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With reference to my original consultation response https://nsip-
documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-documents/EN010012-000691-
Michael%20Taylor%20COMBINED.pdf   
One is bound to ask why Changes1and 2 of what are now described as NMC were first 
indicated in a November 2025 application to East Suffolk Council and then withdrawn. 
Why, only now, are they to be considered, after attempts by the developer to limit 
consultation?.  In the mean time the project has been allowed to proceed at great cost 
and contract commitment when there are many fundamental questions as well as 
those in the NMC application.? Many of those questions should have been taken 
forward at the Planning Inquiry and resolved  prior to the SoS approval despite multiple 
permits having not been approved.  
I would like to raise some further points which are mainly on NMC 1 and 2 as this is in 
our parish.  The question on NMC 3 is in my opinion irrelevant as the site is not large 
enough as I previously pointed out. Change 4 ROW it is now assumed that the parishes 
will have been properly consulted so all users are aware of the destruction/disruption 
of their ROW by an unnecessary road cutting across them  :-.  
 

1. The list of SZC Co’s previous consultees does not concur with that listed on 
PINS website https://nsip-documents.planninginspectorate.gov.uk/published-
documents/EN010012-000691-NMC01%20-
%20Consultation%20responses%20log.pdf 

2. The "consultation" sent to local residents does not appear to give adequate 
information, ignores PINS own guidance on NMC, particularly on the rebar 
facility which is a proposed large building as described in SZC Construction 
method statement see attachment titled LEEIE . The developer calls this a yard 
giving no indication of its intended intensive use. This is sited on what was 
previously an agricultural field, the operation of which would have had limited 
impact on residents, although the area is prone to flooding in Valley Road. 

3. The consultation appears to concentrate on benefits to the project, when there 
are clearly many disbenefits, including using a rail line which will be 4 
movements a day rather than one or two a week. This will cause noise and 
disturbance to many residents, disrupt movement across the Station Road level 
crossing, a major artery, and affect emergency response times. Additional 
transport to the construction site will also cause disruption and may need police 
escort. 

4. The size of the actual SZC construction site appears inadequate to support 
construction of two reactors eg compared to the Hinkley C (HPC) site. HPC 
appears to have the rebar facility on site. EDF press releases were added to my 
original consultation response. 

5. The Sizewell B emergency plan according to REPPIR 19 appears to be further 
compromised, particularly on safe shelter and evacuation planning for all 
residents and workers within the emergency planning zones.  

6. The absence of at least one proper community forum means that many 
questions are unanswered. The public currently cannot ask questions and 
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demand answers in an open forum. Concerned residents have many times  
including at Ministerial level called for open public forums. 

7. There is an absence of clear data from SZC Co eg what constitutes their claim 
that 60% of material will be delivered by rail or sea. This needs to be developed 
to understand how and where those materials will be delivered. There is a need 
to justify 8 rail sidings on the main construction site serviced by the dedicated 
green rail line, compared to 3 sidings on the LEEIE site, along with a new 
overhead conveyor for sea borne materials. 

8. I refer in the NMC response to the unresolved water supply question. This is now 
further compromised by SZC Co. declaring in a recent Environment Agency 
permit application a new designation for most construction water as "industrial" 
rather than potable or non-potable. The safety of that water for human health 
and the environment and that of desalination plant water must be rigorously 
tested and continuously monitored. This water quality issue has been raised 
several times at the Sizewell A and B site stakeholder group and previously was 
part of a legal challenge. The original EN6 policy completely omitted the 
essential need for town water. 

9. A recent ESC planning discharge of requirements has enabled rocks to be 
placed forward of the Layfield agreed planning lines on the grounds that it is 
needed for Sizewell B. Rocks should not be placed in a National Landscape 
without a full understanding of the likely impacts elsewhere including the 
adjacent Sizewell A and B and Sizewell village. Historically rocks can cause 
increased erosion. 

This is my last submission. 
 Please note that I refer to National Planning Policy EN6 in my original submission.  In 
September 2018 I took part in a BEIS/NGO forum debate ngo-forum-minutes-2018-09-
19.pdf 
 Those minutes reflect concerns particularly with Sizewell but also other sites still 
deemed suitable.  Discussions regarding the review should have probably removed 
from the list of nominated sites Sizewell and other sites in flood zone 3 which were only 
included because of “essential need for deployment by 2025”. Also sites should not be 
within National Parks and AONBs (now National landscapes) including 
Wylfa,Trawsfyndd and Sizewell. This review was then abandoned and the Planning 
Inquiry for SZC took place without taking account of these proposed changes. I feel I 
have a responsibility to question why this site was still chosen despite those risks. 
 I believe this now requires a thorough understanding of the risks to taxpayers from this 
project which also risks the safety of operating Sizewell B. The EPR Mk1 reactors 
proposed are obsolete and have a poor operating record. The project is a gross 
intrusion into the Suffolk Coast and Heaths National landscape.  
Before a massive hole is to be dug in this Suffolk Coast and Heaths National Landscape 
for the reactor foundations, a thorough assessment of the risks from this project 
appears essential. An alternative use for part of the site could then be considered. 
HPC is disastrously late and over budget. Set against a weakened regulatory position as 
a result of the Fingleton Inquiry this project should surely raise alarm. 
Yours sincerely Mike Taylor. 
Leiston 
7th October 2026. 
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