissions from the 

proposed post-combustion carbon capture plant is 

appropriately conservative and in-line with the current 

knowledge base relating to nitrosamines and nitramines”. 

Biofuelwatch notes that UKHSA view [REP2-097] was 

based on the applicant’s statement that “the assessment 

is based on worst case, conservative, assumptions” [AS-

038] but, as Biofuelwatch has pointed out, the modelling 

predictions are neither worst case nor conservative. 

Biofuelwatch is concerned that the UKHSA’s satisfaction 

was based on an incorrect understanding of the 

applicant’s assessment. 

The wording of UKHSA’s response is also of concern. The 

UKHSA may be satisfied that the risk assessment of the 

amine emissions themselves may be appropriate but that 

does not necessarily mean that the UKHSA is satisfied 
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Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

that the risk assessment of nitrosamines and nitramines is 

appropriately conservative. 

Biofuelwatch request the ExA to ask UKHSA why it 

considers the applicant’s assessment to be appropriately 

conservative when: 

a. the applicant’s modelling predictions are not worst 

case 

b. cumulative uncertainties have not been quantified 

c. N-nitrosamines and N-nitramines can accumulate in 

the environment, 

d. there is considerable uncertainty regarding the 

atmospheric chemistry 

e. there is considerable uncertainty regarding interactions 

with other pollutants 

f. there is considerable uncertainty regarding toxicity 

g. little or no consideration appears to have been given to 

the potential for other health impacts such as 

endocrine disruption and the potential worsening of 

diabetes (Tong, M.,  Longato, L. & de la Monte, S.M. 

Early limited nitrosamine exposures exacerbate high 

fat diet-mediated type 2 diabetes and 

neurodegeneration. BMC Endocr Disord 10, 4 (2010). 

https://doi.org/10.1186/1472-6823-10-4), and when the 

applicant’s consideration of health impacts in [AS-038] 
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Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

validate the chemistry module in field trials.” Biofuelwatch 

is glad to see the applicant confirm Biofuelwatch’s concern 

that validation of the chemistry module has not been done 

and perhaps cannot be done. The applicant says “the 

model developer has undertaken extensive testing of the 

module using the data and conclusions of the Atmospheric 

Degradation of Amines (ADA) project (Nielson et al, 

Atmospheric Degradation of Amines. Summary Report: 

Photooxidation of Methylamine, Dimethylamine and 

Trimethylamine. Climit project no. 201604. Norwegian 

Institute for Air Research. January, 2011).” Such data 

obtained from a simulation chamber whilst primarily 

aiming to study photo-oxidation impacts, does not provide 

sufficient data to robustly validate the performance of the 

ADMS Chemistry in atmospheric conditions especially 

when the research reported “major uncertainties”. The 

applicant’s assessment is based on the use of modelling 

software that is unvalidated and potentially impossible to 

validate with field trials. 

It is similarly concerning that the applicant says “The 

compound specific reaction rates used in the Drax 

application of the CERC amine chemistry module were 

provided by the technology supplier” but have given no 

reviewed scientific research to support the technology 

supplier’s figures. Not only are the predictions being made 

with unvalidated software (confirmed by the EA’s Air 

Quality Modelling and Assessment Unit guidance 

fundamental processes associated with amine 

degradation are appropriately represented. 

As noted in previous responses, the work undertaken by 

CERC, coupled with the conservative assessment 

methodology ensure that the assessment of impacts of 

nitrosamines is robust. 
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Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

The applicant has responded to concerns about 

nitrosamine uncertainties with “Detailed information on the 

proprietary amine solvents and their degradation products 

have been shared with the Environment Agency.” This is 

not an adequate response to the concerns raised which 

impact the ExA’s assessment, not just the Environment 

Agency’s regulation of the plant. An appropriate land-use 

assessment requires an understanding of the residual 

risks and, without much more information from the 

applicant, there are huge uncertainties with 

correspondingly high levels of risk. The plant’s location, 

near residential areas and important ecological sites, is 

not appropriate for a proposal with such high levels of 

prediction uncertainties and risk. Biofuelwatch therefore 

requests the ExA ask the applicant to respond in detail to 

the concerns raised. 

The applicant has also said “UKHSA is satisfied that the 

applicant’s risk assessment for amine emissions from the 

proposed post-combustion carbon capture plant is 

appropriately conservative and in-line with the current 

knowledge base relating to nitrosamines and nitramines.” 

The applicant puts considerable weight on this response 

from UKHSA, mentioning it four times in their response to 

Biofuelwatch’s representation. Such a brief, one sentence 

response does not address Biofuelwatch’s detailed 

concerns about the adequacy of the applicant’s risk 

assessment. Further comments on UKHSA’s satisfaction 
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Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

5.37 REP2-073, para 225 REP4-020, ref 9.25 

The applicant’s response draws attention to updated 

modelling predictions. Whilst the predicted ammonia level 

at Thorne Moor has been reduced, the applicant is still 

predicting resulting environmental concentrations in 

excess of twice the critical level and the applicant’s 

assessment of ammonia levels do not consider important 

sources of uncertainty such as the uncertainties inherent 

in the modelling software system. The applicant’s 

modelling predictions still show an exceedance of the 

nitrogen deposition and acid deposition critical loads at 

Thorne Moor and a significant exceedance of the 

maximum cumulative acid deposition impact for Lower 

Derwent Valley SAC and Ramsar site. 

The applicant considers that “a number of elements of 

conservatism have been embedded into the dispersion 

modelling, which demonstrate the precautionary and 

conservative approach that has been taken during 

modelling and assessment of operational air quality 

effects” but, as pointed out in Biofuelwatch’s submission, 

not all aspects are precautionary, uncertainties have not 

been quantified (and remain unquantified) and so there 

can be no assurance that actual environmental 

concentration will not be significantly worse than the 

modelling predictions. 

As set out in the HRA Report (REP6-021), no adverse 

effects on the integrity of any European Site are 

predicted, including in relation air quality impacts. 

For ammonia (NH3) and nitrogen deposition, impacts of 

the Proposed Scheme are below the significance 

screening threshold of 1% of critical level. This is the 

case for the Proposed Scheme alone (see paragraph 

3.5.48 of the HRA Report (REP6-021)) and the proposed 

Scheme in-combination with other plans and projects 

(see Table 3.14 of the HRA Report (REP6-021)). 

With application of operational emissions abatement, 

impacts from the Proposed Scheme alone are below the 

significance screening threshold of 1% of critical load for 

acid deposition. Impacts are therefore classed as 

insignificant. 

After the application of operational emissions abatement, 

the Proposed Scheme and other plans and projects 

would lead to a worst-case in-combination impact of up 

to 1.5% of critical load for nitrogen deposition and 1.3% 

of critical load for acid deposition for Thorne Moor. As 

Biofuelwatch correctly infer, these figures exceed the 1% 

significance screening threshold. They therefore cannot 

be discounted on purely numerical grounds. The 

Applicant has assessed these impacts between 

paragraphs 4.3.71 and 4.3.85 of the HRA Report (REP6-

021). The Applicant has concluded there would be no 
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Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

By definition of critical loads and critical levels, increases 

above critical loads and critical levels can be expected to 

cause ecological harm. Even based on the applicant’s 

predictions, which are not worst case predictions, 

ecological harm is to be expected. 

REP2-073, para 225 REP4-020, ref 9.25 

The applicant’s response says “a number of elements of 

conservatism have been embedded into the dispersion 

modelling” but the applicant has provided no quantified 

data to demonstrate that conservative elements outweigh 

elements that are not conservative and precautionary. The 

result is a modelling prediction that is an unknown point on 

the risk profile. Biofuelwatch considers such an 

assessment is not sufficiently robust. 

 

adverse effect on the integrity of Thorne Moor SAC 

following this analysis.  

This has been agreed with Natural England, as set out in 

the Statement of Common Ground between Natural 

England and Drax Power Ltd (REP5-017).  

In their Representation (REP6-034) Biofuelwatch state 

that ‘The applicant’s modelling predictions still show … a 

significant exceedance of the maximum cumulative acid 

deposition impact for Lower Derwent Valley SAC and 

Ramsar site’. 

As set out in Appendix 8 of the HRA Report (Lower 

Derwent Valley Habitats and Soil Analysis, (REP3-009)), 

the acid deposition critical load class for Lower Derwent 

Valley has been changed from the ‘acid grassland’ to the 

‘calcareous grassland’ critical load class. This is a matter 

of agreement with Natural England as set out in Row 19 

of Table 1a of their Deadline 4 Relevant representation 

(REP4-041). 

With the change to the acid deposition critical load class, 

the Proposed Scheme, both alone and in-combination 

with other plans and projects, contributes less than 1% of 

the revised critical load and therefore do not exceed the 

1% screening criteria and can be ruled out of causing a 

significant adverse effect on numerical grounds alone. 

The full assessment is provided between paragraphs 

3.5.58 to 3.5.60 and Table 3.14 of the HRA Report 
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Ref.  
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recorded adjacent to the River Ouse, in excess of 2 km 

from the Proposed Scheme current Order Limits.” 

a. Strandberg et al. “Complex Timing of Marsh Harrier 

Circus aeruginosus Migration Due to Pre- and Post-

Migratory Movements” found Migrating Marsh Harrier 

(Circus aeruginosus) make substantial post-migration 

movements (up to 632 km) after arriving at wintering 

grounds. Biofuelwatch asks the applicant why marsh 

harriers found nearby cannot be impacted by the 

proposal. 

b.  Whilst “a number” of the bird species were recorded in 

areas relevant when the Drax Jetty was part of the 

scheme, others were not. Does the applicant accept 

that the proposal is likely to impact some of the 

protected and notable species identified in the 

applicant’s ecology report? 

The applicant considers it wants to “correct the record” in 

relation to paragraph 264 saying “the paragraph being 

quoted refers to Nationally, not Internationally important 

sites”. Biofuelwatch would point out that the listed sites 

include sites that also have SAC status and therefore are 

of international importance. 

Whilst it is not impossible that marsh harriers could on 

occasion use habitats closer to the Proposed Scheme, 

the surveys completed for the Proposed Scheme (APP-

138) and previously completed for the Drax Repower 

Project (APP-147 and APP-148) did not record any such 

activity. This is consistent with the habitats present being 

sub-optimal for marsh harrier and habitats along the 

River Ouse being of greater suitability. Locations where 

marsh harrier were recorded during the Drax BECCS 

wintering bird surveys are well beyond the distances at 

which they could potentially be disturbed by construction 

or operation activities, or otherwise be significantly 

impacted by the Proposed Scheme. 

 

In relation to part ‘b’ of Biofuelwatch’s comment, the 

Applicant’s assessment in relation to breeding and 

wintering birds is set out between paragraphs 8.9.65 and 

8.9.70 of Chapter 8 (Ecology) of the environmental 

Statement. This sets out that prior to the application of 

targeted mitigation, effects are predicted to be significant 

at up to a District geographical scale. With the 

application of mitigation effects are predicted to remain 

significant at up to a District scale in the short term, due 

to the unavoidable impacts of construction (paragraph 

8.11.7 of Chapter 8 of the ES). Effects during Operation 
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Response 

Ref.  
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surveys have been completed by the Applicant since the 

surveys that informed the Environmental Statement were 

completed and does not intend to complete further 

surveys at any point during Examination of the Proposed 

Scheme.” (4.10 of [REP4-020]). Biofuelwatch considers 

such a survey should be done prior to the application 

being determined so the ExA can properly consider the 

impact of the proposal on badgers. 

Natural England receives a licence fee for the issue of 

licences for the closure of badger setts. An independent 

observer may consider the conflict of interest that arises 

from the receipt of fees for issuing such a licence 

compromises Natural England’s independence on this 

matter. Badger setts may “regularly” be closed under such 

licences,as indicated in the applicant’s response, but the 

regularity of an event is not a satisfactory justification for 

harm to a protected species. 

The applicant says “unnecessary closures of badger setts 

should always be avoided where practicable”. 

Biofuelwatch agrees. Biofuelwatch considers the proposal 

to be unnecessary because there are better ways to 

decarbonise the electricity supply with less environmental 

impact, risk and cost. Biofuelwatch considers any risk of 

closure of badger setts to be unnecessary and avoidable. 

Biofuelwatch’s request remains that the ExA asks Natural 

England why it might be “satisfied” that the destruction of 

It is ‘unlikely’ that badgers will establish new setts in 

areas that may need to be cleared to facilitate 

construction of the Proposed Scheme, as previously 

stated. This is because the majority of habitats in these 

areas are less suitable for sett construction than the 

location where a sett has been recorded (as per APP-

140). 

Badgers are common and widespread at a UK level and 

as such were not identified as an Important Ecological 

Feature in the Applicant’s Ecology Chapter of the ES 

(APP-044). As previously highlighted in The Applicant’s 

Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 2 they also 

receive legal protection for reasons relating largely to 

animal welfare rather than nature conservation. As such, 

the well-managed closure of a badger sett anywhere in 

the UK would never have a ‘National’ level impact, as 

Biofuelwatch seem to be implying could be the case. 
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resulting in a major release of the amine based solvent? If 

risks have been assessed “carefully”, the applicant is yet 

to explain why the “Significance” of fires is considered 

“Not Significant” even though risks from fire can be very 

large. Drax has clearly not prevented fires from occurring 

and yet the pollution emitted from fires is not included in 

the applicant’s list of pollution incidents. It is difficult to 

have confidence in the applicant’s risk assessments when 

important risks are not included or the potential 

significance of them not recognised. 

The applicant’s response does not address the 

inconsistency between the assessment of risk as “low” 

and the significant fires that have occurred. The 

applicant’s response that the “risk of these events has 

been considered ‘low’ due to the existing regulatory 

mechanisms that are in place” only serves to emphasise 

the inadequacy of the “existing regulatory mechanisms” 

which have clearly not prevented significant fires from 

occurring. Biofuelwatch submits that fires that have 

occurred shows the applicant’s confidence in fire 

protection and detection standards is misplaced and asks 

the ExA to give consideration to the failure of these 

standards to prevent previous fires. Biofuelwatch also 

asks the ExA to give consideration to the increased 

potential harm to human health and the environment that 

would arise from the proposal, with the toxic pollution in 

The reasonable worst consequence identified for each of 

these MA&D events did not meet the criteria of a MA&D 

as the receptor of harm was identified as on-site 

maintenance workers (and not any human receptors 

otherwise) whose health and safety is managed via other 

regulatory regimes. 









































Drax Bioenergy with Carbon Capture and Storage    Page 101 of 118 

Applicant’s Responses to Issues Raised at Deadline 6 

Response 

Ref.  

Comment (including location in original submission) Applicant’s Response 

Acidity critical loads are not available for non-statutory 

sites and therefore these cannot be assessed as 

explained in paragraph 8.9.116 of Chapter 8 (Ecology) of 

the ES (APP-044). However, as explained in that 

paragraph ‘The air quality modelling does however 

demonstrate that the Proposed Scheme has comparable 

impacts in terms of the quantum of acid deposition onto 

non-statutory designated sites, to that experienced at 

more sensitive habitats within statutory designated sites.’ 

The statutory sites assessed up to 15 km from the Main 

Stack support some of the most sensitive habitat to air 

quality effects in the study area, particularly Thorne Moor 

which has a lower critical load of 5 kgN/ha/yr for nitrogen 

deposition and a critical load for acid deposition of 

0.4263 keq/ha/yr. These are lower than for any other 

designated site and therefore represent the upper bound 

for sensitivity within the Study Area. 

As can be seen from Table 11 in REP2-034, the non-

statutory designated sites included in the dispersion 

modelling have critical loads for nitrogen deposition of 10 

kgN/ha/yr or higher. Non-statutory-designated sites 

beyond the 2km Study Area for non-statutory designated 

sites will therefore not receive nitrogen deposition doses 

that are significantly different to those that have been 

modelled (in terms of percentages of critical load). The 

assessment of air quality effects on non-statutory 

designated sites, on the basis of the maximum 
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works/mitigation would be required” then these should “be 

described in the ES and cross-reference provided to any 

relevant documents, including to where they are secured” 

Environmental Actions and Commitments Ref ID CC2 

(REP6-015)).  

To reduce the potential effects of wind loading on the 

Main Stack: 

a. The structures shall be designed in accordance with 

UK Building Regulations and BS EN design codes. For 

structural system design purposes, wind loads will be 

considered according to the provisions of BS EN 1991-1-

4 + NA with the following parameters for the Site:  

i. vb,0 = 22.7 m / s (fundamental basic wind velocity); 

ii. Calt = 1.01 (altitude factor); 

iii. Cseason <= 1.0 (seasonal factor); 

iv. Cdir <= 1.0 (directional factor); and 

v. Terrain category: “country terrain”. 

14.10.8. These account for increases in wind event 

frequencies and magnitudes due to  

climate change via the various nationally defined 

parameters. 

14.10.9. Although the Applicant has specified the codes 

which were current at the time of writing the design 

parameters for the Proposed Scheme, these may need 

to be realigned to any changes to UK Regulations and 

BSI updates to codes during subsequent design phases. 
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that Drax’s own scientific advisory board made a number 

of recommendations including that Drax move away from 

stating that biomass is carbon neutral. This may already 

have been partially addressed by the Applicant changing 

its terminology from ‘carbon neutral’ to ‘zero rated’. 

As such considerations of the use of biomass are outside 

the scope of the application. 

Notwithstanding this, the Applicant has identified in 

previous submissions (Table 11.1 of REP4-020) the 

derivation and use of the term ‘zero rated’ is consistent 

with IPCC accounting terminology.  
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Consideration of Environmental Factors for Alternatives 

LOCATION 

As the Proposed Scheme involves retrofitting post-combustion Carbon Capture technology to 

existing Biomass units at the Drax Power Station Site, other power station sites were not 

considered viable. As such, the installation of post-combustion Carbon Capture technology 

would mean there is little material change to the land use. The Drax Power Station Site is a 

brownfield site and has existing electrical and transport connections. Using an off-site solution 

may require the use of greenfield land and would require additional infrastructure, such as 

cooling water systems and electrical connections due to potential distances from the existing 

infrastructure at the Site. 

Two potential locations for the Proposed Scheme were considered on the Drax Power Station 

Site itself. The first is the northern solution, which is shown in Appendix 1. This is the layout 

which formed the DCO Application submission to PINS in May 2022, with the equipment located 

immediately west of the northern cooling towers. 

The second option that was considered was the southern solution. This is shown in Appendix 

2. Within this option, the Flue Gas Treatment and CO2 removal infrastructure would be located 

further south on the Drax Power Station Site, to the west of the southern cooling towers.  

ENVIRONMENTAL APPRAISAL 

As detailed in Chapter 3 (Consideration of Alternatives) of the ES (APP-039) the overarching 

reasons for selecting the northern solution include the following: 

NORTHERN SOLUTION 

Reasons for selecting the northern solution are set out below: 

• The northern set of cooling towers would be the focus of this option. This would be 

beneficial as the southern cooling towers form part of the current operations at the Site. The 

northern cooling towers are associated with units 5 and 6, which currently use coal. These 

units will cease operations prior to the construction of the Proposed Scheme, so the 

northern cooling towers can be used for BECCS without impacting wider site operations; 
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 Topic 1.  Northern Solution  Southern Solution 

Inter-project effects: 

The construction programme would be the same and the construction effects 

would be comparable for both solutions. As a result, any cumulative effects with 

other developments are not anticipated to differ between the northern and 

southern solutions. 

The operation of the two solutions would be similar. In terms of air quality 

impacts, these would remain the same as the Main Stack is in the same location 

in both solutions. As a result, cumulative effects with other developments are not 

anticipated to differ between the northern and southern solutions. 

There is no preferred option in terms of cumulative effects. 

Additional Information in Relation to Noise and Vibration 

A call was held on the 24 April 2023 between the Applicant and NYC and one of the points 

discussed was the likely noise impacts arising from the southern layout, an alternative 

presented in Chapter 3 (Consideration of Alternatives) (APP-039), compared to the final 

selected northern solution for the Drax BECCS Proposed Scheme. 

The EHO at NYC has requested that the Applicant provide further detail on the option selection 

process, in particular distances of each option to sensitive receptors. The information set out 

above was used in preparation for the first set of hearings. This section provides further detail 

as requested by the EHO at NYC. 

The text set out in relation to Noise and Vibration in Table 1 above is all based on acoustics first 

principles; that a sound level decreases as the distance from the sound source increases. 

Consequently, as the noise sources associated with the northern solution are located further 

from sensitive receptors than the southern solution, noise levels would be lower for the northern 

solution (all else being equal).   

Table 2 shows the distances from the proposed equipment to the residential noise sensitive 

receptors. The table shows that the shortest distance to noise sensitive receptors is greater in 

the northern layout compared to the southern layout. The locations of the nearest sensitive 

receptors are shown in ES Figure 7.3 (Operational Predicted Mitigated Noise Levels) (APP-

091), provided in Appendix 3. 

It is also noted that the Barlow Mound provides noise attenuation for noise sensitive receptors 

to the west of the Site and that this is more effective in the northern layout compared to the 

southern layout. 
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APPENDIX 1: NORTHERN SOLUTION LAYOUT (ES FIGURE 2.2 (INDICATIVE PLANT EQUIPMENT 

LAYOUT)) 
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APPENDIX 2: SOUTHERN SOLUTION LAYOUT 
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APPENDIX 3: ES FIGURE 7.3 (OPERATIONAL PREDICTED MITIGATED NOISE LEVELS 
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APPENDIX B – NATIONAL GRID FUTURE ENERGY SCENARIOS 

 



 




