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LEISTON NP- Summary of Representations Submitted to Examiner.  

Name Summary of Representation 

1. Environment Agency 
 

Provides factual information re a number of sites and 
their siting within source protection zones.  SA4 
Abbey Rd confirms on site of former landfill but that 
this should have no implications for development. 

2 Natural England 
 

No objection in principle to scales of development 
around town but considers that the Habitat 
Regulations Assessment  for Leiston NP does not 
follow through clearly to the plan itself (i.e 
addressing impact of increased recreational use).  
Seeks additional reference to requirement of on-site 
open space within each of the relevant housing 
policies. 
Wants map included within the plan showing 
location of open space within the NP area including 
Aldhurst Farm habitat creation scheme.  Concludes: 
“Amendments to the Neighbourhood Plan  in 
accordance with our advice will enable the HRA to 
conclude  that the NP is unlikely to have a significant 
effect on European sites.” 

3. Alsop Verrill on behalf of 
Limitbrook Ltd 
 

Makes reference to land south of Old Pump House 
Abbey Rd Leiston (mixed use site) Policy SA4. 
Considers plan to be concise, purposeful and easy to 
understand.  Notes Plan should command significant 
weight in the assessment of planning applications. 
Specific comments. Thinks site should be considered 
under SA1 not SA4 given its role as a major site. 
Residential and other development on this site can 
deliver an important aspect of Core Strategy policy 
SP24. Factual clarifications 6.34 re previous 
allocation plus site area correction to para 6.38  

4. Bilfinger GVA on behalf of 
Magnox Ltd & the Nuclear 
Decommissioning Authority 
 

In summary, it is Magnox and the NDA’s contention 
that Sizewell A should have more recognition as a 
local employer and that Magnox’s socio-economic 
scheme to mitigate against the consequences of 
decommissioning should be acknowledged.  
 
The LNP should acknowledge development proposals 
associated with decommissioning should be 
considered in the context of the nuclear power 
station as utility infrastructure. 
 
Specific suggestions include:  
Amend 5th bullet para 3.3 to read “To retain, 
strengthen and expand its employment base, and 
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despite the detrimental economic effects of 
decommissioning Sizewell Station A, support 
development associated with its decommissioning 
throughout the plan period given the importance of 
the process.” 
 
Insert paragraph after bullet points in paragraph 4.5  
to read  
“Of particular note to Leiston is the Sizewell nuclear 
power station complex. Sizewell A is subject to 
decommissioning, a long process which will extend 
beyond the plan period. Certain proposals for new 
development (associated with decommissioning) will 
be required at Sizewell A and these will be 
considered in the context of the nuclear power 
station as utility infrastructure.” 
 
To clarify the mechanism in place to mitigate against 
any socio-economic decline resulting from 
decommissioning insert after paragraph 12.2:  
“It is also noted that, while the decommissioning of 
Sizewell A will eventually lead to a reduction of 
employment in the area, Magnox operate a socio-
economic scheme (on behalf of the NDA) under the 
requirements of the Energy Act 2004. This scheme is 
intended to help mitigate the social and economic 
consequences of decommissioning (e.g. loss of jobs 
and economic activity).” 

5. ARPlanning on behalf of Hopkins 
Homes 
 

Welcomes the plan’s recognition of need for new 
development over plan period and the positive 
efforts to allocate sites. Welcomes inclusion of site 
south of Red House Lane (SA2).  Considers plan fails 
as it makes inadequate provision for new housing as 
result of removal of reserve site at south east 
Leiston.  General  objection that 7,900 housing 
requirement figure for the district  is out of date and 
to a lack of progress (by Suffolk Coastal District) to 
date with the local plan review. Wants reserve site 
re-instated as part of SA2. Considers larger site is 
more sustainable & capable of providing more 
benefits to the local community. Makes reference to  
current application  (DC/16/1684/FUL) 
Also references work being undertaken to assess 
cumulative impact of current applications & joint 
studies/information. 
Concludes neighbourhood plan policies should be 
considered out of date because Suffolk Coastal 
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District Council does not have 5yr housing land 
supply. Wants model policy (similar to core strategy 
policy SP1a) added to the neighbourhood plan. 

6. Strutt and Parker on behalf of 
Leiston Land Ltd & Pigeon 
Investment Management Ltd 
 

Generally supports the Neighbourhood Plan and 
proposals for SA3 St Margarets Crescent. Supports 
the approach of the neighbourhood plan to shape 
and influence the planned development for the town 
in a positive manner for the benefits it will bring. 
Updates position re waste water capacity paras 5.18 
– 5.22 and the joint statement provided in respect of 
current multiple applications. 
Supports policies H2, H3 & SA3. Suggests minor 
amendment to SA3 to reflect consultation responses 
in respect of their planning application and siting of 
vehicular access. 

7. Historic England 
 

Notes that due to current staffing capacity they are 
unable to comment but refer to advice provided at 
pre-submission stage dated 14th August 2015.   
 
For any questions which cannot be answered by the 
local conservation and archaeological specialists, the 
advise contacting the Historic Places Team. 

8. EDF Energy 
 

Interest is in respect of Sizewell B, Emergency 
Response Centre (off St George’s Ave) and Aldhurst 
Farm habitat creation scheme. 
Specific factual/clarification points comments made 
in respect of paragraphs  
2.8  Plans for Sizewell C are at an early stage. There 
will be further opportunities for the community to 
comment on detailed proposals and environmental 
impact assessments prior to any application for 
development consent. 
2.9 This paragraph should make clear that the 
connections to the national high voltage 
transmission network at Sizewell are used directly by 
the Sizewell B power station, and to provide supplies 
for the decommissioning activities at Sizewell A, as 
well as providing an export connection for the 
offshore wind industry (i.e. the Greater Gabbard and 
Galloper wind farms).;  
2.21 In considering the travel pattern of workers into 
the parish, it should be noted that many of those 
travelling into Leiston are employed at Sizewell A 
and Sizewell B. Should the construction of Sizewell C 
proceed, the level of employment would increase, 
particularly during construction, and this would also 
have a positive impact on the local economy. 
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3.3 Reference is made in the Vision for Leiston to 
“nuclear safeguarding limits”. It is not clear what is 
meant by this or why it is included, given reference 
to Sizewell is already made in the second bullet 
point;  5.6-5.7 The description of the Sizewell 
emergency arrangements and the interaction with 
planning requires clarification. Suffolk County 
Council is the authority responsible for all types of 
emergency planning, and its Joint Emergency 
Planning Unit maintains the offsite emergency plan 
in respect of any incidents at Sizewell. This plan 
includes a description of the Detailed Emergency 
Planning Zone (DEPZ), which is defined by the Office 
for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) and based on their 
assessment of the hazard. ONR works closely with 
the local authorities in doing its assessment. Suffolk 
Coastal District Council is the local planning 
authority, and should consult ONR in relation to 
development proposals within the DEPZ, or which 
could potentially affect the nuclear site.  
5.22 In terms of site allocations, particularly those 
sites identified in Policy H1: Housing Strategy, 
consideration should be given to EDF Energy’s 
existing and proposed activities (as identified in its 
consultation materials when developing the detail 
(e.g. layout) of a scheme. 
(http://sizewell.edfenergyconsultation.info/)).  
6.37 It is too early in the development planning 
process to reach conclusions on the impact of the 
construction of Sizewell C on the demand for 
business premises in Leiston. 

9. M Taylor  I wish to object to the neighbourhood Plan for 
Leiston on the following grounds. 
Emergency planning and failure to assess housing 
need against a realistic emergency plan, inclusion of 
Sizewell C, exclusion of Renewable Energy policy. 
Flood risk to town needs thorough assessment prior 
to any new building because SCC AECOM flood and 
sewage assessment programme is still ongoing. Lack 
of detail on Industrial strategy and potential impact 
on existing sites. Lack of detail on Retail and leisure 
existing and potential sites. 
 

10. NHS England 
 

Notes little reference to the access of local 
healthcare services for the current and population of 
Leiston. 
Leiston surgery and branch surgery at Yoxford in 
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terms of space are currently at capacity.  Would 
welcome the addition of a sentence to confirm that 
Leiston Town Council will support NHS England in 
ensuring suitable and sustainable provision of 
Primary Healthcare Services for the residents of 
Leiston. 

11. Anglian Water 
 

Provides specific comments on waste water capacity 
page 23. Confirms in relation to paras 5.18 & 5.19 
that the historic situation with Water Recycling 
Centre capacity has now changed. There is now 
sufficient capacity. 
Paragraphs 10.12 no longer factually correct.  
Paragraph 10.13 and FL1 additional wording 
reference that development should seek to reduce 
flood risk to the site and third parties. Adequate 
surface water management is crucial to help Leiston 
mitigate effects of climate change.  Makes reference 
to Suds and the surface water management 
hierarchy.  Stresses the importance of developers 
engaging early with relevant wastewater company. 

12 Marine Management 
Organisation (MMO) 
 

Draws attention to legislation and comments for 
consideration in the neighbourhood plan. 
 
Identifies potential text to add to para 1.6 “NPPF 
paragraph 105 – In coastal areas, local planning 
authorities should take account of the UK Marine 
Policy Statement and marine plans and apply 
Integrated Coastal Zone Management across local 
authority and land/sea boundaries, ensuring 
integration on the terrestrial and marine planning 
regimes.” 

13. T Rose  
 

Notes it is good to see the neighbourhood plan has 
taken account of many comments from Pre-
submission stage.  Considers the revised document 
opens up exciting, thought provoking view of 
Leiston, which is measured and sensible based on 
what appears to be sound social, economic and 
environmental data. The six points in SCDC’s 
strategic policy SP24 Leiston are fully developed in 
the neighbourhood plan. Realising the towns full 
potential will require considerable financial 
investment and community participation and 
support through the process.  
 
Quality of life – Given Leiston’s demographic profile 
larger open market houses attractive to investors for 
rents and second homes should be regarded as 
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highly marginal commodities in the town. 
Water – re waste water capacity and security against 
flooding and the statements concerning constraints 
to housing and commercial development, there is an 
absence of any formal or technical or other 
explanatory document from Anglian Water, 
Environment Agency or Leiston Flooding Working 
Group being made public. Proposed development 
tends to increase risk of flooding.   
Tourism & Business – fully support a better 
integrated and business strategy for the town 
including extending the railway if viable. Is sceptical 
about the sustainability of two supermarkets in the 
town. Thinks some small to medium sized 
enterprises will be squeezed out due to wider 
changes in retail practice / shopping habits.   
Planning and Development – Abbey Road The 
neighbourhood plan could better balance the 
obligation of contributing to the district housing 
requirement with its commitment to improve the 
physical environment and protect and enhance the 
setting of the town eg proposal to develop land at 
Abbey Road. Concerns listed against current planning 
application include pollution from light, odour and 
noise; nuclear safeguards if required; increased 
traffic and hazards to road safety; proximity to a 
number of highly sensitive wildlife habitats. 
Alternative option would have been to use existing 
or extend capacity to develop additional B1 
employment space at existing employment sites; re-
site residential development entirely to the south 
west of the site; give whole site over for 
wildlife/leisure activity.  
The impact of increased, albeit sustainable 
development needs to be assessed as does the 
adverse effects on Leiston’s fine landscape, natural 
environment and wildlife.   

 

 

 


